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

EASTERN DIVISION RF CF N/ =D

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.,

Plaintiffs, ,
_’“‘,;Nﬁ

vs- No. 66 C LAWS paTict couRt
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al.,

Hon. Marvin E. Aspen
Defendants.

N N’ S’ S’ N’ S N N N’

DEFENDANT CHA’S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO SHOW CAUSE

The CHA responds to Plaintiff’s Motion to Show Cause as follows:
There Will Soon Be 24 Vacant Lakefront Scattered Site Units

1. There are currently twelve vacant scattered site units in the Kenwood-Oakland area. These
units were developed by the Receiver and turned over to CHA. Some were turned over as long ago
as December of 2000.

2. There are an additional twelve scattered site units in the Kenwood-Oakland area that the
Receiver has nearly finished. These units were originally to be completed in April of 2001, see the
Receiver’s April 20,2001 Quarterly Report. [t now appears that six units will be transferred to CHA
on June 29, 2001 and six more units will be transferred in July, 2001—mno later than July 27, 2001.

CHA Is Obligated To Give Eligible Displaced Lakefront Families First Priority For
These Units

3. These units, as well as others in and outside of the Kenwood-Oakland community, are
being built to replace the CHA properties demolished at 3939 S. Lake Park Ave., 3983 S. Lake Park
Ave., 4040 S. Oakenwald St., 1130 E. 41* St., 4155 S. Lake Park Ave., and 1132 E. 42 St.
(hereafter “the Lakefront buildings”). The residents of the Lakefront buildings were relocated to
permit demolition. These families are represented by the Lakefront Community Organization
(hereafter “the LCO™). In 1995, the LCO and the CHA entered into a “Revised Agreement
Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront Properties and the Future Use of Those Properties™,

a copy of which is appended hereto as Exhibit A. This agreement, among other things, guarantees:



1) that eligible displaced Lakefront tenant families shall have first priority for the 241 new units
being built on the Lakefront site, the Drexel site, in the Kenwood-Oakland neighborhood, as well
as for the 200 new scattered-site units to be built outside the Kenwood-Oakland neighborhood (par.
8); and 2) that the LCO and CHA will conduct an aggressive outreach campaign to contact eligible
displaced Lakefront tenant families to determine if they wish to take advantage of the new
replacement units, and that a “bar date™ will be fixed by which all eligible families must be
identified, (par. 11).

4. In its Lakefront Revitalization Order, dated June 3, 1996, this Court required CHA to
honor that provision of its agreement with LCO that gives eligible displaced Lakefront families a
first priority on the new housing, (par. 3). A copy of this Order is appended as Exhibit B. (In later
Orders dated May 6, 1999 and July 1, 1999, this Court invalidated those portions of the LCO-CHA
agreement that related to the development of the new units. Copies of these Orders are appended as
Exhibit C.)

5. In accordance with this Court’s Revitalization Order and its agreement with the LCO,
CHA has always accorded eligible displaced Lakefront families first priority for the new units. Only
5 units were given to other CHA families. This occurred in 1998 and 1999 when there were no
eligible displaced Lakefront families available to occupy these units. In addition to the Lakefront
tamilies placed in newly constructed public housing units, 326 eligible, displaced Lakefront families
who opted for Section 8 vouchers were provided these vouchers. See the Affidavit of Lillian Fuentes,
appended as Exhibit D.

6. Also, since 1995, in accordance with its agreement with the LCO, CHA (together with
the LCO) has conducted aggressive outreach campaigns to identify all eligible displaced Lakefront
families. This has included advertising in three local newspapers, as well as on the radio, mailings,
and funding an office and staff for LCO (in the amount of $17,000 per month). LCO, on its own, has
also conducted numerous outreach activities. See the Affidavit of Lillian Fuentes, appended as

Exhibit D.



CHA'’s Proposed Plan For Lakefront Occupancy

11. In light of the availability of the (long-awaited) new public housing units on the

Lakefront and the absence of identifiable, eligible, displaced Lakefront families, CHA proposes that

the Court modify its June 3, 1996 Revitalization Order, insofar as it relates to occupancy, to provide

as follows:

A.

B.

Eligible displaced Lakefront families will continue to have first priority for all of the
441 new units to be built as Lakefront Replacement Housing;

To the extent that eligible, displaced LCO families have not been identified by July
23,2001, for the 12 existing vacant units and the 12 additional units coming on line
June 29" and in July, these units shall be filled in accordance with the Tenant
Assignment Plan for scattered-site housing previously approved by this Court;

The Tenant Assignment Plan currently approved by this Court requires that 50% of
new scattered-site units be allocated to eligible community residents, 25% allocated
to CHA residents on the CHA Transfer List, and 25% allocated to needy families on
the CHA Waiting List. CHA will seek a modification of the Tenant Assignment Plan,
permitting CHA to assign Lakefront scattered-site units (not claimed by Lakefront
families) to relocatees from other CHA developments, rather than to families on the
CHA Transfer List or the CHA Waiting List;

In the future, the Receiver shall continue to notify both CHA and the LCO of the
estimated transfer dates for new units (as the Receiver regularly has done in the past,
see Exhibit G hereto). Within 30 days of receiving the initial notice of a unit’s
estimated transfer date, the CHA (in consultation with the LCO) shall identify an
eligible, displaced Lakefront family to occupy that unit. If no such family can be
identified within this thirty-day period, then that unit shall be made available to a
non-Lakefront family in accordance with this Court’s Tenant Assignment Plan; and

No later than September 15, 2001, the CHA shall complete a plan for finally
dentifying the universe of eligible, displaced Lakefront families, complete with a bar
date which will cut off all further claims to replacement housing by displaced
Lakefront families, and thereafter CHA shall implement this plan.



12. CHA believes that the foregoing plan will respect the “first priority” rights of the
Lakefront families, while ensuring that units are not vacant and that the Gautreaux plaintiffs continue

to receive the remedial relief they deserve.

vy

One of the Attorneys for the CHA

G.A. FINCH

General Counsel
LILLIAN FUENTES
CHA Legal Department
200 W. Adams St., 21 Floor
Chicago, IL 60606
(312)791-8415

THOMAS E. JOHNSON

Johnson, Jones, Snelling, Gilbert
& Davis

36 S. Wabash Ave., Suite 1310

Chicago, Illinois 60603

(312) 578-8100

Attorneys for the CHA
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REVISED AGREEMENT REGARDING PORMER RESIDENTS
OF TER LAKZFRONT PROFERTIES AND

TER PUTURE USE OF TEOSE PROPERTIES

ool

The Parties hereto enter this Agreezent b
reccgnition and understanding that :g. :chabil:::giggogt.t’h‘r.
rema.ning Lakefront rFropertles, hereinafter .dentified ish‘ -
nelither dclz:ablo nor appropriate. The parties do snaéc a
goal of providing suitable housing choices to the former s
residents of the lLakefront Properties, including the choice t
20ve tack into the North Kenwood - Qakland community. °

The Chicago Housing Autherity (CHA) and the Lakefront
Community Organization (LCO), which is the sole represantative
the displaced Lakefront tenant families', by their duly y
aui?orizod representatives and attorneys, heredy agree as
follows:

RY The CHA shall izmediately apply to the Departzent of
Housing and Urban Develcpment ("HUD") for permission to demseolis
the four Lakefront Properties that have not been rehabilitated
nanc;y the 453 units in the three building complex known as L;i
Michigan Homes located at 1130 East 4lst Street, 1)33 Zast 43nd
Street and 4155 South Lake Park, comprising HUD Preject Ha. 2-4
and the 151 units in the building located at 4040 Qaksnwald
Street, part of HUD Project No. 2-34, Washington Park Homes.

