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

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et. al. ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

v. ) 
) 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY ) 
and JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive ) 
Director, ) 

) 
De&ndanh. ) 

No.: 66 C 1459 

Honorable Marvin E. Aspen 

DEFENDANTS RESPONSE TO LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION'S 
EMERGENCY MOTION TO INTERVENE AND LEAVE TO FILE A COMPLAINT 

FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

Defendants Chicago Housing Authority ("CHA") and Joseph Shuldiner ("Shuldiner"), by 

their attorneys Jerome M. Butler, Yolande M. Bourgeois, and Timothy Fair request this Court to 

enter an order pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure denying the 

Lakefront Community Organization's ("LCO") Emergency Motion to Intervene and Leave to 

File a Complaint for a Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction. 

LCO's Emergency Motion must fail because it has not satisfied any of the requisite 

elements entitling it to intervention or temporary injunctive relief. 

In further support of its Motion, CHA and Shuldiner state as follows: 

I. SUMMARY OF RELEVANT FACTS 

On September 22, 1995, CHA and LCO entered into a Revised Agreement Regarding 

Former Residents Of The Lakefront Properties And The Future Use Of These Properties 

("Agreement"). (See Exhibit A, attached). The premise of the Agreement was a "shared 

recognition and understanding that the rehabilitation of the four remaining Lakefront Properties 

is neither desirable nor appropriate." (See Exhibit A, fust paragraph, attached). The CHA 

agreed to seek U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") approval to 



demolish the existing structures and submit plans to HUD for replacement housing including 

scattered site public housing units, Section 8 certificates as well as units in the North Kenwood­

Oakland community. (See Exhibit A, paragraphs 1 and 2, attached). Specifically, the 

Agreement provides that CHA, through its Court appointed receiver, the Habitat Company 

("Habitat" ), was obligated to "build approximately 100 units, but not less than 80 units, of public 

housing as part of its Lakefront properties; that CHA, through Habitat, was to build or 

rehabilitate not less than 200 scattered site units in communities of the City of Chicago other 

than North Kenwood-Oakland; that CHA, through Habitat, was to build 141 units of scattered 

site housing already funded pursuant to the Gautreaux Consent Decree, in the North Kenwood­

Oakland community; and that CHA would apply to HUD for three hundred and two (302) 

Section 8 certificates for use as replacement housing. (See Exhibit A, paragraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7, 

attached). 

To date, within North Kenwood-Oakland, thirty (30) units have been 

completed/transferred. Another five (5) units are under construction and are scheduled to be 

transferred by January, 1999. Thirty-six (36) units are waiting for approval of building permits. 

Outside of North Kenwood-Oakland, thirty-eight (38) units have been completed/transferred in 

the Lakefront Replacement Housing program. Therefore, a total of sixty-eight (68) units are 

completed/transferred. (See Exhibit B, attached). 

With respect to scattered site units in communities of the City of Chicago other than 

North Kenwood-Oakland, in its Third Quarter Report of 1998 to this Court, Habitat reported that 

site control of 142 units had been obtained. (See Exhibit B , attached) . Additionally, 

approximately three hundred and two (302) certificates for Section 8 housing have been issued to 

Lakefront residents for use as replacement housing. (id.) 

In previous discussions with LCO (See Exhibit C, attached), CHA has stated its plans to 

proceed with demolition of the subject properties and has taken the following actions in a good 

faith attempt to comply with the provisions of the Agreement: 

1) Demolition and replacement housing plan for the subject properties were 
approved by HUDon September 28, 1995. 
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2) Funding has been allocated by HUD for 317 units. Funding for the 
remaining 104 to 124 units is expected to be derived from proceeds from 
the sale of market rate housing, rental units from private developers, City 
of Chicago, and HUD as development continues. 

3) Habitat has site control of one hundred and forty-two (142) units. 

4) The North Kenwood-Oakland community has been designated a 
Revitalizing Area by this Court. 

5) First priority occupancy rights were established for displaced Lakefront 
families on July 18, 1997. (See Exhibit D, attached). 

6) Construction or rehabilitation of replacement housing has commenced 
both within and outside the North Kenwood-Oakland area and sixty-eight 
(68) units have been completed. 

The CHA has substantially complied with all conditions precedent to demolition contained in the 

Agreement and it is therefore CHA's intention to commence demolition of the subject properties 

on December 12, 1998. CHA fully intends to continue to comply with the Agreement, provide 

replacement housing and cooperate with LCO. (See Exhibit E, attached). 

II. THE LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION HAS FAILED TO 
SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF AN INTERVENOR 

The Lakefront Community Organization ("LCO") has filed an emergency motion 

requesting leave to intervene as a matter of right, Rule 24(a)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, or through permissive intervention, Rule 24(b)(2). The LCO, however, has failed to 

meet the requirements of either rule and, more importantly, the LCO has failed to file a timely 

application for intervention. 

A. The LCO Failed To File A Timely Application For Intervention. 

This Honorable Judge has previously ruled that the first issue that must be decided in a 

motion to intervene is whether the motion was timely, McKersie v. I.U. International Corp. et al, 

1987 WL 20380 (N. D. III ., 1987), citing NAACP v. New York, 413 U.S. 345, 366 (1973), and 

when the motion to intervene is untimely it must be denied. The Seventh Circuit has followed a 
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four prong test to determine the timeliness of a motion to intervene: (1) the length of time the 

intervenor knew or should have known of her or his interest in the case; (2) the extent of 

prejudice to the original litigating parties from the intervenor's delay; (3) the extent of prejudice 

to the would-be intervenor if her or his motion is delayed; and (4) any unusual circumstances 

Bloomington v. Westinghouse Electric Com., 824 F. 2d 531, 534 (7th Cir. 1987). 

In this case, the Gautreaux lawsuit was filed in 1966. In September of 1995, the LCO 

entered into a "Revised Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront 

Properties and the Future Use of Those Properties" (hereinafter "Agreement"). The terms of the 

Agreement involved, among other things, the demolition of the Lakefront Properties ( 1130 East 

41 5
\ 1132 East 42nd St., 4155 South Lake Park and 4040 Oakenwald St.). The Agreement also 

contain provisions concerning the "Gautreaux-appointed Receiver" (Paragraphs 4, 6, 10 & 13 of 

the Agreement). On June 3, 1996, this Court entered an order approving the area at issue, North 

Kenwood-Oakland, as a Revitalization Area. In applying the first prong of the test, the LCO 

knew or should have known that their interests were involved in Gautreaux as early as 

September of 1995. Certainly, by June 3, 1996 when this Court entertained a joint motion ofthe 

parties to designate North Kenwood-Oakland a revitalizing area, the LCO, in fact, knew that 

action was being taken by the Gautreaux parties that affected its interest. Moreover, on June 2, 

1998, LCO was advised of CHA's intent to demolish (Exhibit C, attached). LCO offers no 

explanation for the delay in filing this application for intervention. This court, however, has 

previously ruled as untimely an eighteen month delay in filing a motion to intervene, after the 

party knew or should have known that its interest was involved. McKersie v. I.U. International 

Corp., 1987 WL 20380. In Bloomington, the court held as untimely an eleven month delay. 
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Clearly, the LCO's more than two-year delay in filing a petition to intervene in the Gautreaux 

case is extremely untimely and, therefore, must be denied. 

In applying the second prong of the timeliness test, the LCO must prove that there is no 

prejudice to the original litigating parties from the intervenors' delay. As with the first prong, the 

LCO has failed to address this requirement in their motion. Nevertheless, CHA will clearly be 

prejudiced by the delay. Specifically, in preparation for the demolition of the buildings by 

implosion, the building structures have been rendered structurally unstable by the removal of 

fundamental structural support members and stripped of all building equipment, furnishings and 

finishes . (Exhibit F). 

The next factor is whether the LCO will be prejudiced if the motion is denied. Not only 

are the interests of LCO not prejudice, those interests are being served by the Receiver building 

replacement units and by use of Section 8 certificates by the LCO. Nevertheless, to the extent 

LCO feels the agreement is being breached, LCO should file a lawsuit for a breach of contract. 

The last prong of the timeliness test involves special or unusual circumstances. The LCO, 

however, has failed to assert in its motion any unusual circumstances explaining the untimely 

application. The LCO may argue that CHA recently announced their intentions to demolish the 

Lakefront Properties. This argument, however, is without merit. As stated above, the LCO 

knew that their interests were involved for years. Lastly, the LCO fails to explain why after 

receiving further notice of the demolition on June 2, 1998 (Exhibit C), the LCO delayed its 

application until now. 

This court must rule as untimely the LCO' s motion to intervene in that (1) the LCO failed 

to seek timely intervention; (2) the parties in Gautreaux case would be unnecessarily prejudiced; 
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(3 ) the LCO' s is not prejudiced as it has an adequate remedy in filing a separate lawsuit; and (4) 

there are no special circumstances. 

B. The LCO Fails to Meet the Requirement for Intervention By Right. 

The LCO has failed to articulate an argument that would entitle them to intervene as a 
matter of right. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a), Intervention of right, provides: 

Upon timely application anyone shall be permitted to intervene in an action: (1) when a 
statute of the United States confers an unconditional right to intervene; or (2) when the 
applicant claims an interest relating to the property or transaction which is the subject of 
the action and the applicant is so situated that the disposition of the action may as a 
practical matter impair or impede the applicant's ability to protect that interest, unless the 
applicant's interest is adequately represented by existing parties. 

In Shea v. Angulo, 19 F.3d 343, 346 (1994), the court stated that Rule 24 (a)(2) establishes four 

conjunctive criteria for intervention as of right: (1) timely application; (2) an interest relating to 

the subject -matter of the action; (3) potential impairment, as a practical matter, of that interest by 

the disposition of the action; and ( 4) lack of adequate representation of the interest by the 

existing parties to the action. 

The facts of Shea are helpful to resolving the case at bar. The plaintiff, Shea, sued, in 

July of 1991, Angulo and First Capital Advisers ("FCA") in Illinois state court for breach of 

contract. The case was eventually moved to Federal court because of the diversity of citizenship 

of the parties. Shea, a stockbroker, alleged that FCA agreed to place all of its trades with Shea 

for those clients that FCA obtains as a result of Shea. Shea claims that FCA, in breach of its 

contract, failed to place those clients' trades through Shea causing a loss of commission. 

