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IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, eta/., 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al. , 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

No. 66 C 1459 

Hon. Marvin E Aspen 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR ENFORCEMENT OF 
COURT ORDERS AND OTHER RELIEF 

After a period of "re-assessment," see Chicago Housing Authority, FY2011 Moving to 

Work Annual Report 19 (2012) (excerpt attached as "Exhibit A"), the Chicago Housing 

Authority ("CHA") now proposes to rehabilitate 509 public housing units at its Altgeld 

Gardens/Philip Murray Homes development ("Altgeld"), adding some fifteen hundred more 

public housing residents to the approximately 4,000 persons already living at Altgeld. 

Given the circumstances described below, the proposed rehabilitation would be unlawful 

because it would (1) violate the 1969 judgment order ("Judgment Order") in this case, (2) violate 

an October 29, 1982 order (the "1982 Order," attached as "Exhibit B") in this case, and (3) 

violate duties CHA owes to plaintiffs under the federal fair housing law. After an appropriate 

hearing on the merits, plaintiffs will therefore be entitled to an order preventing the proposed 

rehabilitation. (Part I of Argument below.) 
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As also described below, the balance of harms and the public interest call for immediate, 

interim relief. Accordingly, after an appropriate hearing on such relief, plaintiffs will be entitled 

to an order preventing the proposed rehabilitation from going forward pending a hearing on the 

merits of their request. (Part II of Argument below.) 

FACTS 

At its inception in 2000, redevelopment of CHA's non-elderly public housing system (the 

"Plan for Transformation") was designed to proceed primarily on two tracks, roughly 

simultaneously. On one track, CHA would rehabilitate deteriorating non-elderly public housing 

units at a number of traditional (i.e., 100 percent public housing) sites, nearly all located in 

Gautreaux Limited Areas,' and maintain them as 100 percent public housing developments. On 

the second track, CHA would demolish buildings at other traditional public housing sites, many 

but not all in Gautreaux Limited Areas, and replace them with mixed-income developments that 

would include but not be dominated by public housing.2 

Though many mixed-income developments were in Limited Areas, the Court had agreed 

(at plaintiffs' urging) to permit, under certain conditions, public housing units to be constructed 

as part of mixed income developments on these sites and to treat such units as "Gautreaux 

relief." As the Court said when that proposal was first made to it in connection with a proposed 

order for Henry Horner Homes, "[[T]his proposed order] does ... do[] something about the 

1 A "Limited Area" is a census tract in Cook County having a 30 percent or greater African American population. 
Gautreaux v. Chicago Hous. Auth., 304 F. Supp. 736, 737 (1969) ("Judgment Order"). A Cook County census tract 
with less than a 30 percent African-American population is in the "General Area." !d. 
2 The Plan for Transformation also included rehabilitation of scattered site units, most developed by The Habitat 
Company as Receiver in both Limited and General Areas approved by the Court, and rehabilitation of elderly units. 
Elderly units were not addressed by the Judgment Order or by subsequent Gautreaux orders except as described 
below. 
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ghettoes of the City of Chicago ... I think it's really a 21st century view of what Gautreaux 

ought to be about." Tr. Proceedings 43, Mar. 8, 1995 (excerpt attached as "Exhibit C"). 

The plaintiffs have always strongly supported the Plan for Transformation, and have 

supported as well the numerous orders this Court has entered over the years authorizing the 

development of public housing "remedial units" as part of mixed income developments. See, 

e.g., Order, Dec. 12,2002 (revitalizing order) (attached as "Exhibit D"); Order, Apr. 17,2006 

(waiver order) (attached as "Exhibit E").3 

For some years, through 2008, development of non-elderly public housing units 

proceeded along both tracks. The stream of rehabilitated units in traditional sites in Limited 

Areas was roughly "matched" by the stream of public housing "remedial units" planned as part 

of new mixed-income developments, roughly in compliance-treating " remedial units" as the 

equivalent of General Area units-with the Judgment Order requirement that Limited Area units 

be "matched" by General Area units. 4 

Then, beginning in 2009, following dramatically changed economic circumstances as the 

nation plunged into financial crisis, the stream of mixed-income redevelopment, including its 

public housing units, slowed to a trickle.5 In this context, with rehabilitation of Altgeld only two-

3. In these orders, the Court has always determined that the public housing units authorized to be developed are 
"designed to achieve results consistent with the Judgment Order previously entered in this case." E.g., Order, Apr. 
17,2006 (Exhibit E). 
4 Though the original Judgment Order required that 75 percent of new family public housing units be located in the 
General Area, a 1982 order allowed half of new family units to be located in Limited Areas, provided that new 
construction, acquisition, and/or rehabilitation of family units would not commence in a Limited Area until a like 
amount of construction, acquisition, and/or rehabilitation was commenced in the General Area. See 1982 Order 
(Exhibit B) at 2. Because planning and developing new mixed income communities takes longer than rehabilitating 
existing units, rehabilitated units (2949) exceeded the number of completed mixed income remedial units (2054) 
during the period prior to 2009. Plaintiffs compilation based on Chicago Housing Authority, FY2012 Moving to 
Work Annual Report 106--{)9 (20 13) (excerpt attached as "Exhibit F"). 
5 Whereas 328 mixed income remedial units were completed in 2008, only 88 were completed in 2013 and only 40 
are projected for 2014. See Chicago Housing Authority, FY2012 Moving to Work Annual Report 106- 07 (2013) 
(Exhibit F); Chicago Housing Authority, FY 2013 Moving to Work Annual Report 6 (2014) (excerpt attached as 
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thirds complete, CHA decided in 2010 to halt rehabilitation at Altgeld in order to reassess the 

site's long-term development needs. Chicago Housing Authority, FY2011Moving to Work 

Annual Report 19 (2012) (Exhibit A). Altgeld, by far the largest of CHA's traditional 

developments, originally consisted of 1,998 units, some 1,323 of which had been rehabilitated 

before CHA's decision to halt further such work (Exhibit F, 108). 

Since CHA's decision to halt Altgeld rehabilitation, there has been no return to pre-2009 

levels in the stream of remedial public housing units in mixed-income developments. CHA 

nonetheless recently decided to resume work at Altgeld, declaring its intention to rehabilitate 

some 509 long-vacant public housing units there, thus to introduce some fifteen hundred 

additional public housing residents into the development. See, e.g., Chicago Housing Authority, 

Minutes of the Commissioners of the Chicago Housing Authority 3-4, 9 (Feb. 18, 2014) 

(authorizing funds regarding rehabilitation of "approximately 509 off-line units" at Altgeld) 

(excerpt attached as "Exhibit G"). 

While segregated, concentrated enclaves of public housing still exist in the CHA system, 

the unique circumstances at Altgeld-including its size, geographic isolation, current racial 

concentration, and lack of community resources-make the prospects for future economic or 

racial integration especially poor. Built in 1945, Altgeld currently houses over 4,000 thousand 

persons, many hundreds of whom are children, in over 1,300 units, 100 percent of which are 

public housing. The development is located on Chicago's far south side (south of 130th Street) in 

the Riverdale Community Area, a community bounded in every direction by physical barriers-

"Exhibit H"); Chicago Housing Authority, FY2014 Moving to Work Annual Plan 12 (2014) (excerpt attached as 
"Exhibit 1"). In addition, the financial crisis has made it more difficult to maintain a true "mix" of housing types at 
mixed income developments. The existing public housing units at these sites are thus surrounded by fewer for-sale 
and other market rate units than originally anticipated, limiting the prospects for economic integration. 
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the Calumet River to the west and south, the Bishop Ford Freeway to the east, and the Metro 

Water Reclamation District to the north.6 

The site's geographic isolation is compounded by a dearth of public transportation; a 

single CTA bus serves Altgeld, and the ride from Altgeld to the nearest CTA train station takes 

over a half hour. Thus, residents must often rely solely on the minimal retail options available 

locally.7 

In the census tract of which Altgeld is a part, social conditions are dire. Over half the 

families in the census tract live below the poverty level. U.S. Census Bureau/American 

FactFinder, Selected Economic Characteristics, 2008-12 American Community Survey (2014). 

Nearly two-thirds of the population are either unemployed or out of the labor force. !d. A recent 

study of Altgeld reports high rates of crime, illegal drug dealing and use, and a high incidence of 

anxiety and depression among residents. Chantal Hailey & Priya Saxena, HOST: Helping 

Families, Building Community, Urban Institute Brief #5, Oct. 2013 (attached as "Exhibit J"), at 

3. The study also reports that Altgeld women and children live in a "coercive sexual 

environment" and that over two-thirds of Altgeld youth have heard gun shots more than once in 

the past year. !d. at 4. 

The precarious situation of children living at Altgeld is not ameliorated by the 

neighborhood ' s public education options. All four elementary schools serving Altgeld are among 

the city' s worst, with low performance scores on state examinations. Chicago Public Schools, 

2013 School Progress Report (2013) (excerpt attached as "Exhibit K"). Finally, Altgeld is 

plagued not only by high poverty and resource deprivation but also by racial segregation. Over 

6 Riverdale also contains three smaller, low-income developments, which neighbor Altgeld. 
7 The neighborhood contains a handful of small convenience stores, but the nearest large retail outlets such as Target 
or Wal-Mart are at least four miles away. 

5 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document#: 449 Filed: 06/13/14 Page 6 of 14 PageiD #:4961 

96% of residents within the census tract are African American, and almost all adjacent tracts are 

over half African American. U.S. Census Bureau/American FactFinder, Profile of General 

Population and Housing Characteristics, 2010 Census Summary File 1 (2010). 

Under these circumstances, adding over 500 public housing families to Altgeld, that is, 

some fifteen hundred persons, many hundreds of whom will be children, and virtually all of 

whom will likely be low-income and African American, cf Chicago Housing Authority, 2012 

Moving to Work Annual Report 48-49 (2013), Exhibit F (providing waitlist statistics prior to 

waitlist update in 2012), would more deeply entrench the present racial segregation, add further 

strain upon Altgeld ' s limited resources and living conditions, and condemn Altgeld ' s current and 

new residents to a continued state of economic and racial segregation for the foreseeable future. 