2. In conjunction with its demolition application(s), CHA
will submit to HUD replacezent housing plans, as required by 42
U.S.C. 1437p(B)(3) and 24 CFR 970.11, for the provision of
replacement housing units for each public housing unit to be
demolished uncer its applicaticn(s). The replacement housing
plans will provide fer the acquisition or development of

' The "displaced Lakefront tenant families" means:

(i) all persons who were residing at the six Lakefront
properties (i.e., 13939 S. Lake Park Avenus, 3983 S. Lake Park
Avenue, 4040 S. Cakenwald Street, 1130 E. 418t Street, 4155 S.
take Park Avenue and 1132 E. 42nd Street) as of October 1, 1985
and who wvere displaced by the proposed Laksfront properties
rehabilitation project, except that "displaced Lakefront tenant
families® does not include those tenant famnilies who are
leas2holders at lLake Parc Place on the dats of this agreement:

(1i) the following tenant families who resided at 4040
Oakenwald Street froa November, 13986 toO November, 1991 and who
wvere temporarily relocated to Lake Parc Place in 1991 and wvhose
nazes are listed on attachzent A hereto.

EXHIBIT
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scattered site public nous:ing

: inlts a 3
8 certificates. Nd tRe provision of sect:c

J. No demolit:on cf =ne four Temaining !
shall commence until: (a) HUD has entered b?néi:;fgggdi
commztmcnts'vxth CHA for the purposes set forth in paranq R
azd S of this Agreezent: (b) zhe City of Chicago and cngr;p T
ident.fled, and CHA has cbtaired site control of, sufficj E 5
sSites, vhich are acceptadble to LCO, to develop 141 unxtsx.;t
public housing .n accordance with Faragraph 6 of this Aqr:cn
and (c).tho United States District Court has entared (L) an i
appropriate order permitting construction or rehabilitation of
public housing under paragraphs 4 and § of this Agreement and
(11) an appropriate order amending CHA's tenant selection and
assignment plan to permit priority occupancy rights to units
developed under paragraphs 4, S and 6 of this Agreesment to
displaced lLakefront tenant families. If the conditions sat
forth in this paragraph 3 and in paragraph 15 below ars
satisfied, CHA shall demclish the four remaining Lakefront
properties.

t propertli

The CHA, through the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver,
subjeTt only to satisfaction of the conditions set forth in
paragraphs 3(a) and 3(¢)(l) of this Agreement, shall build
approxizately 100 units, but not less than 80 units, of public
housing and shall build or othervise provide a community center
on sites owned or othervise provided by CHA as part of its
Lakefront properties, including the 4040 Oakenwald building.
CHA, through the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver, shall apply to t
City of Chicago Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance or speci
use which would permit construction of the community center, an
shall appeal, if wvarranted by counsel for CHA or LCO, any
determination that prohibits construction of the coamunity
center. CHA and the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver shall consult
and attempt %O resach agreezent vith LCO in all patters reqarding
the community cantar and shall provide LCO with office space in
the community center.

(3) Subject only to satisfaction of the conditions set forth
in paragraphs 3(a) of this Agreement, the CHA, through the
Gautreaux-appeinted Receiver and/or the Joint Venture, shall
build or rehabilitate not less than 200 scattered site units in
communities of the City of Chicago other than North Kenwood-
Oakland on sites which are acceptable to LCO.

6 The CHA, subject only to satisfaction of the condition
set f3rth in paragraph 3(b) and 3(c) (i) of this Agreement, shal
build 141 units of scattered site housing (nev or rehabilitated

already funded pursuant to the GautIeaux Consent Decree, in the
North Kenwood - Oakland community. These units will be develop

by the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venture,
primarily on CHA owned vacant land and City of Chicago owned

2



]

sSi1tes, which are acceptarcle to LLO.

7. CHA ! y = :

SaEties X c.r:?;%. éPPl{ *0 HUD for three hundred and tve (302)
. el ' iillicates for use as Teplacenent Rousing. 1In eopn
3‘ent CHA'S Sect:.con 3 replacezent Nousing application | .
funded by HUD, either :n whole cr :in part, CHA will uak' i
a:ailablc :g T3 J02 Sect:icn 8 certificates from its ovn.
of SecTtion certificates O zeet %he rep!)

of displaced lakefront zenant {anil?:..np.accncnt i s

inventor
S nNeeds

8. Subject to the court order discussed in

J(c) (11) of this Agreezent, CHA shall offer, on ap;fzggag:io:':
basis, all units developed under Paragraphs 4, S and 6 of tnil Y
Agreezment and all Section 8 certificatas pProvided under para :a)
7 of this Agreement, (up to a combined zaximum of 604 units anp
g:;t;é;ca;os}i.to oliqif%o displaced Lakefront tenant families

igible families are a displaced : )
e iior Chore: P Lakefront tenant families

(a) «ho because of income are no longe i
housing; ; ger eligible for cHA

(b) who prior to moving out of the Lakefront Properties
wvere subject to a written eviction order terminating their right
to ccatinued occupancy at CHA;

(¢) who have been evicted from public housi for "good
cause” as set forth at 24 CFR Section 966.4(1)(2)ngr o:haz
serious violation of their lease during the periocd of relocation

(d) who have been rslocated outside of CHA housing but who,
the peri relocation, have been convicted of a felony
invelving physical violence persons or crimes against propert:
that adversely affect the health, safety or wvelfare of other ’
persons or the misdezeanors of aggravated assault, unlavful use
of a wveapon, battery or criminal damage to property:

(e) who left CHA oving rent and vho after a reasonable
opportunity to resolve any account balance refuse or are unable
to resclve any rent arrearage within a reascnable time of any
determination of ineligibility.