Shea, however, had a business partner, Butzen. Butzen moved to intervene in the Shea 

case claiming that Shea agreed to split all profits of the partnership. Shea admitted to the 

partnership but denied that the partnership was in effect at the time of the Shea-FCA dealings. 

The district court denied, which was affirmed by the Court of Appeals, Butzen' s motion to 
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intervene. The court ruled that Butzen failed to meet the final two criteria for intervention as a 

matter of right: impairment of interest and inadequacy of representation. 

The Shea court ruled that Butzen was free to initiate his own suit against Shea to recover 

his losses. In the case at bar, the LCO has completely failed to state, as a practical matter, an 

impairment. The LCO tries to assert the loss of quid pro quo as their impairment. This 

argument, however, fails. Like in She!!, the LCO is free to file a separate lawsuit for breach of 

contract. Moreover, The LCO's position is better defined as a matter of enforcement of the 1995 

Agreement. The LCO's flawed reasoning seeks to hold hostage vacant buildings, which they 

have no interest in living in. Clearly, a separate lawsuit, is the proper mechanism to enforce the 

Agreement. The LCO, therefore, fails to prove impairment that would impede their interest. 

Presently, there are no actions pending before this Court the outcome of which would affect the 

LCO. 

Also, as in Shea, the LCO has failed to prove that their interests are not adequately 

protected by the parties in Gautreaux. In Shea, Butzen was not allowed to intervene even though 

he alleged conflicts with Shea. Butzen maintained that Shea owed him money and that Shea 

sought employment with the defendant. The court ruled, however, that Butzen and Shea had the 

same interest in maximizing the financial recovery from FCA. As such, the court found 

Butzen's arguments of conflict as being without merit. Like in Shea, the LCO claims that CHA 

cannot adequately represent its interest in Gautreaux because it breached the Agreement. To the 

contrary, the CHA, in the Gautreaux case has agreed to the designation of the North Kenwood­

Oakland community as a Revitalization Area; it continues to seek the placement, by priority, of 

the eligible displaced families from the Lakefront Buildings into the units being built by the 

Receiver; and it encourages the Receiver to complete, in a timely fashion, the construction of 
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those units. These are the only issues relevant to Gautreaux and those matters are adequately 

represented. Therefore, like in Shea, the LCO's motion to intervene as a matter of right must be 

denied. 

C. The LCO Failed to Meet the Requirements of Permissive Intervention. 

The LCO fails to state any argument to support permissive intervention. Federal Rule of 

Civil Procedure 24(b)(2), Permissive Intervention, provides: 

Upon timely application anyone may be permitted to intervene in an action: (1) when a 
statue of the United States confers a conditional right to intervene; or (2) when an 
applicant's claim or defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in 
common. When a party to an action relies for ground of claim or defense upon any statue 
or executive order administered by a federal or state governmental officer or agency or 
upon any regulation, order, requirement, or agreement issued or made pursuant to the 
statue or executive order, the officer or agency upon timely application may be permitted 
to intervene in the action. In exercising its discretion the court shall consider whether the 
intervention will unduly delay or prejudice the adjudication of the rights of the original 
parties. 

The LCO failed to prove that it has filed a timely motion for permissive intervention and that the 

LCO will not unduly delay or prejudice the adjudication rights of the Gautreaux parties. In 

Gautreaux v. Pierce et al. , 743 F2d 526 (1984), the court quoted in footnote #15, "In an earlier 

phase of this litigation, implicitly, in order to keep the Gautreaux suit to manageable proportions 

and to avoid delay in the original action, the district court denied intervention in cases which 

' rise or fall on their own merits without much reference to the consent decree"' 548 F. Supp. At 

1287. In the case at bar, the LCO should likewise be denied permissive intervention so as not to 

further complicate the Gautreaux case. Clearly, the LCO interest to enforce the 1995 Agreement 

can rise or fall on its own merits without much reference to the Gautreaux consent decree. 

As stated above, the LCO has failed to file a timely application for intervention and has 

failed to meet the requirements of intervention by right or permission. Therefore, this Court 

must deny the LCO' s Emergency Motion. 
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It is also important to point out that the LCO is represented by the Legal Assistance 

Foundation, a subsidiary of the Legal Services Corporation. Federal regulations, however, 

specifically prohibit Legal Service Corporation recipients from initiating or participating in class 

actions. 45 C.F.R. § 1617. The Legal Assistance Foundation' s Emergency Motion to Intervene 

in the Gautreaux class action lawsuit clearly runs afoul of this regulation. The Legal Assistance 

Foundation has offered no explanations. 

Ill. LCO HAS FAILED TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS FOR ISSUANCE OF A 
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

A district court must consider four factors in deciding whether a temporary restraining 

order and preliminary injunction should be granted. These factors are: 1) whether LCO has a 

reasonable likelihood of success on the merits; 2) whether LCO will have an adequate remedy at 

law or will be irreparably harmed if the injunction does not issue; 3) whether the threatened 

injury to LCO outweighs the threatened harm an injunction or restraining order may inflict on 

CHA; and 4) whether the granting of an injunction or restraining order will disserve the public 

interest. Pelfresne v. Village of Williams Bay, 865 F. 2d 877, 882 (7th Cir. 1989). 

The facts , as recited in LCO's complaint, fail to establish even one of the four elements, 

as discussed below, and LCO 's Emergency Motion and its complaint for injunctive relief and 

declaratory judgment should be stricken and dismissed. 

A. LCO HAS NO LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS. 

The action brought by LCO is essentially one for breach of contract, alleging that CHA 

has failed to provide replacement housing for displaced lakefront residents prior to demolition of 

the subject property. However, as stated above, and in attached affidavits, CHA has substantially 

complied with its obligations under the Agreement and has indicated its plans to continue to do 

so. The Court must understand that in undertaking these endeavors, CHA does not and cannot 

act alone. In most situations, it must not only obtain HUD approval, but the approval of Habitat 

as well. In addition, according to paragraph 15 of the Agreement, the LCO is required to give 

the CHA sixty (60) days notice of its intent to declare a breach of the Agreement prior to 
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instituting any suit to enforce the terms of the Agreement. (See Exhibit A, paragraph 15, 

attached). No such notice was received by CHA. Consequently, LCO has not performed the 

conditions required prior to filing this suit and, as in matters requiring exhaustion of 

"administrative remedies", LCO should be directed to follow the procedures as outlined in the 

Agreement. 

B. LCO HAS AN ADEQUATE REMEDY AT LAW AND WILL NOT BE 
IRREPARABLY HARMED IF THE INJUNCTION DOES NOT ISSUE. 

LCO maintains that it has no adequate remedy at law because it will lose the "quid pro 

quo" (the demolition of the Lakefront properties) without having any assurance that the CHA 

and Habitat will build replacement housing. Curiously, LCO cites no case law to support is 

position. Perhaps this is because LCO' s position not only has no foundation in law, it has no 

foundation in fact. CHA has made substantial progress in providing replacement housing for the 

displaced residents according to the terms of the Agreement. (See Exhibit E, attached) . 

Additional replacement housing is planned for the sites of the planned demolition. (See Exhibit 

E, attached). In the event that CHA fails to abide by the terms of the Agreement, LCO has an 

adequate remedy at law in the form of a breach of contract action. LCO has no "property" right 

of which they may be divested in the event of demolition. They simply have a right to decent, 

safe and sanitary housing. There are no allegations that any LCO members are without such 

housing. Despite outreach efforts to Lakefront relocatees, completed replacement housing in the 

North Kenwood-Oakland area remains unoccupied. (See Exhibit E, attached). 

Consequently, the only thing LCO can complain of is the failure of CHA to meet the time 

constraints imposed by the Agreement. Such a complaint can be adequately addressed in a 

breach of contract action, with no irreparable harm incurred. It is not as if the subject property is 

the lodging of the LCO. Residents that have moved to other dwellings lack any legal interest in 

preventing CHA from treating empty shells as what they are. LCO has no right to maintain open 

and vacant buildings that pose an immediate and continuing hazard to the community. See 

McKenzie v. City of Chicago, 118 F. 3d 522 (7th Cir. 1997). 
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C. THE THREATENDED INJURY TO LCO DOES NOT OUTWEIGH THE 
HARM A RESTRAINING ORDER AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
MAY INFLICT ON CHA. 

LCO once again resorts to its "quid pro quo" argument to establish the balance of harms 

in its favor. Once again, it fails miserably. The buildings are not currently occupied. The 

demolition of the buildings will not displace any residents. Presently, the buildings are 

dangerous, unsafe, unsanitary and otherwise unfit for human habitation, occupancy or use. (See 

Exhibit F, attached). It is not an appropriate use of judicial power to issue an injunction that adds 

nothing to the protection LCO already has or can obtain by taking rudimentary precautions. The 

irreparable harm to LCO if the injunction is erroneously denied does not exceed the irreparable 

harm to CHA if the injunction is erroneously issued. See McKenzie, supra at 555. The CHA 

wants and needs to go forward. It cannot stand still by allowing open, vacant and dilapidated 

housing to remain. The only harm that may be suffered by LCO is any delay which may occur 

as the result of delays in funding and construction. Certainly such harm does not outweigh the 

harm to the CHA if it is prevented from demolishing obsolete housing. 