If, as this Court has said, a "revitalizing" area is one characterized by circumstances supporting a 

responsible forecast of "economic integration, with a longer term possibility of racial 

desegregation," e.g., Order, Dec.12, 2002, Exhibit D, at 1, Altgeld is plainly not such an area. 

Rather, it is a geographically isolated, racially concentrated, resource-poor, extremely low­

income community that suffers from the social conditions that plague high poverty 

neighborhoods generally. 

Moreover, should the rehabilitation be completed, many hundreds of families currently 

on CHA's public housing waitlist, a vast majority of whom are members of the Gautreaux class, 

Gautreaux v. Chicago Hous. Auth. , 265 F. Supp. 582, 583 (N.D. Ill. 1967) (defining plaintiff 

class as African American "tenants in or applicants for public housing"), would be offered 

Altgeld as their housing "choice." A refusal to accept this segregated "choice" risks loss of 

waitlist status, because under CHA's waitlist procedures a family reaching the top of the list is 

given the option of (a) accepting a unit in the location offered or (b) being removed from the 
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waitlist unless good cause for refusal can be shown. See Chicago Housing Authority, FY2011 

Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy (ACOP) § III(C) (2011) (excerpt attached as 

"Exhibit L"). Thus, should Altgeld rehabilitation proceed as planned, some 500 Gautreaux 

families will face the Hobson 's choice of living in segregated public housing at Altgeld or 

prejudicing their prospect of gaining admission to public housing. 

ARGUMENT 

I. CHA's Proposed Rehabilitation of Over 500 Units at Altgeld Would Violate Two 
Orders of this Court and Federal Fair Housing Law. 

A. Rehabilitating an additional 500 public housing units at Altgeld would violate 
Section VIII of the Gautreaux Judgment Order. 

The Judgment Order places specific constraints on CHA's future administration of its 

system. But recognizing that the system's racial segregation might be maintained or reinforced in 

ways not explicitly contemplated by the Order ' s specific provisions, the Court also included the 

following general obligation in section VIII of the Order: 

CHA shall affirmatively administer its public housing system in every 
respect (whether or not covered by specific provisions of this judgment 
order) to the end of disestablishing the segregated housing system 
which has resulted from CHA's unconstitutional [practices]. 

Judgment Order at 741 (emphasis added). As a matter of logic, the duty to affirmatively 

administer its system to the end of disestablishing segregation obligates CHA to refrain from 

actions that will have the effect of expanding and perpetuating racial segregation within its 

public housing system. Adding fifteen hundred more African American persons to Altgeld, and 

forcing over 500 families to choose between living in segregated housing or being removed from 

the public housing waitlist, would have just that effect. 
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Theoretically, placement of any additional African American public housing families in a 

predominantly African American community is a step toward expansion and perpetuation of 

segregation. But the Judgment Order declined to adopt this theoretical view, which would have 

effectively prohibited any further residential development of any sort at African American public 

housing sites. Instead it adopted a balanced- "matching"- approach, allowing further 

development in Limited Areas so long as it was matched by development, originally 3:1, later 

1:1, in General Areas.8 Id. at 738. Thus, as discussed above, once this Court accepted mixed-

income public housing units as "remedial," the Plan for Transformation was able to proceed on 

its two tracks. 

Now, however, as described above, the situation has dramatically changed, and there are 

no longer two roughly equivalent tracks proceeding forward simultaneously. Absent a General 

Area matching "track," there can be no question that, in the unique racial and socio-economic 

circumstances at Altgeld, the size of the proposed addition would constitute expansion and 

perpetuation of segregation in violation of CHA's duty to administer its public housing system, 

in every respect, even if not covered by a specific judgment order provision, to disestablish 

segregation in its public housing system. The proposed rehabilitation at Altgeld would do the 

exact opposite-expand and perpetuate segregation without the justification of "matching" units. 

B. Rehabilitating an additional 500 units at Altgeld would violate the 1982 
Gautreaux Order. 

The original Judgment Order required CHA to construct three public housing units in the 

General Area for each unit of public housing constructed in a Limited Area. Judgment Order at 

8 The order initially required that within three months following commencement of Limited Area construction, 75 
percent of all family units were to be located in the General Area. Judgment Order at 738. In 1982, this requirement 
was altered so that "not less than 50%" of family units were required to be located in the General Area, and 
construction of family units in a Limited Area could not commence until a like amount of construction had 
commenced in the General Area. 1982 Order , Exhibit B, at 2. 
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738. But the Order did not explicitly cover the development of elderly units or the rehabilitation 

of existing family units. To avoid the political challenges of developing new public housing units 

for families in predominantly white neighborhoods, CHA could thus divert funds eligible for 

General Area family unit construction to the more politically expedient construction of elderly 

units or rehabilitation of existing family units in Limited Areas. 

In 1982, the Gautreaux plaintiffs and CHA struck a compromise. New HUD funding was 

available to resume stalled public housing development, and a new Mayor said she was ready to 

restart the stalled public housing engine. The Court entered an agreed order embodying the 

compromise. Order, Oct. 29, 1982, Exhibit B. Among other things, in addition to parceling out 

how the new money could be spent, the order modified the 3:1 General-to-Limited-Area ratio of 

the Judgment Order, lowering the ratio to 1:1, a major concession by plaintiffs to CHA. In 

exchange, however, the order added new restrictions on CHA development activities. To prevent 

diversion of funds away from General Area family unit construction, the order prohibited HUD 

from reserving authority for elderly units "without further order of this Court." !d. at 2. And to 

prevent CHA from rehabilitating Limited Area units without simultaneous development in the 

General Area, the order provided the following: 

No acquisition and/or rehabilitation of family public housing 
units outside the [General Area] shall commence until a like 
amount of acquisition and/or rehabilitation of family public 
housing units in the [General Area] has commenced. 

!d. Thus, under the compromise, the required ratio of General to Limited Area units was 

reduced, but CHA was restricted both in its ability to divert funds into more elderly construction 

and in its ability to diverge from the matching requirement applicable to family development, 

including through rehabilitation of existing units. 
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As CHA's Plan for Transformation initially moved forward on parallel tracks-roughly 

matching the rehabilitation of traditional public housing developments in Limited Areas with the 

planning and development of new mixed-income " remedial" units in revitalizing areas-the 

Gautreaux plaintiffs supported the Plan as complying with the spirit of the 1982 Order. But now 

that mixed-income development has slowed to a trickle, and 509 matching General Area units 

have not been "commenced," the rehabilitation of 509 more units at Altgeld would be a violation 

of the express terms of the 1982 Order. Therefore, in addition to violating Article VIII of the 

Judgment Order, the proposed Altgeld rehabilitation would, unless and until CHA "commences" 

development of 509 "matching" General Area units, also violate the 1982 Order. 

C. Rehabilitating an additional 500 units at Altgeld would violate the Fair Housing 
Act. 

Although CHA's decision to rehabilitate the additional units at Altgeld is facially neutral 

with respect to race, the inevitable effect of that decision- to enlarge and perpetuate 

segregation-renders it unlawful under the Fair Housing Act. Under the Act, housing authorities 

must take "[a ]ction . . . to fulfill, as much as possible, the goal of open, integrated residential 

housing patterns and to prevent the increase of segregation, in ghettos, of racial groups whose 

lack of opportunities the Act was designed to combat." Otero v. New York City Hous. Auth., 484 

F.2d 1122, 1134 (2d Cir. 1973). The goal of the Act was "to replace the ghettos 'by truly 

integrated and balanced living patterns. "' Trafficante v. Metro. Life Ins. Co. , 409 U.S. 205, 211 

(1972)) (quoting 114 Cong.Rec. 3422 (statement of Sen. Mondale)). The Act thus prohibits, 

among other things, discrimination "because of race." 42 U.S.C.A. § 3604(b) (West). 

In this Circuit, "discrimination because of race" includes "conduct that has the necessary 

and foreseeable consequence of perpetuating segregation," because such conduct "can be as 
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deleterious as purposefully discriminatory conduct ... . "Metro. Hous. Dev. Corp. v. Vill. of 

Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283, 1289 (7th Cir. 1977). Where, as here, the Court is asked to 

evaluate a housing authority's facially neutral decision about housing, the Court should look at 

"the effect which the decision has on the community involved; if it perpetuates segregation and 

thereby prevents interracial association it will be considered invidious under the Fair Housing 

Act." !d. at 1290. 

As discussed above, the effect of rehabilitating over 500 non-elderly units and housing 

some fifteen hundred additional African American persons at Altgeld is obvious: racial 

segregation will be enlarged and perpetuated. Given this consequence of the decision, the 

remaining Arlington Heights considerations cannot save CHA's decision from illegality under 

the Fair Housing Act. See id. at 1290 (discussing four factors to be weighed). Here, for example, 

CHA's interest in delivering a few hundred additional units cannot outweigh the harm of 

enlarging and perpetuating segregation in the Altgeld circumstances. Thus, CHA's proposed 

rehabilitation of additional units at Altgeld must be considered "invidious under the Fair Housing 

Act" and therefore unlawful. 

II. CHA's Proposed Rehabilitation would Cause Immediate and Irreparable Harm; 
the Balance of Harms and the Public Interest Both Favor Immediate Interim Relief. 

Expending money irretrievably on further Altgeld rehabilitation (money that should be 

spent on generating Gautreaux relief), enlarging racial concentration at the already segregated 

Altgeld site, and requiring over 500 more Gautreaux families on CHA's waitlist to choose 

between segregated living and prejudicing their prospects of gaining admission to public housing 

collectively constitute immediate and irreparable harm. The balance of harms and the public 

interest militate against permitting such a result. Thus, following an appropriate hearing, 
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plaintiffs will be entitled to an order preventing the proposed rehabilitation from going forward 

until a merits hearing is held . 

Because CHA is already subject to injunctive orders which its proposed action will 

violate (the Judgment Order and the 1982 Order), an order enforcing the extant orders-not a 

new injunction-is all that is required. Nonetheless, the requirements for a preliminary 

injunction are satisfied here. 