Any displaced lakefront tenant family determined to be
ineligible for replacement housing pursuant to the provisions of
this paragraph will be entitled to appeal the determination of
ineligibility to a comnittee composed of three members chosen by
LCO and three members chosen by CHA. This committse shall have
access to all relevant documents that led to the finding of
ineligibility, shall consider any evidence of rehabilitation of
the tenant family or any evidence of the tenant family's
willingness to participate in social service or other appropriati
counseling service programs, and shall be empowered to vaive any

]



or all rent arrearages for good ¢ wn
. ause .
reascnable installazent ;ay:int Ay she and tO estadlish 4

This ccasitzee shall initiall
s S 2 ! 4 Y sSCresen the tenants
reside in the Rousing to be provided under this R.vischho 2
Agreenent. After initial occupancy is completed the commijtt:
sn:ll be expanded to nine (9) zembers, with the three (3) o
a:;;;:onal :onbcrs o te salected from the residents wvho will
Teslile 1N the nev hous.:ng to te built under thi '
sl 1s Revised

9. Up to a maxizmum of 604 eligible displaced

tenant families shall be afforded 2ithcr tn:ir tirizk::rzgf'
second housing choice pursuant to paragraph 8 of this Aqrcc:r
cxg, tg:ouqn its tenant selection and assignment procedure :;
maintain a parity in the occupancy of public housing unita' :
doye;opod pursuant to paragraph 4 of this Agreement betveen
eligible low income and very lov income families, as those te
arc.dot;nod in 24 CFR Section 913.102. In the event that Cﬂ&f
obligation to afford up to 604 displaced Lakefront tenant
families with either their first or second housing choices car
be reconciled with CHA's obligation to maintain a parity in t»
occupancy of public housing units, as required by this paragr:
CHA and LCO will negotiate a mutually agreeable amendsment to t

Agreenent.

/_: CHA shall negotiate and attempt tOo rsach agreement
. -

wvith respect to all matters involving the displaced
Lakefront tenant families, including but not limited to agrees
with the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venturs
relative 5o the site selection and design of all housing units

ggnctru:&sd* reh ) rvise made available for
cupancy pursuant to the terms of this and v CHA

relative to the management and operation of all housing units
constructed, rehabilitated or othervise made available for

—occupancy pursuant to the terms of this Agreement.

r//’/ 11. CHA, vith the assistance of LCO, shall conduct an

aggressive outreach campaign to contact eligible displaced

Lakefront tenant families in order to determine vhether they v

to avail themselves of the housing opportunities being provide
under this Agreement. CHA and ICO shall enter a side agrsemer

setting forth the timing, scope and terms of the ocutreach
program. A bar date will be fixed after which there will be r

further right to replacement housing under this Agreement.
Consistent with the ocutreach prograa developed by and agreed t
by CHA and 1CO, CHA will nake all reascnable efforts to locats
displaced lLakefront tenant families up to the bar date.

12. All displaced lLakefront tesnant families who avail
themselves of the replacement housing opportunities being
provided under paragraphs 4, S, 6 and 7 of this Agreement

4



shall be moved by CHA, at CHA's expense, or paid by CHA the

amount of actual, reascn '
» T able moving cost i
reasonable costs of utilizy rcccnan:icn?' WARSHSSAR thN petis

13, The Gaytreayx-appointed Receive
Se :Lgn.J Tequirements .n the demolition :n;h:é;s:::zi{ e
ldentified in the Agreezent, and shall work with CHA a :n i
Ldgntzfyan Senbers of displaced Lakefront %enant tali?’ g
eligible for training and employment cpportunities pur::.‘ e
50c;19n J. CHA, directly or through its agent, shall r.nf =
g:::n:gq to: é:tcr.sfod residents regqgarding nanaqoncntp;:: .

ation o Ne replacene ' ' i i
pursuant to this Aqgocuont?: S ki s

- le. By signing this document, LCO and

this Revised Agreexent replaces and supplant:xth:.;::Zr::;.‘ 0
Accord entered into on May 27, 1986. However, if the ccndi:: n
set forth in paragraph J of this Agreement for demolition otog
four remaining Lakefront properties are not satisfied by Janua:
1, 1996, LCO may give CHA seven days notice of its intent te
declare a breach of this Agreement. If those conditions a
satisfied within that seven day notice period, LCO may d‘Ci:r:
brgach og this Agreeaent. Upon such a declaration of breach
thx;i:;vxscthzgocncgtishal1 be null and void, and the tlrll't
con ons © e Or nal Memorand e

1986, shall be r‘instgt.d. R EE ST A, NeY 3T,

15, The construction or rehabilitaticn of the r emen
housing required under paragraphs 5 and 6 of this Aq;gi::nt a§
commence within ten months after satisfaction of the condition
set forth in paragraph 3l of this Agreement for demolition of
four remaining lLakefront properties and shall be completed wit
a reasonable time, as that tera is defined by current
construction industry standards for the type of construction a
rehabilitation contemplated by the agreement. If the construct
or rehabilitation of the replacement housing required under
paragraphs S and 6§ of this Agreement has not commenced within t
months after satisfaction of the conditions set forth in
paragraph 3 of this Agreeament for demolition of the four
remaining Lakefront properties or is not completed vithin tan
msonths theresafter, LCO shall give CHA sixty days notice of its
intent to declare a breach of this Agreement prior to institut
any suit to enforce the terms of this AgTreement.

16. CHA's entry into this Revised Agreement in the conte
of the unique circumstances invelving the displacsment and
relocation of the former residents of the Lakefront Propertlies
shall not be deemed a precedent with respect to the relocation
and replacement housing rights of other CHA tenants families v
may be displaced and relocated froa their present housing unit
as a consequence of future demolition of CHA housing units.



17. This agreexent shall b
' ‘ e governed as to
t?i::gi:titéon in accordance vith the lavs of :n.p;::::‘::c. =
I . N ConNsStrulng *The teras of zhis A '

el reexzent,
nor LCO shall e deezed =he drafter of tzhis iqtccacnt R T

18. In consideraticn of the Agreezent b
;n:‘ ~he abcocve obligations, zhe LCO agrees tg :3;p§¥2 g;hfntor
appilizatisn T2 HUD for lemolition of the Lakefront Pro ort,
Soth parties tO this agreezent agree to comply with ali :01“'
conditicns set forth herein, agree to cooperate and su e
izplementation of this agreezent and acknowledge that ggi:t
agreement is intended by the parties to be a binding contr
Qntqrcoablc by either party in any court of competent ik
jurisdiction.

19. CHA shall reimburse LCO for all reascnable e
xn;urred_by 1C0 members in connection with the inplcnczt::::; c
this Revised Agreexzent, including car fare and transportation
tclcpgogobangnicpyx;g cxpcgscs. Such rsimbursement shall be j
provide Y within 10 days of subamission b
proof of expenditures to CHA. e

yrd

EXECUTED THIS 2=
IN CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

DAY OF &zr\)ﬁmLV 1995

FOR THE LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY
ORGAN?%ATION: )

(\\-)\',Q—\/ ‘:\' | S NN

By:
CLARA DIXON, President

’ M
SN o ST

Ii9aA DAVIS
Executive Board Director

Executive Board Director >
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Al \L =)
WILLIAM P. WILEN
MICHAEL PARDYS
ALLISON ASHE=-CARD
Legal Assistance rzundacx

of Chicageo
J43 S. Ceartorn Streecz
sSuite °38
chicage, Illi s
Attorneys for L0

<Cn

FOR THE CHICAGO HQUSING AUTHORITY:

By: lm /%A/—"""’_

ERH SHULBINER |

i 4
g = Al L, |, ( ~ -+
MARILYN JOHNSON
Chicago Housing Authority
200 W. Adams Street
Suite 2100
Chicago, Illinocis 60606
Attorney for CHA




10.
1.
lz‘

13.

families of;

Telisa Cixon
Micreil.e Tav.s
Assie ee Willlams
Audrey Motes
Yvette Jones
Rose wWallace
Carlcs Roberts
Hattie Taylor
Addie Archibald
Debra Miller
Katie Johnson
Ronald Henry

Tonia Rush

HMENT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.