D. THE GRANTING OF AN INJUNCTION OR RESTSRAINING ORDER 
WILL DISSERVE THE PUBLIC INTEREST. 

The United States Supreme Court has recognized that "where an injunction is asked 

which will adversely affect a public interest, for whose impairment, even temporarily, an 

injunction bond cannot compensate, the court may in the public interest withhold relief until a 

final determination of the rights of the parties, though the postponement may be burdensome to 

the Plaintiff." Yakus v. United Sates, 321 U.S. 414, 440-441 (1994). Open and abandoned 

buildings may become grounds for criminal activity and may pose a danger to children who may 

enter and injure themselves. Open and vacant buildings pose an immediate and continuing 

hazard to the community. As a general rule, interference with the enjoyment or possession of 

land is considered "irreparable" since land is viewed as a unique commodity for which monetary 

compensation is an inadequate substitute. However, it is not clear that a similar rule should 

apply to buildings, since the buildings, unlike the land, can be repaired or replaced. LCO does 

not suggest any particular reason why these buildings are irreplaceable. The public interest 

would be furthered by allowing the demolition to proceed. 
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THEREFORE, CHA and Shuldiner request this Court to deny LCO' s request to intervene 

and for leave to file a complaint for temporary restraining and preliminary injunction order so 

that CHA may accomplish this important milestone for the revitalization of the North Kenwood­

Oakland community and continue to move forward in improving the lives of the Lakefront 

residents. 

Jerome M. Butler 
Yolande M. Bourgeois 
Timothy Fair 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 
200 West Adams, Ste. 2100 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 791-8415 
ATTORNEY NO. 50100 

Respectfully submitted, 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

and 
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The . Parties hereto en~er this Aqreement b~sed upon~ share 
recoqnltlon and understandlnq that the rehabilit~tion ot the te 
rema1n1nq Laxetront ?ropertles, hereinafter identified, is 
ne1ther des1rable no~ appropria~e. The parties do sh~re ~ co .. 
goal ot prov1dinq su1table hous1nq choice• to the tor.er 
residents ot the Laxetront Properties, includinq the choice to 
move back into the North Kenwood - Oaxland community. 

The Chicaqo Housinq Authority (CHA) and the Laketront 
Community Orqanization (LCO), which is the sole representative 
the displaced Laketront tenant taailie• 1 , by their duly 
authorized representatives and attorneys, hereby aqree as 
follows: 

1. The CHA sh~ll immediate.ly apply to the Department of 
Housinq and Urban Development ("HUO") tor perais•ion to d-.olis; 
the tour Laketront Propertie• that have not been rehabilitated 
namely the 453 units in the three buildinq coaplex knovn aa L&k. 
Michiqan Hoaes located at 1130 East 41st Street, 1l.. l~ !«at; ~.Znd 
street and 4155 South Lake Park, coaprisinq HOD Pr~J~~ MQ. l-4 
and the 151 units in the buildinq located at 4040 Oak•n~3l4 
street, part ot HOD Project No. 2-34, Washinqton Park Hoaes. 

l. In conjunction with its deaolition application(•), CRA 
will submit to HUD replacement housinq plana, aa required by 42 
u.s.c. 1437p(b) (3) and 24 CFR 970.11, tor the provision ot 
replacement housinq units tor each public housinq unit to be 
demolished under ita application(s). The replaceaent housinq 
plans will provide tor the acquisition or development ot 

The •4i•placed Laketront tenant taailie•• means: 

(1) all persons who were re•idinq at the six Laketront 
propertie• (i.e., 3939 s. Lake Park Avenue, 3913 s. Lake Park 
Avenue 4040 s. Oakenvald Street, 1130 !. 41st Street, 4155 s. 
Lake P~k Avenue and 1132 E. 42nd Street) a• ot OCtober 1, 1915 
and who were displaced by the propo•ed Laketront propertiea 
rehabilitation project, except that •displaced Laketront tanant 
faailie•• doe• not include tho•• tenant taailiea vno are 
leas~holders at Lake Pare Place on the date of this aqre .. ent: 

(ii) the tollovinq tenant taailie• wbo resided at 4040 
oakenwald street troa ~ovember, 191' to Nove~r, 1991 and vno 
were t .. porarily relocated to Lake Pare Place 1n 1991 and whose 
name• are listed on attachment A hereto. 



scattered site puclic housinq units and the provis 1· 0
n o• 

8 certificates. ~ Sectio 

3. No demolition ct the four remaininq Laketront · 
shall coamence until: (a) HUO has entered bindinq tundi~ropertl 
comm1tments w1th CHA for the pu~oses set forth in p•r 9 

d 5 t th . ~ . . • aqraphs 4 
an . ~ . lS "qreement: (b) the Clty ot Ch1caqo and CHA have 
1den~ 1 .1ed, and CHA has obtained site control o• su•t· · . ~, ~ 1c1ent 
s 1 te~, ·•hlch are acceptable to teo, to develop l41 units ot 
publlc hous1nq _1n accordance with paraqraph 6 ot this Aqreeaent 
and (c) .the Un1ted States . District Court has entered {1) an 
appr~prlate.order perm1tt1nq construction or rehabilitation ot 
publlc hous1nq under paraqraphs 4 and 6 ot this A.qreement and 
{ii~ an appropriate ord~r aa~nd~nq CHA's tenant selection and 
ass1qnment plan to perm1t pr1or1ty occupancy riqhts to units 
developed under paraqraphs 4, 5 and 6 ot this Aqre .. ent to 
displaced Laketront tenant tAailies. If the conditions s.t 
torth in this paraqraph J and in paraqraph 15 belov are 
satisfied, CHA shall demolish the four r .. aininq Lakefront 
properties. 

4. The CHA, throuqh the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver, 
subject only to satisfaction of the conditions set tortb. ift 
paraqraphs J(a) and J(c) (1) ot this Aqree•ent, shall build 
approximately 100 units, but not lesa than 80 unita, of public 
housinq and shall cuild or otherwise provide a co .. unity center 
on sitea ovned or otherwise provided by CHA aa part of its 
Lakefront propertiea, inc1udinq the 4040 Oakenvald buildinq. 
CHA, throuqh the Gautrtaux-appointed Receiver, shall apply to ~ 
City ot Chicaqo Zoninq Board of Appeals tor a variance or speci. 
uae which would perait conatruction of the coaaunity center, a~ 
shall appeal, it warranttd by counsel tor CHA or LOO, any 
determination that prohiDits construction of the coaaunity 
center. CHA and the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver shall con•ult 
and attempt to reach aqrtement with LCO in all matters reqardin~ 
the community center and shall provide LCO with office •pace in 
the community center. 

5. Subject only to satisfaction of the condition• set tortb 
in paraqrapha l(a) of thia Aqreeaent, the CHA, throuqh the 
Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venture, sh~ll 
cuild or rehabilitate not le•• than 200 scattered •ite un1ts in 
co .. unitiea of the City of Chicaqo other than North Xenvood­
Oakland on sitea which are acceptable to LOO. 

6. The CHA, subject only to satisfaction ot the condition: 
set forth in paraqraph 3(b) and 3(c) (1) of thia Aqre .. ent, shal 
build 141 units of scattered site hou•inq (nev or rehabilitated 
already tunded pursuant to the Gautreaux Conaent Decree, in the 
North Kenwood - Oakland community. Th••• units vill be develop 
cy the Gautreaux-appointed Rtceiver and/Or the Joint Venture, 
primarily on CHA owned vacant land and City of Chicaqo ovned 
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sites, which are acceptable to LCO. 

7. CHA shall apply to HUO fo th 
Section I certificates 'or use as ~•plree hundred ~nd tvo (30~) 
event CHA' s S . • acement houslnq In the 

ect1on 8 ~eplacement housinc; applicAtion.ia no 
funded by HUO, e1ther 1n whole or in part, CKA will make t 
ava1lable up to J02 Section a certificate• froa ita · 
of Sec:lon 8 cer~i!icates to ~eet the ~•placement ho~~ lnventor 
of dlsplaced Laxefront tenant familiea. lnq needs 

~~ Subje~t to the court order discussed in pArac;raph 
J (c) ( 11) ot t~ls Agreement, CHA shall otter, on a tirst priori t 
bas1s, all un1ts devel?ped under paraqraphs 4, 5 and 6 ot this y 
Agreeme~t and all Sect1on a certit~cates provided under para ra 

1 7 ot . t~ls Aqreement, (up to a comb1ned saxiaua ot 604 units :ndp 
ce~t~t1cates~, .to eliglble displaced Llketront tenant taailiea. 
El1g1ble faa1l1es are all displaced Laketront tenAnt !&aili 
except those: es 

(a) who because ot income are no lonc;er eliqible tor CHA 
housing; 

(b) who prior to movinq out ot the Llketront Properti .. 
were subject to a written eviction order terainatinq their right 
to ccntinued occupancy at CHA; 

(c) who have been evicted troa public houainq tor "good 
cause" aa set torth at 24 CFR Section 9''·4(1) (2) or other 
serious violation ot their leAae durinq the period of relOCAtion . 

(d) who have been relocated outside of CHA houainq but who 
durinc; the period ot relocation, have been convicted ot a felony ' 
involving physical violence to persona or crimea aqainat propert1 
that adversely attect the health, safety or welfare of other 
persons or the aisdemeanors of aqqravated aaaault, unlawful uae 
ot a weapon, battery or criminal daaaqe to property; 

(e) vbo left CHA ovinq rent and who attar a reaaonable 
opportunity to r .. olve any account bAlance refuae or are unable 
to reaolve any rent arrearaqe within a reaaon&ble tiae ot any 
deteraination of ineliqibility. 

Any displaced LAketront tenant taaily deterained to be 
ineliqible tor replaceaent houainq pursuant to tbe proviaiona ot 
this paraqraph will be entitled to appeal the deteraination ot 
ineliqibility to a committee composed of three aaabera choaen by 
u::o and three meacers choaen by CHA. This co-itt .. shall have 
access to all relevant documents that led to the findinq of 
ineliqibility, shall consider any evidence ot rehabilitation ot 
the tenant taaily or any evidence ot the tenant taaily's 
willinqnesa to participate in social service or other appropri&t• 
counselinq service proqrams, and shall be eapovered to waive any 
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or all rent _arrearaqes !or good cause shovn and to establish • 
reasonable lnstall=ent payment plan . 

. Th~s coaaittee shall initially screen the tenants who shl 
res1de ln the hous1nq to be provided under this Revised 
Aqreement. After initial occupancy is coapleted the coaaitte• 
shall _be e~anded to nine (9) members, with the three (l) 
addltlonal ~embers to be selected !roa the residents who will 
res1de 1n the new housinq to be built under this Revised 
Aqreement. 