To "win a preliminary injunction, a party must show that it has (1) no adequate remedy at 

law and will suffer irreparable harm if a preliminary injunction is denied and (2) some likelihood 

of success on the merits." Am. Civil Liberties Union of Illinois v. Alvarez, 679 F.3d 583, 589 (7th 

Cir. 2012). Once the moving party makes this threshold showing, the court "weighs the factors 

against one another, assessing whether the balance of harms favors the moving party or whether 

the harm to the nonmoving party or the public is sufficiently weighty that the injunction should 

be denied." Id. 

Unless immediate, interim relief is forthcoming from this Court, CHA will proceed on its 

publicly stated intention to commence rehabilitation this year of over 500 public housing units at 

Altgeld, and to fill these units with families from the CHA waitlist-that is, Gautreaux class 

members. That will result in an irretrievable expenditure of funds that should be spent on 

providing further Gautreaux relief. Moreover, the influx of African American persons at Altgeld 

will both enlarge existing racial segregation at the site and force over 500 Gautreaux families to 

choose between living in segregated public housing or prejudicing their chances of gaining 

admission to public housing. Collectively, these foreseeable consequences constitute irreparable 

harm for which there is no adequate remedy at law. See Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d at 1289- 90 
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(conduct that perpetuates segregation frustrates "the national commitment to [integrated 

housing]"). Because as discussed in Part I above, plaintiffs are likely to succeed on the merits, 

the threshold showing for immediate, interim relief is made. 

Because the expansion and perpetuation of racial segregation is clearly under the cases 

antithetical to the public interest and not outweighed by any comparable harm a remedial order 

would cause to CHA, the balance of harms respecting "non-merits" factors favors immediate, 

interim relief. See, e.g., Davis v. New York City Hous. Auth. , 278 F.3d 64, 66 (2d Cir. 2002) 

(affirming injunction preventing housing authority from taking action that would cause 

perpetuation of past segregation); Glendale Neighborhood As5 n v. Greelflsboro Hous. Auth., 901 

F. Supp. 996, 1001-02 (M.D.N.C. 1995) (issuing preliminary injunction where proposed public 

housing project would increase racial concentration and produce irreparable harm of racially 

segregated neighborhood). Cf United States v. Sch. Dist. of Ferndale, Mich. , 577 F.2d 1339, 

1353 (6th Cir. 1978) (reversing denial of preliminary injunction, stating: "It is axiomatic that 

black students ... suffer irreparable harm from the maintenance of a segregated school system.") 

(citing Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483, 493-95 (1954)). 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons given, plaintiffs request that-following an appropriate preliminary 

hearing-an order be entered staying CHA's proposed rehabilitation at Altgeld until a hearing on 

the merits of plaintiffs' request can be held. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Alexander Polikoff 
One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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June 13, 2014 

Alexander Polikoff 
Julie Elena Brown 
Business and Professional People 

for the Public Interest 
25 East Washington Street, Suite 1515 
Chicago, IL 60602 
(312) 641-5570 
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Section II: General Housing Authority Information 
• • • 

• Relocation Resources: 97 units -These units are held vacant to help CHA comply with the Relocation Rights contract by ensuring we have units 

available for residents undergoing relocation. This legal contract has been in place since 2000 and these units are held for 10/1/99 residents 

covered under the contract. 

CHA is working to bring these units back online as quickly as possible. 

Units Offline for Planning and Not Included in Overai/25,000-Unit Delivery Progress 

In addit ion to the units described above, there are other public housing units currently offline as CHA undertakes redevelopment planning at sites across 

the city through the Plan for Transformation. 

Units Offline for Planning and Not Included in 
Overall 25,000-Unit Delivery Progress 

Category Total Units 

Pending Demolition/Disposition 61 

Redevelopment Planning 
1,859 

(Timeline TBD) 

Total Units 1.920 

The units in this category are offline for the following reasons: 

• Pending Demolition/Disposition: This category includes units slated for demolition or pending disposition. 

• Redevelopment Planni!Ji!.: Th is category includes units at sites with redevelopment planning underway and also sites for which CHA is exploring 
options for future plans. 

o Altgeld Gardens/Phillip Murray Homes- As stated in the FY2011 MTW Annual Plan. CHA is exploring options for Altgeld/Murray, including 

integrating other housing types, commercial, or social service components within or adjacent to the property. All unit rehabilitation activity is 
pending a re-assessment of long-term redevelopment needs at this site. 

o Frances Cabrini Rowhouses- As mentioned in the FY2012 Annual Plan, CHA has reassessed its previous plans for the non-rehabilitated 

section of the Cabrini Rowhouses and will no longer support 100% public housing at the Rowhouse property. Therefore. CHA will work with 

the Near North Working Group group to incorporate the Cabrini Rowhouse property into the broader Request for Qualifications (RFQ) being 

developed by the Near North Working Group. 

o Lathrop Homes- CHA is planning for the redevelopment of this site with the Lathrop Working Group and selected developer, Lathrop 

Community Partners. In FY2011, CHA conducted relocation for consolidation from the north end to the south end of the site. 

Unit Delivery Progress vs. Total Public Housing Units 
CHA's progress toward the 25,000 unit delivery goal is not the same as the total number of public housing units CHA owns or manages or the number of 
online public housing units. Public housing units renovated or redeveloped through the Plan ten to twelve years ago, though counted toward unit delivery 

CHA· 
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EXHIBITB 



ease: fgg_cv-01459 Do~ment #: 449-2 Filed: o?t13/14 Page.l__of 6 PageiD #:1!94 
., . ~ \·~~~~\_ . 

UNITED STATES DISTRIC~-COURT ~· ~ ~ IC 0 tlD IC {OJ 
NORTHERN DISl'RICT Or'" ILLINOI~i g; rJ K; · 

EASTERN DIVISION OCT z., 1982 
DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
-v- ) 

) 
SAMUEL R. PIERCE, Secretary of ) 
o~.~parcmcnt of Housing and ) 
UdJ.:m Development. ct al.. ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

ORDER 

Judge Marvin E. Aspen 
U. S. District Court 

Nos. 66 C 1459 
66 c 11160 

(Consoliu:tT l!d) 

This matter coming to be heard on plaintiffs' motion pursuant 

to the provisions of Article X of the judgment order of July l, 

1969, whereby this Court has retained jurisdiction of this matter 

for all purposes particularly enumerated therein, and 

The Court having determined that the several provisions of 

this ordur modifying said judgment order are b~scd upon relevant 

inform.:.1tion with respect to the subject matter thereof, and that 

said provisions are appropriate .and cons is tent •..;i th .md in further­

~.mce of the ' reasons for the issu~nCl' of said judgtn<.•nt un.lcr. 

It is hereby ordered: 

1. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other order of this 

Court, including without limitation the provisions of Article III 

of said judgment order of July 1, 1969, the Chicago Housing 

Authori tv (CHA) and tha DcpurtmPnt nf Houstng .1ml Urban Development 

(HUD) shnll be free to l:arry Otll a development program for 175 
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family public housin~ units reserved by HUD for CHA in fiscal 

year 1981, and CHA shall be free to !lronose to HUD, HVD shall be 

free to approve and both defendants shall thereafter be free to 

carry out future develonMent ~t'ORrams for family public housin~ 

units (net.: construction :md acquisition with :md Hi. thou t rehabili· 

ta.tion) \lhich rt'a:1 be reserverl by HUn for CHI\ in suhsemwnt fiscal 

years, under t<lhich not less than 50% of. such unit!> are located 

in the General Public Rousinr. Arc:t (GPHA). nrovidetl, !,ot·Jcver, 

(a) No new construction of fa'llily nublic housinr. uni..ts 

outside the GPHA shrtll commence unci 1 n like Amount of 

ne,;v construction of fal"lily T'iublic housing units in the 

. GPHA has commenced; :md 

(b) No acquisition and/or rehabilitation of faMily 

./ nublic housing units outside the GPHA shnll c~rnrnence 

· until ct like ctr'!lount of ncquisition :md/or r('­

habilitation of family public housing units in the 

GPHA has commenced. 

c) No additional nuthori.ty t'or CHA (>lflf•rlv units siu1ll 

be reserved \vi. thout <1 further nrr!er or , hi n Conrt. 

2. For nurnoses of develop~ent proprnMs for fn~ilv public 

hou::>inr: (new construction ;mu ncqui!;ition \·lith ;md \<li thour: re-

!1abilitation) nronoscd bv C:Hl\ to l!UD nnct nn:->rovect by I!Un !>Uh­

scqucnt to the entry of this order, the GPI\1\ shnll !T'!cnn that 'Part 

(lf the Citv of Chic:t~o Nhich li.cs uithin the censu~ tr<tcts listed 

on nnp.e 1 of Exhthit 1\ :md th ."lt nnrt of the l.nttnt" nf Cook outside 
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the City of Chicago that does not lie within census tracts 

listed on page 2 of Exhibit A. Exhibit A is attached hereto. 

3. Except as and to the extent specifically provided in 

this order. this Court's judgment orders previously entered 

herein. as .P.reviously modified, remain in full force and effect, 

including without limitation the provision of Article VIII of 

said judgment order of July 1. 1969, that "CHA shall usc its 

best efforts to increase the supply of Dwellinr. tlnlts :t~ 

ZAU 

rapidly as possible in conformity with the pr ovisions of this 

judgment order and shall take all steps necessary to that £'nc.l .. ... 

4. This Court retains jurisdiction of t his matter for 

a 11 purposes. including enforcement and issuanct•, upon proper 

noti~c and motion, of orders modifying or supplcmcntins the 

terms of this order upon the presentation of relevant information 

with respect to proposed housing developments designed to achieve 

results consistent with judgment orders previously entered herein, 

~atcrial changes in conditions existinr. at the time of this order 

or any other matter. 