Department of Housing anid Urban
Development,

)
Plaintiffs, )
)
vs. ) 66 C 1453
) ' ) 66 C 1460
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and ) )
HENRY CISNEROS, Secretary of ) (Cansalidated)
) .
)
)

Defendants.

9;253

This matter coming to be heard on the Joint Motion of
Plaintiffs, and Defendants Chicago Housing Antbority and
Department of Housing and Urban Development, for an order
designating a North Kenwood-Oakland Revitalizing Area and
permitting development of family public housing units therein,
and the Court ha?ing heard presentations concefning the proposed
order; and |

The Receiver, Daniel lLevin and The Eabitat Campany, having
: reprasented to the Court that they have examined the proposal
respoctinq the appropriate number of public housing units to be
provided therein and the conditions to be made applicable
thereto, and that they support the Joint Motion; and

The Court being cognizant that the principal remedial
purpose of the orders preViouély entered in these consolidated
cases has been and is to provide plaintiff class families with

desegregated housing opportunities; and
The Court alsc being cognizant that on occasion it has

EXHIBIT
B

TABSIES




permitted pﬁblic or assisted housing to be provided in census
tracts not within the General Public Housing Area upon a |
sufficient showing of 'revit.alizing‘. circumstances such that a
responsible forecast of econamic integration, with a longer term
possibility of racial desegregation, could b_e made; and

The Court being of the view that such a forecast can be made
with respect to the North Kanwood-Oakland Revitaliz;lng Area it
the terms and conditions of this order are met;

Now, .therardre, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1.7 The Court designates as the North Kenwoodvéak;and
Revitalizing Area ("Revitalizing Area’) that portion of the City
of Chicago that lies between Oakwood Boulevard on the morth, the
Illinois Cantral Railrcad right-of-way on the east, 47% street
‘on tha south, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west:;

2. The Receiver, previcusly appointed by the Court to
develop scattered site public bousing on behalf of the def.endant,
Chicago Housing Authority, shall be free to develop, - through new
construction or rehabilitation of existing buildings, up to 241
units of public housing within the Ravitalizmg Area, subject to
the :ollcwinq conditions: '

a) No more than 100 units of public housing shall be
developed on CHA~owned land that is the site of
cﬁi’ s Lakafront high-rise buildings (ﬁhe area
bounded by 40™ Street on the north, the Illinois
Central Railroad right-of-vay on the east, 42™
Place on the south, and Lake Park Avenue on the

west).



b)

c)

d)

No more than approximately 50 units of public
housing shall'be developed on the site of the
demolished Washington Park buiidings (the CHA-
owned property bounded by 41 Street on the
north, Drexel Avenue on the east, Cottage Grove
Avenue on the vést, and Bowen Avenue on the south)
and adjacent property.

The balance of‘such units of public housing within
tﬁe.RevitalizingAArea,.in addition to those

. referred to in subparagraphs-(2) and (b) above,
' shall be developed on other sites distributed

throughout the Revitalizing Area.
One-half of the public housing units developed

' pursuant to subparagraphs (a) and (b) above shall

be occupied by families whose incomes are in the
range ‘of 50-80% of the median income in the
Chicago Metropolitan Area, and such units shall be
geographicaliy distributed approximately evenly
among the units develoggd pursuant to
subparagraphs (a) and (b).

The CHA Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan previocusly

approved by this Court shall be modified to affo;d eligible
displaced Laia:rcnt tenant families, as defined in the "Revised
Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront Properties
~and the Future Use of Those Properties," dated September 22,
1995, between CHA and the Lakefront Community Organization, first



priority to all public housing units developed pursuant to
subparagraphs 2(a), (b) and (c) of this Order, subject only to
the provisions of subparagraph 2(d) of this Order.

TOTAL P.1@
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MmN 28’01 @1:22PM B.P.I.

v
W

United States District Court, Northern District of Illinois

! Name of Amigned Judge Marvin Aspen Sicdag Judge if Other
or Magixtrate Judge tham Assigoed Judge
CASE NUMBER 66 C 1459 'DATE 5/6/1999
CASE Gautreaux vs. CHA
TITLE

[In the following box (a) dicate the party filing the motion, ¢.g. plaintfl defendant, 3rd party plaintifY, and (b) state briefly the
natare of the motion being presented. ]

MOTION:
DOCKET ENTRY:
(1) a ‘ Filed motion of [ use listing in “Motion™ box above.]
(2) (m) Brief in support of modion duc
3) a Answer brief (o motion due - Reply to apswer brief duc
[ (4) a Ruling/Hearingon ___ setfor _____at
(5) a Status hearing{held/continued to] [set for/re-set for] on set for at
(6) a Pretrial conference(beld/continued roj [set for/re-set for] on set for at
@) a Trial(set for/re-set for] ou at .
|(8) O (Benoch/Jury trial] [Hearing] held/continued to at
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(Reserved for we ¥y the Coun)

ORDER

Lakefront Community Qrganization (LCQ) has asked that we explain our sartier ruling denyir? 3

its Second Motion to Intervene, as our first minute order stated only that the motion "is denied.” This
aorder sets forth tha requested clarification. '

We denied LCO’s motion to intervene becauss to grant it would have been futile. LCO’s
intervenor Complaint asks that we order the CHA and the Gautreaux Receiver to securs funding from
HUD. obtain control of land, and build housing, all within 10 months and all pursuant to the terms of
a 1995 contract between LCO and CHA. The problem is that the raquested relief must come from the
Recsiver, and the Receiver was naot a signatory to the deal. Qr, to put it differsntly, becauss of the
Receivership Order the CHA did not have the authority to enter into a contract conceming the
development of non-eiderly public housing — the Recsiver’s domain — and it did not have the authority
to contract on the Recsiver’'s behaif. (This principle is set out in greater detail in an order dated August
12, 1998.) Those parts of the contract concemning the development of non-elderly public housing ars
unenforceable, so to allow LCO to intsrvene to attampt to enforce them would have been a waste of
time.

The motion for clarification is granted. It is so ordered.