9. Up to a maximum ot 604 eliqible displaced Laketront 
tenant families sh~ll be attorded either their first or their 
second hous1nq cho1ce pursuant to paraqraph I ot this Aqreeae~ 
CHA, throuqh its tenant selection and as•iqnaent procedure sh 
maintain a parity in the occupancy ot public hou•inq unita' 
developed pursuant to paraqraph • ot this Aqreeaent betveen 
eliqible low income and very low incoae faailie•, •• those ter 
are defined in 24 CFR Section 913.102. In the event that CHA' 
obliqation to attord up to 604 d~splaced Lakefront tenant 
families with either their tirst or second housinq choic .. ~ 
be reconciled with CHA's obliqation to aaintain a parity ~ tb 
occupancy of public housinq units, a• required by tbi• p&raqrl 
CHA and LCO will negotiate a mutually aqreeable aaendaent to t 
Aqreement. 

10. CHA shall negotiate and attaapt to reach aqreuent ,. 
the LCO with respect to all matter• involvinq the di•placed 
Laketront tenant faailie•, including but not liaited to aqr ... 
with the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the J'oint Venture 
relative to the site selection and de•iqn ot all hou•inq units 
constructed, rehabilitated or otherwise made available tor 
occupancy pur1uant to the term• of thi1 Aqreuent and with au 
relative to the manaqeaent and operation of all housinq units 
constructed, rehabilitated or otherwise made available tor 
occupancy pursuant to the teraa ot this Aqre .. ent. 

11. CHA, vith the as•istance of LCO, shall conduct an 
aqqres•ive outreach caapaiqn to contact eliq1ble di•placed 
Laketront tenant faailies in order to detenine whether they v : 
to avail th ... elve• ot the housinq opportunities beinq provid..­
under thi• Aqre .. ent. CHA and LCO shall enter a side aqr .... , 
settinq forth the tiainq, scope and teras ot the outreach 
proqr... A bar date vill be tixed after which there vill be r. 
further riqht to replaceaent housinq under this Aqre .. ent. 
consistent with the outreach proqraa developed by and aqreed t 
by CHA and LCO, CHA will make all rea•onable ettorts to locate 
displaced Laketront tenant faailiea up to the bar date. 

12. All displaced Laketront tenant faailiee vho avail 
themselv•• ot the replacement housinCJ opportunities beinq 
provided under paraqraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7 ot thi• Aqre .. ent 
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shall be moved by CKA, a~ CHA's e~ense or ·d 
aaount ot actual, reasonable ~ovl· n~ cos~s. _Pal by CHA the , ~ lncludinq ~he actua 
reasonable .costs ot ut1l1ty reconnection • 

. ll. ~· Cautreau~-appointed Receiver shall co•ply ith 
~ectl?n . 1 r~qu1rements in the demolition and constructio~ 
1dent1t1ed 1n the Aqreement, and shall work with CHA and LeO i · 
1d~nt1!y1nq members ot displaced Laketront tenant ta•ilies 48 · 
el1q~ble tor tra1n1nq and employment opportunitiea pursuant to 
Sec~l~n J. ~· directly or throuqh it• aqent, shall provide 
tra1n1nq tor 1nterested residents reqardinq manac;eaent and 
operation ot the replacement housinq units beinq provided 
pursuant to this Aqreemen~. 

14. By siqninq this document, LCO and CHA hereby aqree ~ 
this Revised Aqreement replace• and supplant• the M .. orandua o· 
Accord entered into on May 27, 1916. Hovever, it the conditioru 
set forth in paraqraph J ot this Aqreement tor d .. olition of ~ 
four reaaininq Lak~tront propertiea are not satisfied by Janua; 
l, 1996, LCO may q1ve CHA seven dAya notice ot it. intent to 
declare a breach of this Aqreeaent. If thoae condition• are ~ 
satisfied within that seven day notice period, LOO aay decl are 
breach ot thia Aqreeaent. Upon such a declaration of breacb 
this Revised Aqreeaent shall be null and void, and the ter.a'L 
condition• of the oriqinal M .. orandua of Accord, dated May 21, 
1986, shall be reinstated. 

15. The construction or rehabilitation ot the replacaaent 
houainq required under paraqraphs 5 and 6 ot thia Aqre .. ent ah. 
commence within ten aontha after sati•taction ot the conditio~ 
sat forth in paraqraph 3 of this Aqreeaant tor d .. olition of ~ 
tour r ... ininq Lakefront propertiea and shall be coapleted vi~ 
a reasonable tiaa, aa that tera is defined by current 
construction industry standards tor the type of construction ~ 
rehabilitation cont .. plated by the aqre .. ent. If the conatruct 
or rehabilitation of the replac .. ent houainq required under 
paraqraph• 5 and 6 of this Aqre .. ent haa not coaaenced within t 
montha attar satisfaction of the condition• set t~rth in 
paraqrapb l of this Aqre .. ent tor d .. olition of the four 
raaaininq Lakatront properties or is not coapleted within tan 
-.ontha thereafter, LCO shall qive CHA aixty day• notice of ita 
intent to declare a breach ot this Aqre .. ent prior to inatitut 
any suit to enforce the teras ot this Aqre ... nt. 

11. CBA • a entry into thia Reviaecl Aqreeaent in the conte 
of the unique circuaatances involvinq the diaplacawent and 
relocation of the tor.er reaidents of the Laketront Propertiu 
shall not be deeaed a precedent with respect to the relocation 
and replaceaent housinq riqhts of other CHA tenants taailiea w 
may be displaced and relocated troa their present housinq unit 
aa a consequence of tuture d .. olition of CHA housinq units. 
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17 · This aqreement shall be qoverned as to pertorw~nce an· 
interpret~tion in accordance wlth the law• ot the St~te ot 
Illinoil. In constr.Jlng the terms ot this Aqreeaent, neither c 
nor LCO shall be deemed the drafter ot this Aqreement. 

18. In consideration ot the Agreement by the CHA to enter 
~nto the above obligations, the LCO agrees to suppo~ CHA's 
appl1cat~on ~o HUD for demolition ot the Laxetront Prope~ie•. 
Both parties to this aqreement agree to comply with all teras a 
conditions set !o~h herein, aqree to cooperate and suppo~ 
implementation ot this agreement and acknowledqe that thia 
aqreement is intended by the partie• to be a bindinq contract 
enforceable by either party in any court ot coapetent 
jurisdiction. 

19. CKA shall reimburse LCO tor all reasonable expen••• 
incurred by LCO members in connection with the iaple•entation c 
this Revised Aqreement, includinq car tare and transportation, 
telephone and copyinq expenses. Such reimburseaent shall be 
provlded by CKA within JO days o( submission by LCO of reaaonat 
proof ot expenditures to CKA . 

... )~~ c ..L L 
EXECU"rED THIS 7 DAY OF ~<:..9JS.)D3J:( 

IN CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

FOR THE t.AJa: FRON'I' COMMUNITY 

ORGAII~ATION: ~ .::;2 
By: ~~'v~- \o.-..-' _.....,....._ 

CLARA DIXON, President 

By: 

By: 

By: 

J;r,~_(. _ t; 
IZQRA DAVIS 
Exicutive Board Director 
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WiLLIAM P. WI U:N 
MICH.UI. i'ARD'tS 
ALLISON ~SHE-CARD 
Leqal ~ssistance Foundat:on 

ot Chicaqo 
J4J S. Dearborn Street 
Sul:e 700 
Cl'ucaqo, Zllinols 
~ttorneys for LCO 

FOR THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY: 

By: 

1 / 

/ ,A . --u~.., f-/1 "',I , Lu.. . , 
... .,;' .J ' / < - - ' ~ . "'=""' ----.. 

MARIL'tN J'O)INSON . 
Chicaqo Housinq ~uthority 
200 w. ~dams Street 
Suite 2100 
Chicaqo, Illinois 60606 
Attorney tor CHA 
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:'he fa11ilies ·of: 

, F'elisa Dixon .. 
... !'1lche l :e C' aVlS ' . 
J • Assie Ute Williams 

4 . Audrey Motes 

5 • Yvette .Jones 

6 . Rose Wallace 

7. carlos Roberts 

a • Hattie Taylor 

9. Addie Archibald 

10. Debra Miller 

ll. Katie Johnson 

12. Ronald Henry 

lJ. Tonia Rush 
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Kenwood-Oakland Revitalization Program 
Program Status 

UnjtJ Wjtbjn North Keowood I Oakland Communities 

• Total units with demonstrated site control. 142 

• Units completed as of 11 /9/98 . 30 

• Units currently under construction . s 

• Units expected to be under construction within the next 60 days. • 36 

• Units by private developer commitment. 19 

• Public housing units currently proposed for the ''Drexel" site. • • 52 

UnjtJ Outside of Nortb Kenwood I Oak.Jand Communities 

• 25 Sites are under contract in the Woodlawn Community. 

• Units rehabilitated in General Areas (Rogers Parle. etc.) 38 

• Pennits applied for. 
• • ln design/development process. 
• • • Subject to determination of actual start date and absorption rate of marlcet product 

l:IPRECON\KEN..OAKI I l·9·98P. Wl'O The Habiw Company 

Timetable 

NA 

3/97. 11/98 

10/98. l/99 

l/99. 4/00 

unknown••• 

unknown••• 

NA 

12/96. 3198 

11/17198 



Jos t?plt Sltuldinu 
E.ucutive Diuctor 

Executive Comminu 
Rosilnnil .l1tlrl{ue: 

Timothy W. Wright II/ 

Dr . . Hildred Htlrris 

Ed .Hosn 
Deputy Executive 
Director for C ommunil}· 
ReliltJons & In volvement 

Ctlrtrtell E. Browne 
Acting Deputy 
Executive Director 
FintliiCe & 
Administrtlt.iort 

Jerome .H. Butler 
r.~,.erill Counsel 

I 
The Chicago Housing Authority 

June 2, 1998 

Izora Dav is. President 
Lakefronr Conununiry Organization 
3983 S. Lake Park .-\venue 
Chicago . Illinois 60653 

Dear Ms. Davis : 

Subject: Demolition Intention 

It is the intention of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) per its compliance with the 
Revised Agreement Regarding Fonner Residents Of The Lakefront Prooerties and The 
Furure Use of Those Propenies to conunence demolition of the four remaining 
Lake front Properties ( 4040 South Oakenwald, 1130 East 41 51 Street, 1132 East 4200 

Street and 4155 South Lake Park) the week of July 13, 1998, but no later than August 
1' 1998. 