Enter: 

~~~:.~t= 
Judge, United States District Courc 
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EXHIBIT A 

CENSUS TRACT NUMBERS 

1901 through 1914 

2001 through 2006 

through 310 2101 through 2109 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

t!"lrough 

through 

through 

through 

through 

throu,?,h 

through 

through 

LLrough 

through 

through 

through 

3-19 2201 through 2229 

410 2301 through 2305 

515 2401 through 2408 

634 2501 through 2505 

717 3001 through 3002 

802 3005 through 3012 

817 3014 through 3020 

903 3101 through 3115 

1007 3201 through 3206 

1105 3401 through 3405 

1204 5201 through 5206 

1305 5501 

1408 5605 through 5613 

1512 5701 through 5705 

1613 5801 through 5811 

1711 5901 through 5907 

1803 6001 through 6016 

[Census rracts constituting "(:etu·r;tl 

Area" within City of Chicago I 

6101 through 6108 

6111 through 6115 

6201 through 620t. 

6302 through 6305 

6307 through 630S 

6'·01 through 640~ 

6501 through 650~ 

6602 through 660( 

6608 through 660~ 

6611. 

7001 through 700 

7204 through 720 

7'·0 l through 740 

7503 through 750 

7601 through 760 

7701 

8117 

8209 

-8,1.08 
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CENSUS TRACT NUMBERS 

8092 

8095 through 8098 

8101 through 8103 

8121 

8125 through 8126 

8130 through 8131 

8170 through 8180 

8204 

8214 

8236.03 

8243 through 8244 

8248 through 8249 

8251 

8255.01 

8255.02 

8255.03 

8256 

8268 through 8276 

8290 through 8291 

8293 through 829l~ 

8297 (East Chicago !Ieight~ portion) 

8303 

{Census tracts excluded from "Gcnt•ra l Area" 

within Cook County outside City of Chicago] 

Paoe 2 
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DOROTHY 

!TED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOISI\ 5 35 7 E 

EASTERN DIVISION U - ~~ 

GAUTREAUX, et al., ) Docket No. 66 C 1459 V / . 
) No. 66 C 1460t/ 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

) 

Chicago, Illinois 
March 8, 1995 

SAMUEL R. PIERCE, et al., 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

3:00 o'clock p.m/ ··· ·~ . 

Defendants. 
.. .. ~ -~ .... ""' - .. .;:.,, 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS - STATUS 
BEFORE THE HON. MARVIN E. ASPEN 

"'*'<: I~'/;.. if!J 
~ 

APPEARANCU.~ C A 7,.. c· . 
....... · ·- u l .:--cu,t 
~ • p 1., .1lt V 1 r·:~ .,.....,..\".~ 
~ i - ;, "' ; ) MR. EDWIN EISENDRATH 

Regional Director 
u.s. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development 
(77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604) 

MR. PHILIP A. HICKMAN 
Senior Vice President -
The Habitat Company, and 
MR. DANIEL E. LEVIN 
President - The Habitat Company 
(350 West Hubbard Street 
Chicago , Illinois 60610) 

MR. VINCE LANE 
Chairman - Chicago Housing 
Authority 
(17 East Monroe Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60603) 

MR. ALEXANDER POLIKOFF 
(3. Business and Professional 
U.S.C.A _ 7~, c· ?eople for the Public Interest r= ,. L ~~2.. trcu~17 East Monroe Street 

r:. 0 Chicago, Illinois 60603) 

~ ,U.S.C.A-7th Circuit 
Gl,\JU J. h~I\._._._J F I L , E D 

U.S.C.A.-7th Circuit 
CLERK 

Doc. # AUG - 4 19 9 FILED 

SEP 2 3 2005 GW 

GINO J. AGNELLO 
CLERK 

DOC.# ____ _ 

MARY M. GAl,.LAGHER, CSR GINO J. 
I?MS 

CL. 
DDCc # 

---1r._..L 
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Court Reporter: 
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,..., . 

MR. WILLIAM P. WILEN 
Legal Assistance Foundation 
of Chicago 
{343 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604) 

MS. MARY M. GALLAGHER 
(219 South Dearborn Street 
Room No. 1944 
Chicago, Illinois 60604) 
(312) 663-0049 

, 
MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 THE CLERK: 66 C 1459, 66 C 1460 , Gautreaux versus 

2 CHA, et al. 

3 MR. POLIKOFF: Good afternoon, your Honor. 

4 THE COURT: Good afternoon. 

5 MR. POLIKOFF: We very much appreciate your making 

6 this time available to us in what I know i s a busy schedule. 

7 We are here on Gautreaux, but as you know we are here 

8 on a matter that is related to an independent matter in which 

9 the Gautreaux plaintiffs are not parties, in a formal sense, 

10 the Horner matter. 

11 And here with me in the courtroom today and prepared 

12 to answer your questions are personnel, the chairman and 

13 lawyers from CHA, personnel from HUD, Mr. Eisendrath, the 

14 special representative of the Secretary and members of his 

15 staff, and also the Receiver and members of the Receiver's 

16 staff, probably other people I should mention -- oh, Mr. Wilen 

17 from Legal Assistance Foundation, who represents the plaintiffs 

18 in the Horner litigation and members of his staff, and one or 

19 more consultants to the Horner plaintiffs. And probably other 

20 people are here as well who you may call upon as you see fit. 

21 THE COURT: Okay. 

22 MR. POLIKOFF: What I would like to do this afternoon 

23 is to take a very short time, just a very few minutes, less 

24 than five, I think, to set the procedural context for you, and 

25 then within that context we'll make a factual presentation. 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 And if you let us get that far, we'll get to the point of 

2 asking you to indicate a willingness to sign an order, which 

3 has not yet been drafted because we want to hear from you, but 

4 which we would then draft if you're favorably inclined and ask 

5 you to make the decision on promptly . 

6 As you know, the -- I think you know, the preliminary 

7 hearing on the Horner consent decree is scheduled to commence 

8 before Judge Zagel on Friday morning. 

9 Well, here's the procedural context, your Honor: CHA 

10 proposes to demolish some public housing in what I'm going to 

11 call the Horner revitalization area; I will describe that to 

12 you geographically in a moment. We have something on the easel 

13 here for that purpose. 

14 As you also know, the law presently requires that when 

15 public housing is demolished, it be replaced unit for unit. 

16 For every physical unit that is taken down, you have to put up 

17 another physical unit. That's the way the law stands today. 

18 Now, ordinarily under the existing Gautreaux orders 

19 that replacement housing, as I will call it, could go 50 

20 percent in the limited public housing area provided 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

simultaneously 50 percent of it went into the 

housing area. And if that were the proposal, 

need to come before you today. 

The reason we are here is that we're 

asking you to decide that some portion beyond 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 into the Horner revitalizing area. Some portion of the 

2 replacement housing to be built for the units to be demolished 

3 above the 50 percent limit in the current Gautreaux orders 

4 could go into this Horner revitalizing area. 

5 We are not going to be asking you to tell us today 

6 what that number is, only to tell us whether in your view, 

7 after you hear today's presentation, some number to be 

8 determined beyond the 50 percent could go in this area. 

9 The area I am talking about 

10 THE COURT: In other words , you want a blank check? 

11 MR. POLIKOFF: No. Quite to the contrary. 

12 The procedure we envision involves coming back to you 

13 when certain facts are known that are not known today, and at 

14 that point, far from wanting a blank check, you will be filling 

15 in the numbers on the check as you then determine. And 

16 whatever those numbers are, those are the numbers. 

17 We will be making a presentation to you at that time 

18 as to what we think the numbers ought to be, but while you ' ve 

19 always listened to us very carefully, you've not been known to 

20 slavishly follow my recommendations on every occasion. And I 

21 don't expect you'll necessarily do it on this one either. 

22 THE COURT: Most occasions, Mr . Polikoff. 

23 MR. POLIKOFF: The area we're talking about, your 

24 Honor -- I have termed it the Horner revitalization area for a 

25 reason I'm sure you understand. and that I will expand on 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 units, public housing units, be provided for the families who 

2 have to be housed, and all the parties are of the view that one 

3 way or another, inside this area and outside this area, we can 

4 accomplish that. 

5 You could go to 51 percent. I mean, we are not asking 

6 for a blank check, to use the phrase you referred to at the 

7 beginning. You could wind up and give us only a small number 

8 of units, and then we would have to figure out ways to put a 

9 larger number in the Gautreaux public housing area. But you 

10 won't have to decide that until the specifics are presented to 

11 

12 

you. 

So, that's the pitch. If you agree, we hope you'll 

13 tell us about it now or soon and we'll draft an appropriate 

14 order. And if you don't agree, well, thank you anyway for your 

15 time. 

16 THE COURT: Well, let me, first of all, thank you, 

17 Mr. Polikoff, and all the other representatives of CHA, HUD, 

18 the Receiver -- who's done a yeoman job, not only obviously in 

19 this project but in all the Receiver's undertakings since his 

20 appointment -- LAF and the other interested agencies. 

21 We have really built, I think, a very historic 

22 consensus since the Gautreaux case was first filed in 1966. 

23 This case before and after the first consent decree was 

24 essentially an adversary proceeding and the adversaries 

25 changed. Sometimes the city was on the left, sometimes the 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 city was on the right, sometimes the federal government was on 

2 one side, sometimes on the other side. 

3 I will say this quite frankly: There were transparent 

4 political agendas on behalf of principals in this litigation in 