\4)‘
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United States District Court, Northern District of Illinois o
| ey | Marvia Aspen Sy Mt ue
' CASE NUMBER . 66 C 1459 DATE 7/1/1999
CASE Gautreaux vs. CHA
TITLE
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(8) a (Bench/Iury wial] [Hearing] beld/continued 0 _____ &t
(9. - 0 VTh.is casc is dismissed [with/without] prejudice and withour coss[by/agreement/pursuant to]

OFRCP4(m) O Gemeral Rule2! COFRCP41(a)(1) O FRCP41(a)(2).
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(Reserved for um by L Court) ,

ORDER

The Lakefront Cammunity Qrganization (LCO) has moved that we reconsider our denial of its
second motion to intervene in this case.

Some background is in order. We denied the LCO’s first motion to intervene on the ground that
it was untimely. The LCO could have but did nat appeal that denial. We summarily denied the LCO’s
second motion to intervena, and later {on a motion from the LCO) clarified that intervention was
pointiess because the LCO could not prevail on its contract claim; the intervention camplaint failed to
state a breach of contract claim. The LCO now argues in its motion to reconsider that its intervention
complaint states equitable estoppel and premissory estoppel claims against the Receiver.

The maost obvious problem is that this is the first time the LCO has argued that its complaint
states any estoppel claims. Rule 59(ej, under which the LCO claims it brought this mation, "does not
allow a party to .. . . advance arguments that could and should have been presented to the district court
prior to judgment.” Maro v. Sheif Oif Co., 91 F.3d 872, 876 (7th Cir. 1996). Besides. we doubt that
the intervention complaint really does state either of those claims. The promise which is the basis of
the promissory estoppel claim is that the Receiver agreed to support the LCQO’s request for a hearing
on the pace of construction of some housing units. This promise doesn’t'even come close to indicating
{as the LCO argues) that the Receiver acknowledged it was bound by the ¢sntract or that the LCO
should farbear its right to declare the contract invalid. The eguitabie estoppel argument relies in
addition on the Receiver’s support of an area being designated a "Revitalizing Area” and the Receiver’s
building some of the units described in the contract to show that the Receiver has acted in a way "anly
consistent with the adoption of such contract.” Wiggins Ferry Co. v. Chia and Mississippi Ry. Co., 142
U.S. 396, 408-09 (1892). But here the contrary is true: the Receiver’'s actions are completely
consistent with its obligations under the receivership order.

In addition, we note that the Receiver has made a compelling argument that the second motion
to intervene was in substance a motion to reconsider the first motion to intervene. It further argues
that the second motion / motion to reconsider was improper because the LCO did not appeal the denial
of the first motion, as in 8.H. v. Murphy, 984 F.2d 186 (7th Cir. 1993). We agree with this position
and note that we should have given it as an aiternative reason in gur order clarifying our denial of the
second motion (even if no clarifying aorder was necessary because the denial of a motion to reconsider
is not appealabie).

The motion to reconsider is denied. It is so ordered.

W
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AFFIDAVIT OF LILLIAN FUENTES

Lillian Fuentes, being first duly sworn on oath, states as follows:

1. I am an Associate General Counsel for the Chicago Housing Authority and, in this
capacity have had responsibility for, among other things, the CHA’s participation in the
Lakefront redevelopment program.

2. I am familiar with the manner in which newly-constructed Lakefront public housing
units have been occupied. CHA has always given a first priority to those eligible, displaced
families from the Lakefront properties that were demolished. These are the properties and
families identified in the Revised Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront
Properties and the Future Use of Those Properties, executed by CHA and the Lakefront
Community Organization (“LCO”) in 1995. The only time units were provided to needy families
other than Lakefront families was in 1998 and 1999, when five units were allocated to other
CHA families since there were no eligible, displaced Lakefront families available to occupy these
units. In addition to giving the LCO families first priority for the new units being built, CHA has
provided 326 Section 8 vouchers to eligible, displaced Lakefront families who sought this form
of assistance instead of a new unit.

3. Since 1995, CHA and the LCO have conducted aggressive outreach campaigns to
identify all eligible, displaced Lakefront families. This has included advertising in three local
newspapers, as well as on radio, doing mailings and funding an office for LCO and its staff.
Currently, CHA pays LCO $17,000 per month for its office’s expenses in outreach efforts.

4. Despite these outreach activities, LCO had identified only fourteen displaced Lakefront

EXHIBIT
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families in the eighteen months pror to June 14, 2001. Of these fourteen, ten were eligible for
the new unuts. After June 14, 2001, the LCO identified thirteen additional Lakefront families, ten

of whom now appear eligible for the new units.

iah Fuentes

Signed and swom to before me

WANDA CARTER-WRLIAMS
NOTARY FUBLIC, 8TAYE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMIBSION EXPIRES: 11/03/01
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Sharon Gist Gilliam
Chairperson

Ratm Emanuet
Vice-Chairman

Board of Comorussioners
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Michzel Darcy
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Generat Counsel
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The Chicago Housing Authority
Office of the General Counsel

June 14, 2001
VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND-DELIVERY

Mr. Stuart Kirchoff Jones
Attorney At law

70 W. Madison Street
Suite 3600

Chicago, IL 60602

Dear Mr. Jones:

This letter wili serve as the Chicago Housing Authority’s response 10 your
letter of April 16, 2001, directed to Terry Peterson, Chief Executive
Officer.

In your letter you allege that CHA has violated substantive provisions of
the Revised Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront
Properties and the Future use of Those Properties (“Revised Agreement”),
by (1) failing 10 complete public housing units within 3 “reasonabie time”
(Par. 15 of the Revised Agreement), and (2} that CHA has not bequn
construction of some projects within the agreed time limits, (Par. 15).

In partial response 10 those ailegations we are enclosing copies of Orders
entered by Judge Aspen in the martter of Gaurreaux vs, CHA , Case No.
86C 1459, dated 5/6/99 and 7/1/99. respectiveiy. (See Exhibit A). These
orders, in effect, hold that all parts of the Revised Agreement dealing with
redevelopment of the Lakefront properties are unenforceable, as said
Revised Agreement was not entered into with the necessary party -=The
Habitat Company (“Habitat”) — which as you know, is the Receiver for all
development of CHA properties since 1987. If effect, the Gautreaux
Court held that CHA was not an authorized party, nor did the CHA have
authority to enter into the re-development parts of the Revised Agreement
without Habrmtat.

In further response, we have met with Habitat and other parties of the
Working Group For Development of the Lakefront Properties on severai
occasions and we can assure you that the Working Group continues to
make great efforts in the construction of units in the Lakefront. We
attach a Modified Kenwood-Oakiand Revitalization Program Status as of
5/20Q/C1 and the most current Program Summary for Lakefront
Replacement Housing Units. as of 6/9/01, (Exhibit B} for your review.

200 West Adams - Suite 2100 Chicago, illinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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Mr. Stuart Kirchotf Jones
June 14, 2001
Page 2

While it is noted that there has been slow progress in the development of
units, The Working Group is quick to point out that this is due to outside
forces and/or circumstances and its efforts are well documented. The
Habitat has presented several circumstances where the structuring and re-
structuring of deveiopment deals sometimes take several years in the
making. Nevertheless. the attached program description shows that site
control. construction and/or completion of units is weil underway for all
241 unuts in the North Kenwood-Oakland area.