A reprise of this compliance with the Revised Lakefront Agreement follows . 

STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 

As of the writing of this letter, within North Kenwood/Oakland, eighteen (18) units 
have been completed/transferred. Another eight (8) units are under construction and 
are scheduled to be transferred in June 1998. Nine (9) units are waiting for approval of 
building pennits (see attached for addresses) . Outside of North Kenwood/Oakland, 
thirty-eight (38) units have been completed/transferred in the Lakefront Replacement 
Housing program. Therefore, a total of fifty-six (56) units are complete/transferred. 

OUTREACH AND OCCUPANCY 

In 1997 CHA conducted an outreach to Lakefront Relocatees by advertising in three (3) 
metropolitan newspapers and on radio for the new units within North 
Kenwood/Oakland. In addition, CHA did a mailing to Lakefront Relocatees who had 
responded to prior outreaches. Of the eighteen ( 18) completed units, thirteen ( 13) are 
occupied. Of the five (5) vacancies, four (4) are three-bedroom units and one (l) is a 
one-bedroom unit. Lakefront applicants for three (3) of the three-bedroom units have 
been processed and approved by the Screening Committee. An applicant for the one­
bedroom unit is being processed. You were notified in advance of the date when 
Screening Committee held its meeting. 

SITE CONTROL 

In its First Quarter Report of 1998 to Chief Judge Marvin E. Aspen, The Habitat 
Company reported that site control of 143 units had been obtained. Habitat 's Land 
Inventory indicating the addresses and number of units is attached. In sununary , the 
units and their stages of development are as follows : 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, Dlinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 
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\fL'MBER OF U\TITS 

33 

25 
15 

44 
12 

5 

2 
1 
2 
4 

143 Total Units 

PROGRA\1 ~L\1BER 

P002-l 84 

?002-206 
P002-180T 

?002-193 
P002- 180P 

P002-180P 

P002-180P 
?002-205 
(Rehab) 
Misc . Properties 

ST ATt;S 

In construction . 18 units completed 
15 to be completed 
In Bid process. Permits & Pricing 
In Bid process. 2 responses rece i~ed 
for 4300 Berkeley RFP. \few England 
Builders & Dorset Ltd . JV Subrruned to 
HUD 
Drexel RFP being formaned 
To be purchased from Thrush 
Development 46th & Woodlawn 
To be purchased from New Kenwood 
L. L. C. Shakespeare School 
To be purchased from Pope Place 
Drawings completed 
Under construction 
Tentatively Planned for Likefront RFP or 
In fill Units 

As evidence of site control we have enclosed Warranty, Trustee, and Quitclaim Deeds, 
and offer letters from Thrush Development Co. , and New Kenwood L.L.C. It is 
anticipated that a letter offering two units at Pope Place will be obtained and once 
received we will transmit a copy to you . Also enclosed is a HUD Purchase 
Agreement. Record of Invoice for one site whose closing is pending and The Habitat 
Co . letter dated June 20, 1997. Please note that some sites (821 , 825, 827, and 829 E. 
4200 Place) included in the Drexel RFP are part of the City of Chicago's commitment to 
provide 4 units of public housing with market rate housing and thus have not been 
transferred to The Habitat Co . Also, the additional properties that are listed in 
Habitat' s Land Inventory as historic sites will be swapped for other city owned sites or 
Habitat will be compensated for them. 

COMPLIANCE WITH LAKEFRONT AGREEMENT 

Paragraph 3 of the Revised Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront 
Properties and the Future Use of Those Properties (Revised Agreement) states that "If 
the conditions set forth in this paragraph 3 and in paragraph 15 below are satisfied, 
CHA shall demolish the four remaining Lakefront Properties" . In previous discussions 
with you, CHA has stated its plans to proceed with the demolition of these buildings 
this year . Following is a summary of actions that have taken place showing compliance 
with the Revised Agreement: 

Paragraph 1 and 2: 

Paragraph 3: 

Demolition and replacement housing plan for the four high 
rises were approved by the Departtnent of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) on September 28, 1995. 

a) Funding has been allocated by HUD for 317 units . 
Funding for the remaining 104 to 124 units may come from 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, Illinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 
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Paragraph 15: 

proceeds from the sale of market race housing. rencal units 
from private developers, City of Chicago, and HUD as 
development continues . 

b) Pursuant to the enclosed documentation there are enough 
sites under the control of The Habicac Company to meet the 
requirements to build 141 units of public housing m 
accordance with paragraph 5 of the Revised Agreement. 

(c)(i) Under the Gautreaux Consent Decree North 
Kenwood/Oakland community was designated a Revitalizing 
Area by Chief Judge Marvin E. Aspen U.S. District Court 
which permits the construction or rehabilitation of public 
housing under Paragraphs 4 and 6 of the Revised Agreement. 

(c)(ii) First priority occupancy rights were established for 
displaced Lakefront families on July 18, 1997 (CHA letter 
attached) for units developed pursuant to Paragraph 4, 5, and 
6 of the Revised Agreement. 

This paragraph scates that construction or rehabilitation of the 
replacement housing required under paragraphs 5 and 6 (200 
units outside of North Kenwood/Oakland and 141 units within 
this area) commence within ten months after satisfaction of 
the conditions set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Revised 
Agreement . As documented above, construction has 
commenced in both areas and 56 units have been completed. 

Pursuant to the stipulations of the Revised Agreement, the CHA has determined that 
Paragraphs 3 and 15 are hereby satisfied. It is therefore CHA 's intention per the 
Revised Agreement to commence demolition of the four (4) remaining Lakefront 
Properties the week of July 13, 1998, but no later than August 1, 1998. 

CHA fully intends to continue to comply with the Revised Agreement, provide 
replacement housing and cooperate with the Lakefront Community Organization. We 
feel that this is an important milestone for the revitalization of the community and a 
step forward in improving the lives of the Lakefront residents. 

If you have any questions, please concact Andrew Rodriguez, Director, Redevelopment 
Division at (312) 791-8500, extension 450 I. 

Sincerely, 

Cs~ 
Executive Director 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, Illinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 



lzor;~ Da~ IS 

Lak.eiron! Repl;~cemem Hous1ng Program 
North KenwoOOiOak.land Swus 
Page~ 

cc: Karen 'Se~1on . lntenm Chau-person 
Rtch yfonocchto. Executtve Office 
Ed \loses. Deputy Executive Dtrector 
Carole \ttlltson . Pres tdent \\'CDC 
Thomas Harkless. Dtrector Housmg \lanagement 
Andrew Rodnguez. Dtrector Redevelopment 
Valerie Jarren. The Habttat Company 
Rozanna yfarquez. City of Chicago 

C . .:edn c. lakefront Rep lacement 
Housmg Programl 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, lllinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 



DEEDS FOR LAKEFRONT REPLACE:\fE~T HOl'SI~G PROGRA\1 
~ORTH KE~WOODIOAKLA~D CO~L"\IL~ITY 

Below are the addresses of the aHached Warranry, Trustee and Quitclaim Deeds in 
control of the Habitat Company . 

-+204 S. Drexel 
-+ 100 S. Ellis 
-+ 154 S. Lake Park 
-+593 and -+595 Oakenwald 
-+999 S. Oakenwald 
1012 E. 4Pr Place 
1014 E. 41 sr Place 
10 16-10 18 E. 41 sr Place 
1034 E. 41 sr Place 
4430 and 4432 S. Universiry 
827-29 E. Bowen 
4246 S. Drexel 
4630 S. Drexel 
4544 S. Oakenwald 
4400 S. Universiry 
4448 S. University 
802 E. 41 sr Street 
824-826 E. 42nd Street 
1216-18 E. 46m Street 
4413 S. Oakenwald 
927-929 E. 45th Street 
819-23 E. 45th Street 
4338 S. Greenwood 
945 E. 45th Street 
4333 S. Berkeley 
4331 S. Ellis 
4328-32 S. Greenwood 
823 E. 42nd Place 
3975 S. Ellis 
808 E. 41Sl Street 
804-806 E. 41 Sl Street 
4027 S. Lake Park 
4365 S. Greenwood 
1211 E. 44m Place 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, lllinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 



Edwin Eisendratb 
ChairiTUln 

Josepb Sbuldiner 
Executive Director 

Executive Comminu 
Rosanna \tarquez 

Artensa R2ndolpb 

Timotby W. Wrigbt Ill 

Dr. :\iildrtd Harris 

Jerome Butler 
Genua/ Counsel 

Ed :\ioses 
Deputy Executive 
Director for Community 
Relations & Involvement 

AnaL Vargas 
Deputy Executive 
Director for Finance and 
Administration 

The Chicago Housing Authority 

July 18, 1997 

~1s. Izera Davis 
Lakefront Community Organization 
3983 S. Lake Park Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60653 

Dear Ms. Davis: 

The CHA anticipates leasing the first nine (9) of 241 Lake front replacement 
units in the summer and fall of 1997. This letter outlines how CHA will select 
applicants for the Waiting List and screen these Waiting List applicants in 
accordance with federal law. 

I have enclosed a list of the displaced Lake front tenant families generated by 
two CHA and one Chicago Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation 
(CMHDC) outreach mailings. The list of former Lakefront residents which you 
gave the Occupancy Department is being compared to a similar list of relocatees 
assembled by the Occupancy Department so that discrepancies on the list can be 
corrected. The CHA Occupancy Department is also indicating, for each person 
on your list, whether the person has responded to an outreach effort and what the 
response has been. All of these lists will be combined into a master list of 
Lake front relocatee respondents. For each phase of Lakefront replacement 
housing, the CHA will try to reach additional Lakefront displaced tenant 
families by placing an outreach ad in the Chicago Sun-Times and Chicago 
Defender newspapers and mailing a letter to all respondents of the three 
previous outreaches (see enclosure). You are requested to add to the enclosed 
list any eligible displaced Lakefront families, as defined by the enclosed Revised 
Agreement, who are not yet on the list. 