5 the past. I think, in my view -- and maybe I'm becoming naive 

6 or perhaps wistful in my older years, but I think, in my view, 

7 this is a historic occasion because for the first time 

8 everybody is on the same wavelength. There is a commitment on 

9 all agencies, federal, local, private, to do something about 

10 the housing mess that we've inherited and that has festered 

11 through the years. 

12 And not only is everybody on the same wavelength, but 

13 I think there are no hidden agendas. Or if there are hidden 

14 agendas, you've done a masterful job of hiding them from me 

15 because I can't ascertain any. And I think that really is as 

16 important as anything that has happened in the more than 30 

17 years that Mr. Polikoff has lived with Gautreaux, and I am 

18 including the pre-filing stages as well. 

19 Gautreaux has changed through the years, not only in 

20 terms of the changes that I've commented on but changes in 

21 society and changes in urban life. 

22 There's no question that Gautreaux initially was a 

23 lawsuit and the consent decree was a relief in response to a 

24 segregated city. And I -- and perhaps I'm being sanguine again 

25 -- see the changes in the city. I think that economically 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 people of all races can live where they want to in the city, 

2 and that's an important step. 

3 I think in spite of many problems that we have to deal 

4 with, just as we have made progress significantly in terms of 

5 urban integration or urban -- or relief from urban segregation, 

6 the problems of urban housing, putting aside racial problems, 

7 have, if anything, in my view become worse by both neglect and 

8 also because of the unfortunate monetary crunch that all 

9 federal and local governments are under these days. 

10 To me, your proposal is one that addresses a 21st 

11 century view of the City of Chicago and its housing problems as 

12 opposed to the 1966 view that was properly the view at the time 

13 of the filing of the Gautreaux litigation. 

14 It is important to finally admit, not only in 

15 conversation and debate but by action taken, the terrible 

16 mistake of public high-rise housing and to be doing something 

17 tangible to rectify that mistake. 

18 I think your proposed revitalization project improves 

19 the landscape of the City of Chicago, not only physically, 

20 which you can see on the plats and plans, but also has a view 

21 of improving the quality of life in the City of Chicago. And 

22 perhaps this, if successful and you can't get excited about 

23 anything in Chicago unless you see it come through to fruition. 

24 But if this is successful, this could be a model for similar 

25 projects all over the city, where they are needed obviously 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 just as much as they are needed in the Horner area. 

2 Although this project does not directly impact on the 

3 goals of racial integration that the Gautreaux consent decree 

4 was designed primarily to address, it does have an impact in 

5 the broad sense of doing something about the ghettoes of the 

6 City of Chicago, which I think are the source of obviously 

7 misery for those people who live in them and social excuses for 

8 others to live in a community where people of differing 

9 backgrounds, economic, social, racial and culturally, can live 

10 together. As I said before, I think it's really a 21st century 

11 view of what Gautreaux ought to be about. 

12 And at the risk of being characterized as one of those 

13 dreaded activist judges, I would certainly consent to this 

14 project as a revitalization area and will sign an order to that 

15 effect, of course reserving the right to look at the numbers as 

16 the project comes to completion. 

17 MR. POLIKOFF: Thank you, your Honor. 

18 Would you be around tomorrow so we can present that 

19 order to you? 

20 THE COURT: Yes. 

21 MR. POLIKOFF: Okay. Thank you again for your time. 

22 THE COURT: Thank you all for coming in. I appreciate 

23 it. 

24 

25 

MR. POL!KOFF: Thank you, your Honor. 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 (Which were all the proceedings had at the hearing of 

2 the within cause on the day and date hereof.) 

3 CERTIFICATE 

4 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true, 

5 correct and partial transcript of the proceedings had at the 

6 hearing of the aforementioned cause on the day and date hereof. 

7 

tO' 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Officia 
U.S. Di 
Northern District 
Eastern Division 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Plaintiffs, 66 c 1459 
Hon. Marvin E. Aspen 

vs. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Defendants. 

AGREED ORDER 

This matter coming to be heard on the joint motion of the Plaintiffs and the 
Defendant Chicago Housing Authority for an order to expand the Homer Revitalizing 
Area ("HRA") by adding the area of the City of Chicago bounded by Lake Street on the 
North, Washington Boulevard on the South, Hermitage Avenue on the East and Damen 
Avenue on the West, to permit development of family public housing units within the 
expanded HRA, to authorize adoption of certain measures that may be taken to further 
promote economic integration, to permit families with children to be housed in certain 
public housing units above the third story within the HRA, subject to the plaintiffs written 
approval and to authorize allocation of Gautreaux funding to aid such development; and 

The Receiver, Daniel Levin and the Habitat Company, having represented to the 
Court that the Expansion Area is an appropriate and desirable location for 
approximately 271 public housing units; and 

The Court being cognizant that the principal remedial purpose of the orders 
previously entered in this case has been to provide plaintiff class families with 
desegregated housing opportunities; and 

The Court also being cognizant that on occasion it has permitted public or 
assisted housing to be provided in census tracts other than the General Public Housing 
Area upon a sufficient showing of "revitalizing" circumstances such that a responsible 
forecast of economic integration, with a longer term possibility of racial desegregation, 
could be made; and 

The Court being of the view that based on the circumstances described in the 
joint motion and supporting affidavit, such a forecast can be made with respect to the 
expanded HRA if the terms and conditions of this order are met; and 

The Court being of the view that additional economic integration within the 
originally designated HRA is desirable; and 

The Court being of the view that permitting families with children to be housed in 
certain public housing units above the third story within the HRA, subject to the plaintiff's 
written approval of the initial location and configuration of such units, will be an 
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appropriate and desirable way to create viable mixed-income and desegregated 
housing opportunities for members of the plaintiff class; 

Now, therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 
1. The previously designated HRA shall be expanded to include the area of the 

City of Chicago bounded by Lake Street on the North, Washington Boulevard on the 
South, Hermitage Avenue on the East and Damen Avenue on the West; 

2. The Receiver, previously appointed by the Court to develop family public 
housing on behalf of the defendant, Chicago Housing Authority, shall be free to develop 
within the expanded HRA 271 units of public housing, provided, however, that additional 
non-public housing units are constructed within the expanded HRA such that public 
housing units constitute no more than 35.5% of the total number of units to be 
constructed, that in each phase of construction this ratio of public to non-public housing 
units is maintained, that the public housing units are and remain well distributed 
throughout the expanded HRA and within buildings, and that at plaintiffs' request, the 
defendant shall provide or cause to be provided to plaintiffs annual written reports on 
the location of public housing units, including sufficient information to assess whether 
such units continue to be broadly dispersed throughout the expanded HRA and within 
buildings; 

3. Notwithstanding any previous order in this cause and Paragraph 2 of this 
Order, the number of public housing units within the previously designated HRA may be 
reduced so long as an equal number of public housing units in addition to the 271 public 
housing units described above is provided within the expanded HRA, very low income 
public housing units are replaced with very low income public housing units, low income 
public housing units are replaced with low income public housing units, and public 
housing residents are not involuntarily relocated as part of this effort; 

4. Within the HRA the Receiver shall be free to provide public housing units 
above the third floor for families with children as it deems consistent with achieving the 
purposes of the Gautreaux order, except that no such units shall be provided until 
plaintiffs approve in writing the initial location and configuration of such units, and 
except that in elevator buildings with family public housing units above the third floor 
such units shall comprise no more than 35.5% of the total number of residential units; 
and 

5. Plaintiffs shall be free to allocate up to $12 million of the "set-aside" available 
to them under the Consent Decree approved by this Court in 66 C 1460 to aid in 
implementing paragraph (2) of this Order. 

December ..Lla'002 

2 

ENT~R: 

//} 
///l/', 1" 9 ', 

t' \~(· 
1~ 