Since all construction and development is in the hands of Mabitat, we

strongly suggest that you obtain Habitat’s input and comments regarding
these matters at your eartiest convenience.

In your letter you correctly asserted that in the CHA's submission of its
Replacement Housing Plan (RHP) the CHA had committed itseif to building
all units within a five (8) year period, and that said plan is also required by
24 CFR 970.11(d). Under the regulations, the plan implementation is not
to exceed 6 years following HUD approval of the demeolition or disposition
apptications. However, subsection 11{d)(2) further provides that
“compietion” does not mean that the replacement housing must be buiit or
rehabilitated within the said number of years elected for the plan. Instead.
completion of the plan would be “units that have reached the state of
notice to proceed for conventionat units and contract of saie for Turnkey
units”. Again, Habitat's position is that the timetables agreed upon by the
CHA (without the Habitat's agreement) were untenable and/or
unreasonable.

You further charged that the CHA had not made available the requisite
302 Section 8 certificates (vouchers) as provided by paragrapn 7 of the
Revised Agreement. CHA has provided 326 vouchers (not 302) by
allowing several Lakefront famiiies 1o split. All families have been
successfully relocated inte the Section 8 Program and ali relocation
expenses have been made. (This is well-documented with the Section 8
Relocation Department). Thus, this charge is baseless.

You further charge that “CHA has not offered” units to relocatees on a
first priority basis. as provided in paragrapn 8 of the Revised Agreement.
In response, the CHA has (through the Office of Development
Management, and the Occupancy Department) always provided a first
priority to displaced lakefront families. In 1998 and 1999, since there
were no other names of “displaced families” from the lists, and no folders
submitted by Ms. Davis, five (8) units were turned over to the General
Waiting List, after proper notice was given 1o Ms. Davis. (This is well
documented in our files).

200 West Adams - Suite 2100 Chicago, lllinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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Mr. Stuart Kirchoff Jones
June 14, 2C01
Page 3

We would iike to add that currently, there are 12 vacant units. These
have peen vacant for several months, commencing on or about December,
2000. Ms. Davis has been informed several times of the vacancies.
Some of these units were being occupied by “house sitters” to avoid
vandalism. There will be another 12 units available on or before July 1,
2001, fer a total of 24 vacant units. Ms. Davis has provided to the
Qccupancy Deparntment a total of 14 folders in more than 18 months. Of
those, 10 families have been found qualified, five of whom were either
recently housed or will be housed any day, a sixth family has been
deferred given the family size and bedroom requirements, and another 4
famiiies wiil be piaced shortty, {These numbers are not inciuded in the
number of vacancies above given).

The plaintiffs in the Gautreaux litigation have now filed a motion for a rule
to show cause why it has not filled these long-vacant public housing units.
CHA must respond to the motion with a plan for occupancy. CHA would
like to fill each of these units with a dispiaced Lakefront tenant family. We
are quite sure, however, that the Court will not provide us much additionai
tme to locate, screen and move Lakefront famities into these units. We
therefore ask that the LCO provide us with all information currently in its
possession on the identity and location of displaced Lakefront tenant
families by June 187, including ail information on families we can
immediately screen for occupancy. We aiso request a meeting between
you and the CHA Legal Department for June 187 at which we can discuss
the likelihood of identifying any additional displaced famiiies in the near
future. It is imperative that this meeting take place promptly, as we
expect the Court will require a response from us to the Gautregux motion
in seven to ten days. Shouid we be unable to obtain the names of
dispiaced families (ready to occupy the units) from the LCO. we wiil have
no choice but to make these vacant units available to those families in
need at other developments or on our Generai Waiting List (while retaining
a first priority for any displaced Lakefront famiiy who later is located).

You further allege that “the CHA has not complied in good faith with
Paragraph 10, requiring CHA and LCO to negotiate and reach agreement
on all matters” involving the displaced LCO families, including site
selection and design of constructed and rehabilitated housing and pianned
construction of sites. In response, every cther participant entity of the
Working Group - Habitat, Draper & Kramer, Community Builders, CHA -
are jointly of the opinion that all of the matters contained in your
allegation are matters and decisions dealt with during the Working Group

200 West Adams - Suite 2100 Chicago, Liliaois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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Stuart Kirchoff Jones
June 14, 2001
Page 4

meetings. Ms. Davis, for the most part. has failed to appear at these
sessions. Qur office is in possession of a number of notices, and the sign-
in sheets showing the fact that Ms. Davis was advised to attend. and that
she was absent from the majority of those meetings.

You further state that “CHA has not attempted. in accord with the
requirements of paragraph 11, an aggressive program with LCO to contact
eligible displaced LCO families”, and that CHA has failed to enter into a
“side agreement” with LCO as required by the Revised Agreement
regarding outreach. In response, CHA conducted an aggressive cutreach
campaign mn 1997, advertsing in three local newspapers. and conducting
a number of radio advertisements. Moreover, in conjunction with Ms.
Davis and the LCO, there have been multiple cutreach activities conducted
during the last several years in the Lakefront community, including, but
not limited t0 newspaper adds, mailings, continuing services by the LCO
office of walk-ins. CHA’s continued monthly payments and
reimbursements of Ms. Davis’ for her outreach expenses is continuing
proof of those efforts.

it is rue that no outreach campaign thus far has inciluded a “bar date”, in
part due to the fact that development of units was slow. However, since
the CHA and Habitat are very close to obtaining tax credit status for the
mixed income project for the Lakefront site {120 units) and the Drexel site
(30 units), which are both in the design and development stages with
estimated start dates for the Spring, 2002, CHA is interested in
conducting an outreach campaign immediately , which will include a
closure. or “bar date” after which no other “displaced” famiiies will be
allowed to apply. Pursuant to paragraph 11 of the Revised Agreement,
this outreach is to be performed by CHA “with the assistance of LCO”
and all efforts will be made to locate famiiies up to the bar date contained
in the outreach campaign

CHA has always been willing to enter into an appropriate side agreement
setting forth the timing, manner and scope of an outreach campaign and
to allow the LCO to assist the CHA in such an outreach campaign. (See
the letter of Josepn Shuidiner to Ms Davis dated July 18, 1997 attached
hereto as Exhibit C}. Most recently, Ms. Davis has conducted several
outreach campaigns, the resuits of which are not yet known to the CHA.
Given this martter, and the fact that a “formal” side agreement was never
signed by CHA nor by the LCO, we will consider a propesal to enter into
an appropriate formal side agreement.