The Wait List 

The CHA will offer, on a first priority basis, Lakefront replacement homes to 
eligible displaced Lake front families. CHA' s Occupancy Department is creating 
a Waiting List of these families and will organize the list according to family 
size. Due to the very short time period available before occupancy of the first 
nine units (see enclosed construction schedule and property list), the CHA is 
sending a letter this week to all verified relocatees (letter and list enclosed). All 
persons on Attachment A of the Revised Agreement who require one bedroom 
units will also receive the letter inviting them to schedule a screening interview 
with CHA's Occupancy Department. 

626 West Jackson Boulevard ·Chicago, lllinoi.s 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 
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Page 2 • July 18. 1997 Lener to \1s . lzora Davis from Joseph Shuldiner 

.-\11 Lakefront relocatees verified by Occupancy will also be verified bv \1s. 
lzora Davis. Lakefront Community Organization (LCO), by completi~g the 
enclosed Relocation Yeritication Form. 

For each phase of replacement housing, if the eligible displaced Lakefront 
families Waiting list is exhausted, the CHA will make offers to families on 
CHA's general waiting list. 

Screening of Applicants 

CHA · s current screening criteria, as required by federal law, requires an 
eligibility and suitability determination for each family as follows: 

• 

• 

Eligibility includes: 

!. 
2. 
3. 

Citizenship 
Income 
Family composition 

Suitability considers the following factors: 

1. past performance in meeting financial obligation, especially rent 
2. record of disturbance of neighbors, destruction of property, or 

living or housekeeping habits which may adversely affect health, 
safety, welfare of other tenants 

3. involvement in criminal activity on part of any applicant family 
member which would adversely affect health, safety or welfare of 
other tenants 

4. a record of eviction from housing or termination from residential 
programs 

5. ability and willingness to comply with the terms of the CHA 
lease 

6. any misrepresentations related to eligibility 
7. reasonable cause to believe that a family member's illegal use or 

panem of illegal use of a controlled substance or abuse or panem 
of abuse of alcohol may interfere with the health, safety, or right 
to peaceful enjoyment of the premises by other residents (Notice 
PIH 96-27, "Occupancy Provisions of the Housing Opportunity 
Program Extension Act of 1996") 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Chicago, lliinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 



Page 4 - July 18. 1997 Letter to Izora Davis from Joseph Shuldiner 

7. ~1emorandum of Accord Regarding Relocation of Residents from the 
Lakefront Properties Pursuant to the ClAP Rehabilitation Project dated 
May 2. 1996 

8. Gautreaux Order dated June 3. 1996 
9. North Kenwood-Oakland status dated 6/ 19/97 
10. Chicago Housing Authority Occupancy Department acknowledgment of 

response to outreach letter 
ll. Lakefront/Washington Park Extension Relocation Verification Form 

The CHA is very excited to announce the availability of these replacement 
homes, and I look forward to a vibrant Lake front community of which our 
public housing will be an important part. 

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Rodriguez, Director, 
Redevelopment Division at (312) 791-8500 extension 4501 . 

Sincerely, 
t 

C::: 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Edwin Eisendrath, Chairman 
Ed Moses, Deputy. Executive Dir. for Community Relations & Involvement 
Carole Millison, President of WCDC 
Thomas Harkless, Director of Housing Management 
John Hickey, Regional Contract Administrator, Private Mgmt Admin. 
Duane Walker, Director, Occupancy 
Andrew Rodriguez, Director of Redevelopment Division 

JS/CH/dg 
C:llpruniu 

626 West Jackson Boulevard· Cbia~go, Illinois 60661-5601 · (312) 791-8500 
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LAKEFRONT PROPERTIES/KENWOOD/OAKLAWN FIRST MAILING LIST ~ 
-NAME ADDRESS llR LTR LlR MA.Il OliT REACH RESPONSES STATUS 
f-.- MAILED MAILED MAILED RE11JR1ST 2ND 3RO 4TH 
>---

1ST 2N) 3RD BY POST 
- 1991 1193 1884 OFFICE 
-·---

-
1 FB.ICIA GUNN 7234 S. JEFFERY 

-- -·-- v -
2 GRACE STN«lfORO 8102 s. UtCHIGMI . -- - . -
3 sYLIVABLUE 8102 S. MICHGAN ·- -

DORIS HICI<S 4120 s. PRARE ~ ·-- - - - -
5 FAYE ADAMS 1201 E. 72ND ST. 
6 FELISA DIXON 38838. LAKE PARK#710 
7 ASSIE WILLIAMS 3883 S. LAKE PARK .:ziM5 

- - - - f--

- - -
8 CAL.OS ROBERTS 3Q83 S. lAI<E PARK ~7 

r---
8 ADDIE ARCHIBAIJ) 3883 S. LNCE PARK IJ203 

10 MARY CONNER 87'2e S. RHODES I 

11 MARY DEBERRY 5017 S. ELIZABETH 
- ~·: __ j 

12 BEVERLY ELDJWJGE 2727 S. N>IANA 
-·· 

13 VICKIE GREEN N82E. 73RD 
- - -

~-~: I 
1.o4 EVA GILMORE 4148 8. STATE 1805 

- t 8 PATRICIA HARRIS 1 a22 E. 87TH Pl. 
~i SHIRLEY WILLIAMS 11804 6. STATE 

- ·- -- - -
. . --· 

17 MRJ8 JEAN HENEL Y 1828 W. ESTES AVE -- -
18 EARLIE JONES 2740 s. PAA.IE ' - · -
1~ lAURA JAKES 62388.GREEN 
20 AS'IRID STOI<ES 1142 &. WALKINS 

-- ,__ --

- -
21 MARY GILESPPIE 5728 S.IOANA 
22 VEARLENE GIST 7206 S. EUCUDa 

r- -

23 ERTHA HARGROYE 
>-

4447 N.MAGNOUAN 
24 JEROME GNMAGE 5837 S. CALUMET •1M 
26 TAWAHA GRIMAGE 8550 S. LAFLIN 2R. 

t-- -

28 ROBIN .. LES 7858 M BOSWlRTH 
f--- - - ·-

27 BARBAAA PLAIR 727 E. 38TH ST . ...a3 - - ..,__ ____ r · - . 
- --

PIIQ81 



IN T~ UNITED STATES DISTRICT COL ... '"T 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et. al. ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

v. ) No.: 66 C 1459 
) 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY ) 
and JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive ) 
Director, ) 

Honorable Marvin E. Aspen 

) 
Defendants. ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF JOSEPH SHULDINER 

Joseph Shuldiner, being first duly sworn on oath deposes and states as follows : 

1. I am currently employed as the Executive Director of the Chicago Housing 

Authority ("CHA"). 

2. In that capacity, I entered into an agreement on behalf of CHA with the Lakefront 

Community Organization ("LCO") regarding former residents of the lakefront properties and the 

future use ofthese properties ("Agreement"). The Agreement was revised in 1995. 

3. The Agreement required CHA to seek approval from the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development ("HUD") to demolish the lakefront properties and submit plans to HUD 

for replacement housing including scattered site public housing units, Section 8 certificates as 

well as units in the North Kenwood/Oakland community. 

4. Specifically, the Agreement provided that CHA, through its court appointed 

receiver, The Habitat Company ("Habitat"), was obligated to build approximately 100 units, but 

not less than 80 units, of public housing as part of its lakefront properties; that CHA, through 

Habitat, was to build or rehabilitate not less than 200 scattered site units in communities of the 

City of Chicago other than North Kenwood/Oakland; that CHA, through Habitat, was to build 

141 units of scattered site housing, already funded pursuant to the Gautreaux Consent Decree, in 

the North Kenwood/Oakland community; and that CHA would apply to HUD for three hundred 

and two (302) Section 8 certificates for use as replacement housing. 

EXHIBIT E 



5. In previous discussions with LCO, CHA has stated its plans to proceed with 

demolition of the four remaining Lakefront properties ( 4040 S. Oakenwald, 1130 E. 41 51 Street, 

1132 E. 42nd Street and 4155 S. Lake Park). (See Exhibit C, attached). 

6. CHA has taken the following actions in a good faith attempt to comply with the 

provisions of the Agreement: 

a. Demolition and replacement housing plans for the lakefront 

properties were approved by HUD on September 28, 1995 . (See 

Exhibit E-1 , attached). 

b. Funding has been allocated by HUD for 317 units. Funding for the 

remaining 104 to 124 units is expected to be derived from proceeds 

from the sale of market rate housing, rental units from private 

developers, City of Chicago, and HUD as development continues. 

c. Habitat has site control of one hundred and forty-two (142) units. 

d. The North Kenwood/Oakland community has been designated a 

Revitalizing Area by this Court. 

e. First priority occupancy rights were established for displaced 

lakefront families on July 18, 1997. 

f. Construction or rehabilitation of replacement housing has 

commenced both within and outside the North Kenwood/Oakland 

area and sixty-eight (68) units have been completed. 

g. CHA fully intends to continue to comply with the Agreement, 

provide replacement housing and cooperate with LCO. 

7. Despite outreach efforts to Lakefront relocatees conducted by CHA, 

including advertising in three (3) metropolitan newspapers and on radio for the new units 

within North Kenwood/Oakland, as well as direct mailings to relocatees who did not 

respond to prior outreach efforts, nine (9) of the completed units are still unoccupied. 

2 
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U . S.~~~ of~ .nd Uf't).an ~ 

. Wun~. DC. 20410·5000 

" 
,~.. E·OF ·M~AHTSECRETARY 

p....-~ 
~ .... ~- INDIM HOC~ 

Mr. Joseph Shuldiner 
Executive Director 
Chicago Housing Authority 
626 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60661 

Dear Mr. Shuldiner: 

..J.:.- ~: 10/10!95 dad (~I ~aoie) 
~ J. ShUdrer ~ A. Pcdnr--e 
a Or. C. .Ada'nl ~ G. ~s 
a H . Holton a s. ~ 
a G. Ml.sT3y ~ S. ~ 
~ M. F. Jotnon ~ A. Y~ 
a r. l.Jpo ~ a ~ 
./ R. Monocctio a ~.o....e 
./ J. Nelson 

SUBJECT: Approval of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) Request 
tor the Demolition ot 607 Units at Davalo~ents 
IL06P002034, Washington Park Roaes, and IL06P00204l, 
Lake Michigan Homes know as Lake Pront Properties 

The Department has reviewed the above-subject application 
dated July 26, 1995, which was received in the Oe•olition 
Processing Control point, August 2, 1995. 