Judge / ~ 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al. · 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) Defendant. 

AGREED ORDER 

No. 66 C 1459 
Judge Marvin E. Aspen 

This matter coming to be heard on the Joint Motion of Plaintiffs and Defendant 

Chicago Housing Authority, for 1) an order to waive Gautreaux locational restrictions 

and authorize the development of 83 new non-elderly public housing units in several 

mixed-income developments to be located in an area bounded by 40th Street to the 

north, Root Street to the south, State Street to the east, and the railroad embankment 

west of Federal Street to the west, on a site previously occupied by CHA's Robert 

Taylor public housing development, and 2) to amend the Tenant Assignment Plan to 

require that the 83 public housing units that are the subject of this motion be made 

available to eligible families relocating under CHA's Pian far Transformation; and 

The Court having heard from the Parties concerning the proposed order, 

including that the Receiver, Daniel Levin and The Habitat Company LLC support the 

Joint Motion; and 

The Court being cognizant that the principal remedial purpose of the orders 

previously entered in this case has been to provide Plaintiff class families with 

desegregated housing opportunities; and 
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The Court having retained jurisdiction to issue orders in this case "designed . .. 

to achieve results consistent with [the Judgment Order]," 304 F. Supp. 736, 741 

(N.D.III. 1 969); and 

The Court being of the view that based on the representations of the Parties and 

the Receiver, the proposed 83 public housing units are designed to achieve results 

consistent with the Judgment Order previously entered in this case; 

Now, therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

(A) The Receiver, previously appointed by the Court to develop new non-elderly 

public housing on behalf of the Defendant, Chicago Housing Authority, shall be free to 

develop or cause to be developed 83 units of public housing in mixed-income buildings 

on the site previously occupied by CHA's Robert Taylor public housing development 

provided, however, that (1) the planned 68 affordable and 30 market-rate rental units in 

the buildings that are the subject of this motion are built and marketed roughly 

simultaneously with the development at the 83 public housing units to be authorized 

pursuant to this motion, and the 57 for-sale units (not including the 16 homeownership 

units to be built once the city relocates the Fire Station currently located within the 

development area), planned for the immediate area are marketed roughly 

simultaneously with such development and (2) the public housing units are and remain 

well-distributed among the non-public housing units across the developments that are 

the subject of this motion. 

{B) The Chicago Housing Authority Tenant Assignment Plan, originally approved 

by the Order of this Court on November 24, 1969, and amended by further orders dated 

September 12, 1983, June 9, 1989, October 1, 1990, October 6, i994, August 14, 1995, 
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July 20, 200i, August 29, 2002, March 24,2003, August 5, 2003, December i6 , 2003, 

March 30, 2004, and November 22, 2005 is hereby amended to require that the 83 

public housing units that are the subject ofthls Order be made available to eligible 

families relocating under CHA's Plan for Transform~tion . 

oated: _LJ-1--f-,/.::......:..1 7-~----(o_C_ 

3 
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Appendix 1: Overall Unit Delivery Progress tow~.~~ -~.?._,000 Goal through FY2012 
" Pleo.for TransfOl!Jlali!>n UnitOoli"'!'i)' by Yeor lhii:>Y&h 1"1201~ - f. ·''' 

AMP Dev~elopment Name 

Mlxi:d·tncotne Rep lacP.ment Housing 

FY2000 and 
Before 

f'Y2001 FY2002 fY2003 FY2004 

I IL002001000 ABLA Homes I 330 I 0 I 0 1·--.. _o_ ·--1--0.- .. 
1L002001000 Btoak~ Homn$ 330 

IL0021J6000 Aooseven. Squore f'hue I 
IL002l3300Q I RoosevP.it Square Phase II 

lL0020S9000 f rances Cabr1ni btenslon North 44 32 53 57 20 

~7ooo Mohawk Norttl 16 

Actual Units Delivered 

FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FV2009 FY2010 FY2011 
F'P'2012 
Actual 

Delivery 

FY2012 
Anntaal Plan 

Quale 

Tott~t Unlts 

Oellv,red 
th rougtl 
FY2012 

w I 8 I o I 120 I o I o 1--:---f- o-_ -i o +-- ~:~ _ 
111 1- · I I I I I 12s 

120 120 

70 0 22 35 62 16 23 23 { 434 

16 

·---~-~9.~~~-~-~~- ___ Norto Town Vlllag,: 1 -·--···· 28 11 1 ··-··.. .. __ ·············-··· --··· T 39 
IL00'2,0~(l00 North Towr1 VHlat:.!!!_____ ..... ~Q :?4 __ __ J 40 I 
lt.O<I:l097000 Mohawk Partn~rs -·····-···--·-· ... ··~ ....... - 5 --·-·--! -·-··-··· ! -·--~-· -·-··-----·- 5 ··--
lt,002.098000 RMili:!.sance Norm 1.8 tS 

f-~~~i~I :~:::;::· .... ~ ·--- ----- ..... --~---·-· -~-·- .......... ~···· ········- --~ ____ .... ................ _ ~--·-··· ------- --~~·---~ 
~Coo 06<1Town\ltHageEastll __ 4 _ r-- 4 8 16 J 

! IL0021040~?_ ......... ~_!?wn VIllage West · __ 12 12 14 ----- ··--·· 3S 
IL002101000 Oorna!n Lofts l6 16 ----······- ........ - - ····-
~c.!? 118000 River Vi!Jage North ·-·--- _ ·····-·- ............. -···-- ··--···- _?-~-- -···-···----· ·····-·- ................ ······- .. ,__.. 25 

tl002:136000 River VU!age South --· ·- ...... 18. ····--- -···-·-·- 18 
!L002 t 29000 River Vftl;:~ge Po~nl~ (8G4 N, Larrabee . . '>lte G) 12 - - 12 

_ _!L~2123E9..2. The lt~rrabee {86S N. l.arrabec} ___ .. ____ ··-···-·----. ···-·· ·-· ......... ____ . ····-·4 ....... .. ........... _ .. _______ ----·-_ --·· ----.-- --·--··-4--

li.002126000 P'"..trkside or ()<J Towfl_~~}A-Condo ·-·-- 10 35 27 ··-1---.. ..:.-....... 7'J 

35 IL002131000 P:arks{le of osn rown PhaSf!l 18 Rem-"'t 
IL002l4 "1000 Parkslde of 010-;.~;;·pt;;~-iA-R'.:;e;_;n;;:liJ_I ------+----+-

35 
23 l ii 23 I 39 

IL002030000 I William Green Homes/1230 N. IJurllng 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

tL002089000 I France' Cabrlnl E):1.1t l'\5loH South 0 o I o 0 0 o I o 0 0 0 0 o I o 

·--~~~~~-~~vernor Henry Ho rner Homes 552 0 I 0 I 8 I 79 I . ~ --L~~. 12 ....... .2!!_ L...2L 1 :.; 0 o I 789 

~= ::::::::==- .. , ::='::'--"'- lli I I I t~;--1-~--:g--:=t-~~ 
!L002132000 wes.ula\len P!"k"lSe liB Rontal .. -···-·· __ M __ _ - l:l 58 • - 70 -1 
ll002141000 I We5tMaven PNsr.IIC· Ront.al ll 3& 46 

IL002016000 IHaroiiJ l c~es Homes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lakefron t Replacomont Housmg 90 16 0 15 62 16 1& u 0 0 229 
Completed Scatter ad S1te$-SE" (N. }4.on"VQod; Oaklaf'ld) 

11002033000 56 56 
t.akefrom Pmgr3m 19~ - w. Ridge/RQ~rs P<H"k (SS-NE) 

IL002032000 34 4 38 

~001) Sha>espeare (SS·S£1 12 12 
Jl002033000 Hutchinson Row (SS-SE) 16 '2 3 20 
IL002119000 Jan on the Boulevard ----··--.. ·--· .. ·--- 13-- ·· 1--·~i·s---- ·-··-·-:_)" .... ~-+-----+---+----+----+-----+------11--;;,30:,-

l ::~i~~ mm~::~;r..~:~::~~:.~-Piia>e1 ................... ·-- 60 
13 ·--- ~~ 
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AMP O~"elopment Name 

T 

FY2000 an<f 
Before 

Pi~n for •Tra!llirormiitlon Uitlil:li.Uv&r.l' ,by Y~r thNiigh I'V20U iciltiiilu.df . 
~ctual Un its Delivered 

FY2001 FV2002 I FY2003 FV2004 FY2005 I FY2006 I FY200 1 FY2008 

~·:;. 

FY2009 FY2010 FV201l 
FY2012 

~t, tlua:l 

Dellvef)' 

FY2012 
At'nual :Plan 

Goal$ 

...;:; ':;.;, ---:"' 

rota I Unlts 
OeiiYerc~d 

thi'OIJ&h 

FY2012 

il002022000 !Lathrop Hom•• I 0 I 0 0 I 0 OIOIOIO IOIO 0 0 

60 
-1 o I ~~-l--~-~ o ::. 

0 
,.-··--· ~wndale Complex Re_~!.!elopment j 0 j 0 1 0 I 0 

IL002149000 f Park Douglas IPI><lso 1 Roma~) 
29 32 60 31 

······-·-···:i"1 """"""" 29 32 

!L002024000 I LeClaire Courts Extension 

Madden Pari\/l<.ln 9 . Walls Homes and 
fLOO:lOl '1'000 !Extension/Clarence Oarrow Home!f. 0 

0 

0 

o I o 

0 0 

0 o I o 

11 I 52 63 o I 31 

0 0 0 0 

so 29 59 0 29> 

63 _..:__-l---t--'11 
_ I •~ I I ---------· r:::;;;~:. ::::=:~~~: :::: ~:.. ---

!L002137(}00 ~k\YOOO Sho,·e:.-. {Ptu,stt 2-A> RMtal 
6l I I . I . + . . 53 

3 1 50 ~-- .. . . 81 

!L.002145000 I oa~wood Shores Ph:¥.-;e 28 cOne) 
U.00:iiS500Q t Oa~woott ShOres S~n101 202 PhaaQ I {SeniQf B"'g J) 

·J·Rock.well Gardo,1S R~~~!..!.~~P..~~!!! ... ~-
IL002112000 Atetwr Co1.uts 
IL00210600Q ·· ·· 1 Sauth leav~t 

~~ 
l IL0021201Xl0 
~-----
j il002140000 

West End Pha~ lA (atf -srt~) 

Jackson Squ!)r~ at-Wesf"-EOd"PMse IB 
~Pha-:.;li-

! Statew~y Gardttll$ ~ed.evetopment 
r-·iloQ21 15000 Th;-;:;e;;-11•0& f'hAs~ lA (ortslt.e} 

!L0021.25000 ?ark t~~-b;~;rd Phase IB (on·!Sit~) 
11..002159000 I I);Jrk ao~11e".ard Pha...'''"~ ItA 

0 

29 0 0 29 
59 ·1--- 0 59 

t 0 i 0 -I- 0 I 16 I 4 I ____ 32 L 25 0 0 . .J 0 65 0 0 142 

. I 14 I - ~ii I 2-S I - I : I : ------t··- . I I : I ~~ I . - ~ 

27 
27 

0 22 24 I • O_._j. 0 I 0 j ..... ?. ___ ,_ 

-+--+----+--" ! . 22 i-~~-- -+ --··a··! o- ~-- ~=---1---:-::-t-I=-t--t ___ -7.:----it=l 

. -----]~-···"Taylor Homos ~··"'".i£R~~_!'t 2!L_____ 0 0 1 83 I 33 I 19 r 53 ·t --~L ___ - 0 I 0 I ~, 
1l002021000 t.ar.W"-tor, . 29 · 29 

ll002020000 .. .... Quincy ·-------· -··-·-····· 27 --·-····· ···-·--··--··· ___ ·:_ - - -- 27 

11.002117000 

ll00212700() 

1(002139000 

ll002146000 

Mah1.Ui~ PWc:u (le~nus South C·1) 54 5<1 

fl>nr.ber~Squar. (legenasSovtn_~-1 · I I I I _ j _ - I I t=~- I I 1 1 t - --- t= 1 83 

£?!Elman Place (legends Sou~~5>2} · 33 19 _ _ 52 

S#voy Square {l~gcl"'l(t$ Sovm A·2) · 53 7 60 

f· ~~_lllngton Pork Homos Red~_v.elopment I 0 I 0 I 0 l ____ o I 0 I 6 - t - 0 - I 46 I 0 I 0 I 0 ·t .......... 1_ ____ t· 0 I 0 ~ o2 
IL002108000 Was1"11ngtpn Pt~rk-St. Edmund's McilldOwS • - 6 8 l4 
ll002.122000 Keystotw Pli.l<.'l" (Otits.il.le N~ Kenwood/C>aklandl • - --- - • 38 -··-···--··:rf--

11.002099000 ---··-·······- HliUHd Tower5 A~rtmMt..~.~~se 1. (F"a!1n!Y} i Hlli!Md Towers A~artm~nu L 0 I 0 I 0 L 94 I ~= I 0 I 152 I 0 I 0 j 0 I 0 t=. 0 I C I 0 J __ :;; __ _ 