The seventh allegation made in your letter states that CHA has not

provided moving expense supgort to the relacated families, in viclation of
paragraph 12 of the Revised Agreement. The Office of the Generai

200 West Adams - Suite 2100 Chicago, [llinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415

15723



JUN-28-01

14:48 FROM:-CHA-LECAL ADMINISTRATION ID-3127268542

PACE

Stuart Kirchoff Jones
June 14, 2001
Page 5

Counsel has contacted several departments, and no one can find any Mr.
avidence that any claims for relocation expense reimbursement remain
outstanding or have been refused. (n fact, the Secticn 8 and Relocation
Department has provided evidence that refocation expenses were paid by
CHA. If Ms. Davis has names, address and/or telephone numbers of any
relocatees having a pending reimbursement or moving expense claim she
should forward those names and/or claims to the attention of Associate
General Counsel Lillian Fuentes, immediately.

The eighth and finai challenge contained in your letter is that CHA has
failed to work with the LCO in identifying tenants as eligible for training
and employment. Paragraph 13 of the Revised Agreement calis for the
Habitat, the CHA and the LCO to jointly identify tenant families that are
eligible for training and employment opportunities pursuant to Section 3.
In response, the CHA asserts that CHA, through its Office of Programs,
together with other agencies, including the Mayor's Office of Work
Development (MOWD), and other service agencies, have held meetings at
the LCO office, and have repeatedly requested information from Ms. Davis
regarding eligible residents. Most currently, Community Builders has
requested names and information from Ms. Davis of eligible persons
needing job training or other support services. Ms. Davis, 1o date, has not
provided the names of such persons.

While we strongly believe that litigation should be avoided, please be

aware that CHA is prepared to strongly defend any ailegations made by
Ms. Davis.

Furthermore, please be on notice that we have received several complaints
from displaced persons, who have recently written letters 10 the Executive
Offices alleging that Ms. Davis has refused to process their appiications,
and other incidents of harassment and unprofessional behavior. Ms.
Davis has refused to meet with the Working Group on repeated occasions
and these circumstances are untenable at best, and further display a lack
of good faith and a breach of the LCQO’s obligations under the Revised
Agreement.

To the extent that Habitat, in its performance of its duties as the Receiver,
is willing to work on 3 plan for the development of the off-site units, and
to the extent that it will be possible to obtain the approval and
cooperation of the Working Group and the City of Chicago for off-site unit
development. we encourage all parties to meet and try to find a solution
to what the Receiver considers an impossible number of units (200} to be
buiit outside of the North Kenwood area.

200 West Adams - Suaite 2100 Chicago, Illinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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Please feel free to contact the undersigned with any comments or

questions regarding this matter, or Lillian Fuentes, at {312) 791-8415
Ext. 153.

Sincerely

&
-~ A. Finch
General Counsel

Cc:  Terry Peterscn, Chief Executive Officer
Sharon Gist Gilliam, Chairperson, Board of Commissioners

200 West Adams - Suite 2100 Chicago, Illinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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Lakefront Community Organization (LCO) has asked that we explain our earlier ruling denying
its Second Motion to intervena, as our first minute order stated only that the motion “is denied.® This
order sats forth the requested clarification.

We denied LCO’s motion to intervene because to grant it wouid have been futile. LCO's
Intervenor Complaint asks that we order the CHA and the Gautresux Recsiver to secure funding from
HUD, obtain control of tand, and build housing, all within 10 months and ali pursuant to the terms of
a 1995 contract between LCO and CHA. The problem is that the ragquested relief must come from the
Receiver. and the Receiver was not a signatory to the deal. Or, to put it differentty, because of the
Receivership Order the CHA did not have the authority to enter into a contract conceming the
develcpment of non-eldecty public housing — the Recsaiver’s domain — and it did not have the authority
to contract on the Receiver's behaif. (This principie is sat out in greater detail in an order dated August
12, 1998.) Those parts of the contract concerming the deveiopment of non-elderty public housing are
unenforceable, so to allow LCO to intervene to attempt to enforce them would have been a waste of
tme.

The motion for clarification is granted. it is so ordered.
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ORDER

JUN-23-01

The Lakefront Community Organization (LCO) has moved that we reconsider our denial of its
second motion to intervene in this case.

.. Some background is in order. We denied the LCO’s first motion to intervene on the ground that
it was untimely. The LCO could have but did not appeal that denial. We summarily denied the LCO's
second motion to intervene. and later (on 3 motion from the LCO) clarified that intervention was
pointless because the LCO could not prevail on its contract claim; the intervention complaint failed to
state a breach of contract claim. The LCO now argues in its motion to reconsider that its intervention
complaint states equitable estoppel and promissory estoppel claims against the Receiver.

The most obvious problem is that this is the first time the LCO has argued that its compiaint
states any estoppel claims. Ruie 53(e), under which the LCO claims it brought this motion, "does not
allow a party to . . . advance arguments that could and should have been presanted to the district court
prior to judgment.” Moro v. Shell Oil Co., 81 F.3d 872, 876 (7th Cir. 1996). Besides, we doubt that
the intervention complaint really does state either of those claims. The promise which is the basis of
the promissory estoppel claim is that the Receiver agreed to support the LCO’s request for 3 hearing
on the pace of construction of some housing units. This promise doesn’t even come close to indicating
{as the LCO argues) that the Receiver acknowledged it was bound by the contract or that the LCO
should forbear its right to declare the contract invalid. The equitable estoppe! argument relies in
addition on the Receiver's support of an area being designated a "Revitalizing Area® and the Receiver’'s
building some of the units described in the contract to show that the Receiver has acted in a way “only
consistent with the adoption of such contract.” Wiggins Ferry Co. v. Ohic and Mississippi Ry. Co., 142
U.S. 396, 408-09 (1892). But here the contrary is true: the Receiver’s actions are completely
consistent with its obligations under the receivership order.

In addition, we note that the Receiver has made a compelling argument that the second motion
10 intervene was in substance a motion to reconsider the first motion to intervene. It further argues
that the second motion / motion to reconsider was improper because the LCO did not appeal the denial
of the first motion, as in 8.H. v. Murphy, 984 F.2d 196 (7th Cir. 1993). We agree with this position
and note that we should have given it as an aitemnative reason in our order clarifying our denial of the
second motion (even if ne clarifying order was necessary because the denial of a motion to reconsider
is not appealabie).