I aa pleased to inform you that your request to da.oli~ 
607 units in the tour buildings at Washington Park ao ... an~Laka 
Michigan Homes (identified below) is approved. 

LAXE FRONT PROPERTIES DEMOLITION APPROVAL 

Project Address 1- 2- 3- 4- TOTA 
Number BDR BDR BDR BDR L 

IL06P002034 4040 s. Okenwald 2 28 90 30 150 
Ava 

IL06P002041 4155 s. Lake 3 28 90 30 . 151 
Park 

IL06P002041 1130 !. 41st 4 28 90 31 ': ,1.!53 
Street .·. 

IL06P002041 1132 E. 42nd 4 28 90 31 ·· 1.!3 
Street 

TOTAL 13 112 3'60 122 607 

Approval of your application is based on the Departaent's 
understanding of your application as outlined in the enclosed 
memorandua from me to the Illinois State Office. 



•• ' :_, 

2 

As part of your submission, you included a request for the 
following replacement units from the Department: 

FFY 95 Replacement Housing Requested 

1-BDR 2-BDR J-BDR 4-BOR TOTAL 

13 112 360 122 607 

Under the Rescissions Act, PL 104-19, signed by President 
Clinton on July 27, 1995, public housing agencies (HAs) approved 
for demolition or disposition of public housing dwelling units on 
or before September 30, 1995, are no longer required to do one­
for-one replacement, nor is the Department obligated to provide 
funding for replacement housing units. As a result of the 
Rescissions Act, there are very limited resources for fundinq 
replacement housing this fiscal year. In accordance with the 
Notice of Funding Availability issued in the Federal Register on 
June 16, 1995, as modified by the Rescissions Act, the 
Department's funding will be limited to litigation related unita 
and priority replacement housing requests. You will be notified 
before the end of the fiscal year if your application for 
replaceaent housing will be funded by the Departaent. 

The Illinois State Office has been informed of this approval 
and its staff is available to provide any technical assistance 
necessary for your agency to proceed with deaolition of the 
units, or development of your new public housing units. 

In accordance with the recently published regulations, your 
agency is required to inform the Illinois State Office of the 
status of the project, (i.e. delays, actual disposition or other 
problems). When the disposition is completed, please submit a 
report to the Illinois State Office confirming the action and 
certifying compliance with all applicable requireaenta. Files 
must be maintained which are sufficient for audit purposes and 
must be aade available upon request. 
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~ you •tart the implementation process, I urqe your aqency 
to continue to maintain an open dialogue with your resident• and 
local officials. I! you have an occasion to modify your plan•, 
the Illinois State Office stands ready to assist you, as doe• ay 
staff. 

Secretary 

Enclosure 



~ ; ·a~· . ! . ; ·. .;· '-..,., ... • 
OFFICE OF THE ASSlSTAJIIT SECRETAAY 
FOR PUBUC ANO INOIAH HOUSING 

MEMORANDUM 

~~ 

Richard B. Kruschke, Director, Illinoi• State 
f ·ce of Public Housing 

FROM: Michael B. a 
Public Ind.1.an 

-..... 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

THROUGH: Ainars Rodin•, P.B., Program Advisor 

SUBJECT: Approval of the Chicago Housing Authority (CBA) Reque•t 
for the Demolition of 607 units at Development• 
IL06P002034, Washington Park Home•, and IL06P002041, 
Lake Michigan Homes 

This application was received by the Demolition/Dispo•itioa 
Control Point from the CBA Auqust 2, 1995. The environmental 
review was performed by the Illinois State Office staff. 

The proposed demolition is for four buildings fro• part• ot 
two CHA developments, Washington Park Homes and Lake Michigan 
Homes. Locally this group of building• is referred to as Lake 
Front Properties. 

ORIGINAL CONFIGURATION OP DBVELOPHBNTS CONTRIBUTING TO LAD 
FRONT MDn DAD 

o- 1- 2- 3- 4+BD TOTA t of DOP 
BDR BDR BDR BOR R L Bldq A 

IL06P002034 35 172 186 734 432 1559 68 3/6 
Washington 0 
Plt 

IL06P002041 146 85 270 92 593 4 9/6 
Lake 3 
Micbigaa 

.. 
TOTAL 35 318 271 1004 524 2152 72 



The Lake Front properties that CHA is proposing to de.olish 
are configured •• follows: 

CONPIGURATIOH of PROPOSED DEMOLITION at LAD FRONT PROPBRTIBS 

Project Address 1- 2- 3- 4- TOTA 
Number BDR BDR BDR BDR L 

IL06P002034 4040 s. Okenwald 2 28 90 30 150 
Ave 

IL06P002041 4155 s. Lake · 3 28 90 30 151 
Park 

IL06P002041 1130 B. 41st 4 . 28 90 31 .153 
Street ... .. 

~ 

2 

IL06P002041 1132 B. 42nd 4 28 90 31 153 ·~·-.·~ 
·\::: :~·~,:-~: .. ~:~~ Street 

360:.::}·. .... · - : .. · .- --~~ 

TOTAL 13 112· 122 : 607 .:::,=-:;,_ 

The CHA is asking to demolish 607 units at Washington Park ~ 
Homes and Lake Michigan Homes, based on 24 CPR 970.6(a) • ••• the 
project or a portion of the project is obsolete as to physical 
condition, location, or other factors, making it unusable for 
housing purposes and no reasonable progr .. of 80difications, is 
feasible to return the project or portion of the project to 
useful life ••• • and 24 CPR 970.6(a)(3) •ather factors which have 
seriously affected the marketability, usefulness, or aanageaent 
of the property.• The CBA has provided cost estt.&tes in its 
application that show the repairs to the facilities, $71,786,855, 
would exceed the current cost guidelines of $66,056,250. The CBA 
further contends that even if the development was rehabilitated, 
it still would not be suitable for use by faailiea because the 
high-rise design with single loaded exterior corridors has proven 
unmanageable. The CBA and the City of Chicago are also 
interested in reducing the residential density in this 
neighborhood, so elt.ination of these buildings would help 
alleviate thia probl... We concur in CBA's deteraination. 

These bmildings have been vacant since 1985. They were 
vacated because of the large number of building code violations 
that had been issued by the City of Chicago. The CIIA baa 
certified that the relocation at the time the buildings were 
vacated was perfor.ed in accordance with the regulations iD 
effect at the time and the residents were moved into other CBA 
developments or given Section-S certificates. 
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The CBA is reque1ting 607 uni~• of low rent hou1ing 
develo~nt replace.ent unit• fro• thi1 Fiscal Year'• (FY) 
develo~nt allocation a1 explained below: 

La.kefront FY 95 Replacement Bou1ing 
Requested 

1-BDR 2-BDR 3-BDR 4-BDR TOTAL 

13 112 360 122 607 

J 

The CRA include• documentation that the re1ident1 of theae 
developments, as well as those relocated froa the building• have 
been consulted in the development of the · application for partial 
demolition of these two project•, a1 well a• changes to the 
overall plan• for these facilitie1. Included in the package is a 
letter dated July, 1994 telling former residents of the building• 
slated for demolition of two public meeting• Augu•t 4, 1994, and 
August 8, 1994, to discu•• the revised plan•. This letter al1o 
asks . for resident feedback on whether they want to return to the 
neighborhood after redevelopment i• completed. Copie• of the : 
resident responses are included in the application package. A ~ ­
public meeting was held on January 25, 1994 with the devel~sal 
residents and other CBA residents to discuss the d..alition · 
plans. No written comment• other than those on the re~n•e 
cards were received. 

The CBA did not offer the•• buildings for sale to the 
development re•ident group• based on the exa.ption in 24 CPR 
970.13(a)(2)(i) of the regulation, • ••• The PBA has deter.ined 
the property propo1ed for d..alition i• an t..inent threat to the 
health and safety of the re•ident•····· The CBA includes 
documentation in it• •ubmi•sion •hawing that the CBA was forced 
to close these buildings by the City of Chicago due to dangerous 
and hazardous code violation• within the buildings. In January 
of 1992, a 1tructural analy•i• wa• prepared by Salse Engineering 
which uncovered 1tructural weakn••••• throughout all of the 
gallery slabs indicating that the buildings were no longer •afe. 
Therefore, we concur in the CBA'• deter.ination that the 
building• proposed for demolition do not con1titute an 
appropria~ opportunity to purchase for the resident 
organization. 

The CBA ha• not identified site• for the replac ... nt units, 
but the CBA ha• provided, with the application, a certification 
that it will comply with site and neighborhood standard• 
requirement• found at 24 CFR Part 941 as required under the 
public housing development prograa, once sites have been 
identified. 
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The CBA ha• provided a certification asaurinq that it will 
comply with the accessibility requirements set forth in 
24 CFR Part 8.25 in conjunction with the proposed RBP. 

An Environmental Assessment, as required by 24 CPR Part 50, 
was performed by the Illinois State Office for the site. In 
addition, as required by the above regulation, a certification 
was provided by the Executive Director atatinq that the CHA will 
comply with the environmental review requirements once aitea have 
been identified for the replacement units. 

A• required by the regulation, the CBA Board of 
Commissioners approved the submission of the CBA's application 
for demolition on July 27, 1995, by resolution Ro. 95-BUD-24. 
The plan for the RBP was also approved by the Mayor ot Chicaqo on 
July 31, 1995. 