IL00213400•J 
llOOll.llOOOO 

llo--=.~·-~ 

•wo21 ~·ooc 

Hl~ :.an1 Tow~!"$ Apartn-,ent:;. Phase l (Semt"lr) 

Hil!!afd Towers Apartmaru.s Phase 2 {Se:, ~or} 

Hii'lfW;j .. fower::. Apattmenr;; Ph,-,.St! 2 (Fa=-n!ty) 

Fountainvl~w 

TOTAL: Mi•&d·lnc:ome Replac~ment H~u»lng 
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0 0 

1,045 75 

. ·+ 94 

--1 I - I I - I :; I I : -1--~--1--- : I : I : r-: -~=-~-94 

0 0 0 0 14 I o 0 0 0 t4 

53 174 247 346 304 212 na J i so 117 178 98 101 3.327 
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AMP Development N.Jme 

S~nior De51gnete~ Hous-ing RP.habllltatlon 

Phases HV 

IL002073000 I~L3nobee 

~-··-······1~·~·~·~-! ... ~1:. Flannery. Britton Budd 
IL0020440QO FlaMP.!fY 

.'1 Plan for Tran,stormatlon Unit ~livery by Year thio~gh FV2!)11 {rQnti~!l)l) ' ~ .,.,:: -~---

Total Units 

fY2002 F~:::: 
FY20t2 O~liver~d 

Ai;:tU&I through 
O&llltfH)' FY2012 

-~,~~~-1 3 · ~89 I 2 .~u f-2't66 I 2~6 I ~ I ~ 6°1 I 2°2 I ~ I ~ I ~ I ~ I s.;:a I 
1 u 1 o 1 o t----o 1 o 1 o 1 o ---t---~_oo 1 2s 1 112 1 o 1 o 1 o 1 o 1 .... .322 

too 2s .t'l> 

IL002144000 arrtton Sud<J {rehabtlltatedL._ __ , _______ +--- 112 172 

Phue VII : Kenmore. Pon,eroy 0 j 0 1 0 j 0 j 0 j 0 j 0 1 0 
Kenmore Apattments (rehilbihtated) 

99 
'99 

104 0 0 203 
99 

-1L002152000 I Ralph J. Pomeroy AJ:)arti"!'Cilt$ (rehab1litat~d) 0 1Q4 tD-4 
TOTAL.: $enhn Designated Housln& R•habiUtatton 1,026 3,489 I 2,911 ~.166 206 0 100 86 194 99 104 0 o I 9,381 

Seattered Site Housing Rehabilitation 

1L002031000 
~-1''-~ (Total) 1 0 I 606 I U63 I 654 I 77 I 36 I 7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 12 I 12 I 14 I 3..4 I 2.581 I 

184 654 311 19 5 1 1.174 North Centr"' 

2sr 1 113 

1 1 1s1 1 11:;··t---4,-
Norttleast 

!59 
IL002.032000 ------
IL002033000 

Southea$t 
WnntwotthAI'lM.ll 

11.002034000 s~st 110 I 79 
18 109 

46 
lO "Wf:st--(iOCrUd05-Cab( J n•~ Lincoln) IL002035000 

TOTAl: Scattered Slttt Housing Aehabilh.atlon 0 606 1,163 I 654 

Family Housing Rehabilitat ion 

6 

9 
42 
77 

n 
36 7 0 0 0 

54? 

12 I 12 t 14 I .--1~3-
l~ 12 14 14 38 

247 

22o 
12 12 14 1• I 2.581 

All&eld Ga•d•ns I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 101 I 286 I 0 I 116 I 254 I 240 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 1,009 I I ll002002000 I .... _A~ge.\1 Ga!dens J (BlocKs l · 7) ~-·-:···· 101 286 . 128 254 769 

I IL002002!9~ ' Al!ge/a G•rctens If (Bk><l<s 8 ·13} m- ---- 240 -----~--
IL002023000 Phillip Murray Homes (Bio<l<s 15-17) ___ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 314 0 0 0 0 0 0 314 

11.002003000 Dlld&ooort Hom•• o o o lS 10 0 35 32 19 0 0 0 0 111 

11.002013000 0e.".~£rn Homes --·--- ......... -- 0 0 0 0 ·- 0 0 0 ~-~--- .. __ 124 42 294 130 0 668 

I IL002091000 Frances Cabrini RowtH.IO!i>es 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146 0 0 0 0 146 

I IL002018100 Lake PcHc !'ac;~·=--------­
ll002095000 l.SW11dalo Gardens 

IL002025000 Lowden Homes 

IL002038000 !Trumbull Park Homes 

IL002039000 Washington Purt.. Low~Rises 

1L0020<0000 Wentworth Gard~ns 

TOTAL: Fentfly Housln& Rehabilitation 
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0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 21 279 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 
o o o o o o 41 1s 6:1 - o I o I o I 12s --

o o s 49 39 34 o o o o 1 o l o J 121 

_ s>__ __ __ _?____ 0 27 --· ~-- 245 0 0 0 ' 0 1 0 J 0 J_ 434 

0 0 0 45 32 65 11 64 26 89 0 0 0 332 

0 I o 0 0 130 127 86 0 0 0 0 0 343 

0 0 41 410 464 792 568 350 531 1>23 130 0 3,909 
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Actual Units Oell~ered 
FY2012 

Total Units 

AMP Oevelol)ment Name FY!~~~.:nd I m~::F~;;~- 1 FY20031 FY2004l FY2;~~:~~r~~~0061 fY2007 I FV20081 FY2009 1 I 
FY2012 

Annusl Plen 
DGIIveted 

FY2010 FY2011 Actual 
Goals 

!htough 

0~-~~V!~- FY201Z 

I ·~---~· I Proporty lnve•tmont lnklattv• l o I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I 6 I s I 9 I as I 23 ] 

Proloct~Sasea Vouetlers/Prope rtv Rental Assl$tance Pro"-ram 

Project-8a$ed 'Vouc.~ers prior to fY2010 

Prop~rty Rental ASSI!Jtance Procram 

TOTAL: ProJ•ct·B•.t•d Vouchera,/Prof)et1)' Rental Assistance Program 
GRAND TOTALS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 

CUMULATIVE TOTAl NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 

PERCENTAGE Of 25.000 
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1,045 
1.045 
'4i<; 

1 ,707 
2,752 

11% 

4,705 
7,457 
'j(ji 

3,780 1,900 
U.237 13.137 

45'11. 53'1 

1.052 1,103 880 764 

14.189 15,292 16,172 16,936 
57% 61'11> 65% 68'1' 

875 

17.911 
71., 

1,390 

229 

1.619 

484 

484 

916 

52 

52 

173 
21.376 

B&l!. 

645 

645 

845 

~ 
1,390 

765 

2,155 

21,376 3 
21,376 
~-
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE 

COMMISSIONERS OF THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

February 18, 2014 

The Commissioners of the Chicago Housing Authority held its Regular Met:ting of the Board of 
Commissioners on Tuesday, February 18, 2014 at approximately 8:45a.m. at the Charl~s Hayes 
Family Investment Center located at 4859 S. Wabash in Chicago, IL "' 

In the absence of Chairwoman Z. Scott, Vice Chairman Rodrigo Sierra called the meeting to 
order and upon roll call , those present and absent were as follows : 

Present: Rodrigo SieiTa 
Mark Cozzi 

Absent: 

Dr. Mildred Harris 
Harriet Johnson 
Myra King 
Jack Markowski 

Matthew Brewer 
Z. Scott 
Bridget Reidy 

Also present were Amy Degnan, Chief of Staff; Scott Ammarell, Chief Legal Oflicer; Chicago 
Housing Authority Staff Members and the General Public. 

There being a quorum present, the meeting duly convened and business was transacted as 
follows : 

Upon Motion made by Acting Chaim1an Sierra and properly seconded by Commissioner 
Markowski. the Commissioners adjourned to Executive Session . Acting Chainnan Sierra 
announced that pursuant to the Open Meetings Act. 5 ILCS 120/2. the Board would adjourn for 
approximately one hour to discuss personnel related matters , pending, probable or imminent 
litigation and audit reviews. 

The Commissioners subsequently reconvened in Open Session and upon roll call , those present 
and absent were as follows : 

Present : 

Absent: 

Rodrigo Sierra 
Mark Cozzi 
Dr. Mildred Harris 
Harriet Johnson 
Myra King 
Jack Markowski 

Matthew Brewer 
Z. Scott 
Bridget Reidy 

There being a quorum present, the meeting duly convened and business was transacted as 
follows : 

After Motion made by Commissioner Markowski and seconded by Commissioner Cozzi, 
minutes for the Regular and Closed meetings of January 21 , 2014 were unanimously approved as 
submitted. 

Chaim1an Sierra then introduced Item I discussed in Closed Meeting and Commissioner Cozzi 
presented a Motion for approval of Item l : 

/ 
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of the third and final one-year optiOn, at the discretion of the Chief Executive 
Officer or his designee, subject to funding availability and satisfactory contract 
perfonnance, in an amount not-to-exceed $1,700,000, to provide the Leam and 
Earn swnmer youth program. The aggregate total requested for approval of the 
second and third one-year option periods is an amount not to exceed $3,400,000. 
The new aggregate contract total. including the base term. first option year, and 
final two one-year options will be an amount not-to-exceed amount $5,441,598. 

This award is subject to the Contractor's compliance with the CHA 's 
MBE!WBE/DBE, Section 3 hiring, and insurance requirements. 

The Motion to adopt resolution for ltem 2 was seconded by Commissioner Johnson and the 
voting was as follows: 

Ayes: Mark Cozzi 

Nays: 

Dr. Mildred Harris 
Harriet Johnson 
Jack Markowski 
Myra King 
Rodrigo Sierra 

None 

There being no questions or discussion, Chairman Sierra thereupon declared said Motion carried 
and said resolution adopted. 

Commissioner Mark Cozzi then presented the report of the Joint Operations and Finance 
Committee meeting. Per Commissioner Cozzi, since there was not a quorum on Wednesday, 
February 12. the Joint Operations and Finance Committee meeting was not officially held. 
however, Commissioners and the public were briefed on the nine items appearing on the agenda, 
and the items were open to comments and questions from Commissioners and the public, but for 
the record, no vote was taken. 

Commissioner Cozzi then presented an Omnibus Motion for the approval of Items 3 through II . 

(Item 3) 
As part of the Capital Improvement Program, Contract No. 0638 was executed between the 
Chicago Housing Authority and Holabird & Root (H&R) for Prime Design Consultant services 
at Altgeld Gardens. The resolution for Item 3 approves Modification No. 5 to Contract 0638 to 
increase the design fees for H&R related to additional Prime Design Consultant Services at 
Altgcld Gardens and modify the contract to refocus on umt rehabilitation. ln 2013, Cl·Li\ secured 
an Urban Planner to develop a comprehensive master-site plan and started a robust master 
planning process. A Preferred Design Concept plan was presented to the residents and 
community at a September 30, 2013 Town Hall meeting. The Preferred Design Concept includes 
the rehabilitation of approximately 509 off-line units. renovation and/or new construction of 
community facilities, new commercial space, a new green boulevard and outdoor recreation 
spaces. H&R is the Architect of Record for the rehabilitation program at Altgeld-Murray. 
Currently H&R has two contracts 0638 and 0651; Contract 0638 is for Altgeld and Contract 
0651 is for Murray from their previous rehabilitation work prior to the master planning process 
that will be used to implement the proposed rehabilitation work in the recently developed 
Preferred Design Concept plan . 

RESOLUTION NO. 2014-CHA-16 