The motion to reconsider is denied. It is so ordered.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY FOR LAKEFRONT REPLACEMENT HOUSING UNITS

L) a i i

Lakelront Site 1 IL06-£002- 103 08-P02-183 Draper and Ksamer esign/Devolopment - Esl. Starl Spring '02
Drexel Sils 30 1.06-P0O02-183 ILDB-P002-183 The Thrush Companios  |Design/Development - Est. Starl Spring '02
Lakelron! Scaltered Sles 3] IL.06-P002- 184 1L08-PO02-184 Mew England Buliders Complote

{\-akelront Scattared Sites 21 IL06-P002-208 1L06-PO02- 184 New Enpland Builda/s Complete
Lakelront Scallered Sites (Flip) ? 1L.06-PDD2-180 1L.08-PO02- 180 New England Bullders Complnie‘
Shakespesre Townhomes (Thrush) 12 I 06-PDD2-208 1L06-P002-180 The Thrush Companies  |Construction - Estimated Complollon'wm
Shakespeare Homes (New Kenwood) k] IL06-P0ON2.209 11.06-PD02-180 New Kenwood, 1.1.C Design/Development - Est. Starf Fali'01
4300 Blocks w0 iL.06-P002-180 iL06-P0OD2-180 To Be Delorimined RFP o be re-issued by 770
Tolal Units 241 - e e e

Sepeplye 1 "
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{Lakelron| Scatiared Siles (Ropers Park)
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JUN-26-01 14:51 FROM:CHA-LECAL ADMINISTRATION ID:3127268542 PACE 23723

MODIFIED KENWOOD-OAKLAND REVITALIZATION PROGRAM STATUS AS OF 05/20/01
# of Modified

Inits Within N enwood- nd munit] Units JTimetable
Units complete as of 3/31/01 (1% Quarter “01 Aspen Report) 56 03/97 - 11/00
Units currently under construction 12 06/00 — 06/01
Units currently proposed for the “Drexel” site* (Mixed Income) 30 04/01 - 03/05
Units currently proposed for the “Lakefront” site* (Mixed Income) 120 04/01 - 03/06
Units currently proposed for the “4300 Blocks™ site** 20 07/01 - unknown
Units by private developer commitment — unknown *#**
TOTAL UNITS 241

Ini i f N had nd iti Units Timetable
Inits rehabilitated in General Areas (Rogers Park) 38 12/96 - 03/98
Eighteen (18) Habitat-owned parcels in Woodlawn ! +90 unknown***

*  In design/development process
**  Reissuing Request for Proposals
“**  Subject to determination of actual start date and, if applicable, the absorption rate of market product

L Woodlawn Community has not permitted construction. Designation of Woodlawn as a Revitalizing area is recommended
and may clear up the present mmpasse
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Sharon Gist Gilliam
Chairperson

Rabm Emanuel
Vice-Chairman

Board of Comuressioners
Hallie Amey

Mamie Boae

Micbael Darcy

Leticia Persita Davis
Earnest Gates

Dr. Mildred Hammis
Andrew Mooaey
Saudra Young

Terry Peterson
Chief Executive Officer

G.A. Finch
Ceneral Counsel

The Chicago Housing Authority

Hand Delivered Correspoundence

June 25, 2001

Ms. lzora Davis,

President

Lakefront Community Organization
33883 S. Lake Park Avenue

First Floor

Chicago, IL 60653

RE: Lakefront Community Organization, Revised Agreement
And Gaytreaux matter

Dear Ms. Davis:

The Office of the General Counsel received a call l1ast week (June 17,
2001) from Mr. Stuart Kirchoff Jones to the effect that he was no longer
representing the interests of the Lakefront Community Organization.

| am enclosing a copy of the letter that our office sent to Mr. Jones,
together with all attachments, in respect to responding to claims made in
Mr. Jones’ letter of April 16, 2001 directed to Mr. Terry Peterson, Chief
Executive Officer for the CHA. | am also enclosing a copy of a motion
filed in the Gautreaux litigation by BPl.  Lastly, | enclose a copy of a
letter sent to Mr. Jones by our outside counsel, Thomas E. Johnson, with
regards to the Gautreaux matter.

The motion brought by the plaintiffs’ counsel in the Gautreux matter
requires the CHA to show cause as to why the scattered site units in the
North Kenwood Oakland area remain vacant and/or with house sitters,
instead of being turned over to the CHA’s general waiting list.

Given the fact that CHA must respond on or before June 29, 2001
regarding the status of those units, we hereby make a demand from you
to forward to CHA’s Office of the General Counsel a list containing ail
possible eligible persons qualifying for a priority to those units as
“displaced Lakefront families”, any completed file that has not yet been
submitted to the Occupancy Department, and/or the names of persons
who have submitted an application 1o you but whose files, for some
reason, remain incomplete, on or before the close of business of

Thursday. Jlune 28, 2001,

200 W. Adams - Suite 200 - Chicago, lllinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415

EXHIBIT

F

tabbles’




Ms. Izora Davis
Page Two
June 25, 2001

| encourage you and the Lakefront Community Organization to work
closely and expediently with the CHA with regards to placing “displaced
Lakefront families” into those units. We expect Judge Aspen to make a
ruling that the vacant units be turned over to the general waiting list if,
after reasonable efforts being made, insufficient number of eligible
Lakefront families appear.

If you have obtained representation by new counsel, please ask him or
her to immediately contact the undersigned at the Office of the General
Counsel. If you are not represented, | would request that you contact me

200 W. Adams - Saite 200 - Chicago, Illinois 60606 - (312) 791-8415
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THE HABITAT CONPANY
“Estimatad Property Transfer Schedule”

HUD Program IL06-P002-208 Date Prepared: 08/30/00
Last Revision: 06/28/01

Contractor: Thrush-Kenwood
Architect: .
Manager: TWO —_
Distribution : L AR ' S DT LR N e Lo oo ESTRATED T .

! : _ : i L Rl e ape BT : A  DATEOF REVISED
4000-19.0 { R : ¢ o5 b pedy e gy eRii S ] ... TRANSFER AND SINCE |
A Polkoff (BP) R I | worBDRMS. | DATEGF  KEYTURN LAST |
V. Jarrett (Habitat) Buildingi PROPERTY - .. =~~~ ' #OFUNTS {1 2 3 456 7| PUNCHLIST  : OVER _  ISSUE |
V. Golden (Habrtat) I M South Woodlawn Avenue | 3 3 > I 06/29/01 i X
I. Davis (LCO) : o S =h LT S
A Bartels (Thrush) ; 1122 E. 46th Street 3 3] t 1 08/29/01 ; X
V. Nichats (TWO) : o e I
T. Preckwinkle = 14506 South Woodfawn Avenue i 3 3 ! ; 0727101 i
S. Newsome (CCC) B - = o | o N
C. Byrd (CHA) ’ ﬁms South Woaodlawn Avenue 3 3 i i ' 07/27/01 i
C. Hampton (CHA) ; 4 : S
L Little (CHA)

D. Schwartz (CHA)

KEY:

&8 - Building Transfered

VHI Visually and Hearing Impaired Units

HCc Physically Handicapped "Accessible” Units
HCd Physically Handicapped "Adaptable” Units

Building Transferved
- Utility Transfer Letter Complete
++ Completion Documents Complete

N/A Information Not Available




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Thomas E. Johnson, an attorney, certifies that he filed the foregoing Defendant CHA’s
Response to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Show Cause, with the Clerk of the United States District Court for
the Northern District of [llinois on June 29, 2001 and served copies by first-class mail on:

Alex Polikoff

Robert Jones

Business and Professional People
For the Public Interest

25 East Washington St., #1515

Chicago, Illinois 60602

Y
Thomas E. Johnson