We have reviewed the application and find it to be consis­
tent with Section 18 of the U.S. Bousinq Act of 1937, as a.ended, 
and the implementinq requlation 24 CFR Part 970, includinq 
requirements related to resident consultation, relocation, and 
opportunity to purchase the development by the appropriate j 
resident organizations. Therefore, baaed upon our review aDd / 
finding that the requirements of 24 CPR Part 970 and Section 18 ! 

of the Act have been met, the proposed partial de.olition a. 
outlined below, ia hereby approved. 

LAKE FRONT PROPERTIES 

Project Address 
Number 

IL06P002034 4040 s. Okenwald 
Ave 

IL06P002041 4155 s. Lalte 
Park 

IL06P002041 1130 •• 41st 
Street 

IL06P002041 1132 B. 42nd 
str-t 

1-
BDR 

2 

3 

4 

13· 

DEMOLrfiOR 

2- 3- 4- TOl'A 
BDR BDR BDR L 

28 90 

28 90 

28 90 
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In approving thia application for this partial demolition of 
Wa•hinqton Park Rome• and Lake Michigan Home•, the Department 
acknowledge• the CBA'• request for public housinq development 
replacement unit• froa FY 1995 as outlined below: 

FY 95 Replacement Housing Requested 

1-BDR 2-BOR 3-BOR 4-BOR TOTAL 

13 112 360 122 607 

5 

Under the Reaciasions Act, PL 104-19, signed by Pre•ident 
Clinton on July 27, 1995, public hou•ing agenciea (~) approved 
for demolition or diaposition of public hou•ing dwelling unit• on 
or before September 30, 1995, are no lonqer required to do one­
for-one replacement, nor i• the Department obligated to provid• 
funding for replacement housing unit•. ~ a result of the 
Rescissions Act, there are very limited resource• for funding 
replacement housing thi• fiscal year. In accordance with the 
Notice of Funding Availability issued in the P!deral Reqiattr OD 
June 16, 1995, aa modified by the Resci••iona Act, the 
Department' • funding will be limited to litigation related unit• 
and priority replacement hou•ing reque•ta. The CBA will bt 
notified before the end of the fi•cal year if ita application for 
replacement housing will be funded by the De~nt. 



Exhibit F 

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

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

) 
)No. 66 C 1459 
) 
)Honorable Marvin E. Aspen 

v. ) 
) 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY ) 
and JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive ) 
Director, ) 

Defendants. ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF ANDREW RODRIGUEZ 

ANDREW RODRIGUEZ, being first duly sworn on oath deposes and states as 
follows: 

1. I am currently employed as the Director of Redevelopment for the Chicago 

Housing Authority ("CHA"). 

2. In that capacity, I am responsible for the project to Demolish by Implosion the 

Four High Rise Structures Commonly Knows as the "Lakefront Properties" 

located at 1130 East 41st Street, 4155 South Lake Park Avenue, 1132 East 

42"d Street and 4040 South Oakenwald A venue, (the "Buildings"). 

3. In preparation for the demolition of the buildings by implosion, the building 

structures have been rendered structurally unstable by the removal of 

fundamental structural support members and stripped of all building 

equipment, furnishings and finishes. Demolition by implosion is a specific 

technique where the controlled collapse of a building by gravity is achieved 



through the engineered application of explosives at strategic building support 

points causing the building to safely collapse in a predetermined manner and 

direction. 

4. The buildings, prior to their being vacated in 1985, posed serious life safety 

and sanitation hazards to the residents. They were the subject of extensive 

life, safety and sanitation building code violations, were severely deteriorated, 

and exhibited serious structural and original design deficiencies which 

prevented cost-effective rehabilitation. Currently, building conditions include 

serious structural deficiencies (under reinforcing of galleries), poor original 

design (inadequate elevator capacity, open walkway galleries, lack of gallery 

drainage system, weather exposed elevator systems, unheated elevator shafts), 

and chronic structural deterioration (concrete spalling, reinforcing steel 

deterioration). In addition, the buildings are functionally obsolete and would 

require significant upgrading to resolve extensive building code violations and 

to conform with current life-safety and handicapped accessibility 

requirements. 

5. Conditions of the surrounding community will improve with demolition of 

these vacant and blighted buildings. Demolition will significantly reduce the 

extremely dense 67 dwelling unit per acre residential density in conformance 

with CHA goals. Demolition is necessary to begin the redevelopment of the 

site to provide mixed income, low-rise housing which will preserve public 

housing opportunities. 



6. The buildings have been rendered structurally unstable and non-viable due to 

preparations for demolition by implosion as evidence by the following: 

a. The buildings have been structurally destabilized as part of the 

engineering for the proposed demolition by implosion. 

1. All wind reinforcing shear walls have been removed. 

2. Concrete at all columns at 1, 3, 7 and 12 has been removed to 

expose reinforcing steel reducing compressive capability of 

columns 15% to 20%. 

3. All spiral reinforcing steel at support columns at 1, 3, 7 and 12 

have been cut to induce building failure . 

b. Building utilities services have been terminated and removed. 

1. All natural gas lines have been terminated at services. Lines have 

been removed from the buildings. 

2. All electrical service has been terminated and distribution 

equipment has been removed. 

3. All water service has been terminated. 

c. All building equipment has been removed or terminated. The buildings 

are completely stripped either previously or as part of demolition 

preparation. 

1. All vertical piping has been cut, including, heat risers, gas supply, 

electrical service and water supply. 



2. All horizontal heat supply piping has been removed as part of the 

asbestos abatement of risers and boiler rooms. In addition, all 

connections to radiant heating in floor slabs have been cut. 

3. All elevator equipment has been removed or terminated. The 

elevator cables have been cut and cars have been buried at the 

bottom of the elevator shafts. Obsolete controllers have been 

removed. All vertical elevator tracks have been cut; and all 

elevator doors have been removed. 

4. All fire protection systems have been removed or terminated, all 

vertical fire protection standpipes and risers have been cut and all 

fire protection equipment was removed previously. 

d. Architectural building components have been removed. 

1. Exterior masonry walls have been removed at 1, 3, 7 and 12 to 

open the interior of the building to the outside. 

2. All exterior windows and frames were previously removed. 

3. Temporary plastic window closures have been removed as required 

to accommodate implosion. 

4. All plumbing fixtures (toilets and sinks) have been removed. 

5. All kitchen cabinetry has been removed. 

6. All roofing has been removed. 

7. Previous structural defects and poor original design prevent cost-effective 

rehabilitation and justify demolition, as evidence by the following: 



a. The buildings posed imminent serious life-safety, structural and sanitation 

hazards to residents due to: 

1. Extensive building code violation citations. 

2. Gallery walkways (open corridors onto which apartment units exit) 

were under-reinforced in original construction and were unsafe. 

Reinforcing steel was also improperly installed allowing 

reinforcing steel to be exposed to elements causing deterioration 

and loss of strength, due to inadequate concrete coverage. 

3. Gallery walkways were installed without a drainage system which 

created serious "slip-and-fall" conditions from accumulated ice 

and snow. 

b. The buildings exhibited extensive structural deterioration which would 

have required significant, costly repairs including: 

1. Extensive concrete cracking and spalling. 

2. Reinforcing steel exposed and deteriorated. 

c. The poor original design required significant engineering and upgrading 

including corrections to rectify: 

I. Inadequate elevator capacity; 

2. Uninsulatedlunheated elevator shafts exposing elevator equipment 

to weather; 

3. Open-to-weather gallery exit walkways were installed without 

drainage systems; and 



4. Extremely low ceilings and headroom at beams which prevent 

rehabilitation of heating and ventilation systems. 

8. The buildings are functionally obsolete due to the following : 

a. the buildings have been open to weather causing extensive damage 

to any remaining interior finishes and construction; 

b. the buildings have been vacant for over twelve years and have 

been exposed to vandalism and scavengers. Most fixtures, copper 

piping, electrical wiring and other materials having any salvage 

value have been stolen from the buildings; 

c. the buildings were originally high-rise "family" buildings and 

cannot be used for "family" housing under current federal housing 

regulations; 

d. the buildings have no fire protection or life-safety systems and 

elevators systems which were inadequate have been removed; 

e. the buildings were not and are not in conformance with 

handicapped accessibility requirements and codes; 

f. the open-to-weather gallery walkways would need to be enclosed; 

and 



g. heating and ventilating systems were poorly designed, operated 

with very little control and have been rendered completely 

inoperable. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO 
BEFORE ME THIS DAY 
OF NOVEMBER, 1998. 
~~ 

~· ~~;~~pdw~ 
c-- SEAL" 
c "OFFICIAL 

EMMA TRAYLOR 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 2/1/200~ 



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

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 
and JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive 
Director, 

) 
)No. 66 C 1459 
) 
)Honorable Marvin E. Aspen 
) 

! REC I ED 

Defendants. ~ NOV ~ 0 1998 

NOTICE OF FILING 

TO: See Attached Service List 

MICHAEL W. DOBBINS 
CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

On November 30, 1998, the Defendants, CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 
and JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director, caused to be filed In The United States 
District Court For The Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, Defendants 
Response To Lakefront Community Organization' s Emergency Motion To Intervene 
and Leave To File A Complaint For A Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary 
Injunction. 

olande Bourgems 
One of Defendants' Counsel 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Yolande Bourgeois, an attorney, certify that I caused to be delivered to the 
counsel on the attached service list, by placing a true and correct of same in the U.S. 
Mail chute on this 30th day of November, 1998, before the hour of 5:00p.m. , with 
postage fully prepaid. 

Jerome M. Butler 
Yolande Bourgeois 
Timothy Fair 
Chicago Housing Authority 
200 West Adams, Suite 2100 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 791-8415 



SERVICE LIST 

Susan Getzendanner 
Nancy Eisenhauer 
Skadden, Arps, Slate, 
Meagher & Flom (Illinois) 

333 West Wacker Drive, Suite 2100 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

Thomas E. Johnson 
Thomas, Jones, Snelling, 

Gilbert & Davis 
36 S. Wabash, Suite 1310 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

Richard M. Wheelock 
Diana White 
Lawrence Wood 
Charles Petrof 
Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago 
Ill West Jackson Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Alex Polikoff 
BPI 
17 East Monroe, Suite 212 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

Michael L. Shakman 
Barry A. Miller 
Edward W. Feldman 
Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, 

Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1100 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 