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners has reviewed the Board Letter dated February 12, 

2014 entitled ... Authorization to execute Conrract Modification No. 05 to Contract 
No. 0638 with Holabird & Root LLC for the provision of Additional Prime 
Design Consultant services at Altgeld Gardens. " 

THEREl'ORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

THAT, It is recommended that the Board of Commissioners authorize the CEO or his 
designee to enter a Modification No. 5 to Contract No. 0638 with Holabird and 
Root LLC .. (H&R) for the modification and provision of Additional Pnme Design 
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{Item 4) 

Consultant Services at Al!gcld Gardens and increase tl1e not-to-exceed contract 
amount by $213 ,736.00. The new total contract value of Contract No. 0638 is not­
to-exceed $9,207,755.00. 

This award is subject to the Contractor's compliance with the CHA's 
MBEIWBE/DBE, Section 3 and insurance requirements. 

The resolution for Item 4 approves a Predevelopment Loan Agreement with BMH-l. LLC; 
amends the Master Development Agreement: commits up to $750,000 of CHA funds for Pre­
development work at the Horner Superblock and approves submission of a Disposition 
application to HUD. The original Henry Homer (Horner) site was developed between 1957 thru 
1969 and was comprised of l , 765 public housing units . The redevelopment of Horner began 
with Phase I in the late 1990's. The redevelopment of Phase I was comprised of 552 units. of 
which 260 are scattered site. 90 are at the Annex and 20 l are at the Superblock. Phase I was 
completed in 2000. In 1996 Horner was awarded a HOPE VI grant for $18.4MM for the 
redevelopment of Phase II, introducing a true mixed-income/finance community. The HOPE VI 
plan calls for three major redevelopment phases comprised of 764 mixed income units of which 
271 arc public housing, 132 are affordable and 36 J are market rate units. To date, a total of 547 
mixed-income units have been delivered (408 rental and 139 for-sale) . Two-hundred thiny­
seven are public housing. 109 are affordable and 201 are market rate units. In November 2013 , 
after 3 years of negotiations among CHA, the HRC, BPI, and HUD, including the tiling of a 
motion to allow amendment of the Consent Decree, Judge Zagel signed an Agreed Order for the 
redevelopment of the Superblock. The Superblock Redevelopment Plan included redevelopment 
of the existing site from 100% public housing into a mixed-income rental community that will 
co-exist with the surrounding mixed-income Westhaven Park community. The outcome of the 
negotiations and surveys has resulted in a mixed-income rental phase comprised of: 95 public 
housi ng units; 50 affordable units and 55 market rate units. At least fifty (50) off-line units will 
be used as a temporary relocation resource for Superblock families who elected to rema in on the 
Superblock atler redevelopment. On April 16, 2013 , a tow'f1 hall meeting was held for all 
Superblock families to explain the terms of the proposed settlement agreement and address any 
questions and concems. In addition, smaller conununity meetings were conducted on April 29. 
April 30 and May I, 2013 to discuss the issues and for residents to complete and submit their 
Housing Preference Sheets. 

RESOLUTION NO. 2014-CHA-17 
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners has reviewed the Board Letter dated February 12, 

2014 entitled I) Enter into a Predevelopmcnt Loan Agreement with BMH-1, LLC: 
2) Amend the Master Development Agreement: 3) Commit Chicago Housing 
Authonty Funds up to $750,000 for pre-development work at the Homer 
Superblock; 4) Submit a Disposition Application to the United States Department 
of Housing and Urban Development; and 5) Execute and deliver such other 
documents and perfom1 such actions as may be necessary or appropriate to 
implement the foregoing. 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

THAT, 

Otem 5) 

the Board of Commissioners authorizes the Chief Executive Officer or Jus 
designee to l) Enter into a Predevelopment Loan AgTcement with BMH-1, LLC; 
2) Amend the Master Development Agreement; 3) Commit Chicago Housing 
Authority Funds up to $750,000 for pre-development work at the Homer 
Superblock; 4) Submit a Disposition Application to the United States Department 
of Housing and Urban Development; and 5) Execute and deliver such other 
documents and perfom1 such actions as may be necessary or appropriate to 
1mplement the fcm~going. 

This award is subject to the Contractor' s compliance with the CHA 's 
MBE/WBEIDBE, Section 3 and insurance requirements. 

The CHA requires environmental consulting (EC) services for 2014 through 2018 to satisfy 
CHA's need for environmental compliance requirementS for construction. capital maintenance 

4 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document#: 449-7 Filed: 06/13/14 Page 5 of 5 PageiD #:5008 

THAT the Board of Conm1issioners authorizes the Chief Executive Officer or his 
designee to enter into a conrract with the Center for Economic Progress, which 
will provide early tax refund loans to up to 500 CHA residents who enroll in the 
Earned Income Tax Credit pilot in an amount not-to-exceed $5 75,000 for the 
period of March I, 2014 through June 30,2015. 

The Motion to adopt resolutions for Items 3 through II was seconded by Commissioner 
Markowski and the voting was as follows : 

Ayes: Mark Cozzi 

Nays : 

Dr. Mildred Harris 
Harriet Johnson 
Jack Markowski 
Myra King 
Rodrigo Sierra 

Myra King (on Item 3 only) 

There being no questions or discussion. Chairman Sierra thereupon declared said Motion carried 
and said resolutions adopted. 

Amy Degnan, Chief of Staff, then presented the CEO' s monthly report. 

Chairman Sierra then invited the residents and the public at large to address the Board. 

There being no further business to come before the Commissioners, upon Motion made by 
Commissioner Markowski, seconded by Commissioner Cozzi , the Febnmry 18. 2014 meeting of 
the Board of Commissioners was adjoumed. 

s/b: Rodrigo Sierra 

sib: Lee Chuc-Gill, Secretary 
Custodian and Keeper of Records 

Acting Chainnan, Chicago Housing Authority 

9 
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Section 1: Introduction 

Overview of CHA's MTW Goals and Objectives 
Since 2000, CHA has been engaged in achieving the goa ls of the original Plan for Transformation: rehabilitate or redevelop 25,000 housing units in 
Chicago; reintegrate low-income families and housing into the larger physical, social and economic fabric of the city; provide opportunities and services to 
help residents improve their lives; and spur the revitalization of communities once dominated by CHA developments. CHA and HUD signed the original 
Moving To Work (MTW) Agreement on February 6. 2000 which allowed CHA to implement the original Plan for Transformation. CHA's Amended and 

Restated MTW Agreement with HUD was fully executed on June 26, 2008 which extended CHA's participation in the MTW Demonstration Program through 
FY2018. 

On April 20, 2013, Mayor Rahm Emanuel and CHA unveiled a new strategic plan, Plan Forward: Communities that Work, which outlines the agency's newly 
articulated mission and strategic goals that will guide CHA's work moving forward. The key goals of Plan Forward include completing the final phase of the 
original Plan and coordinating public and private investments to develop vibrant communities; ensu ring CHA's housing portfolio is safe, decent and 
sustainable; and expanding targeted services to more residents at critical milestones in their lives. As CHA implements Plan Forward initiatives, the agency 
will continue to pursue the three statutory objectives of the MTW Demonstration Program: 

• MTW Statutory Objective 1: Increase housing choices for low-income fam ilies. 

• MTW Statutory Objective II: Give incentives to families with children where the head of household is working, seeking work, or is preparing for work 
by participating in job t rain ing, educational programs, or programs that assist people to obtain employment and become economically self­
sufficient. 

• MTW Statutory Objective Ill: Reduce costs and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures. 

As part of the MTW Agreement, CHA must submit an annual report to HUD no later than 90 days after the end of the fiscal year. In May 2013, HUD issued a 
revised Form 50900 (Attachment B to the MTW Agreement) which outl ines new requirements for the content of MTW annual plans/reports and for tracking 
the im pact of MTW activities. CHA's FY2013 MTW Annua l Report is the fi rst document in which CHA must fully adopt these new reporting requirements . 
CHA will continue to work with HUD to ensure compliance with the new Form 50900. 

The following sections summarize CHA's key MTW goals and initiatives. 

Key Plan Forward Initiatives 
Throughout FY2D13, CHA continued to pursue and/or plan for future implementation of the following Plan Forward initiatives: 

CHA Unit Delivery Strategy and Progress toward Goal of 25,000 Housing Units 
In order to achieve the 25,000 unit goal of the original Plan, CHA is pursuing a variety of unit delivery strategies. 

• CHA continues to move forward with new phases in mixed-income developments which have replaced many former CHA properties. 

• CHA also continues to expand the Property Rental Assistance (PRA) Program to bring new project-based vouchers units through mu lti-year contracts 
with private owners and developers. 

• In FY2013, CHA launched a new Real Estate Acquisition Program (REAP) as a strategy for acquisition of publ ic housing units primari ly in CHA­
designated opportunity areas. 

CHA FY2013 MTW Annual Report ... Submitted for HUD Approval 5 
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Section 1: Introduction 

• In add ition, CHA released a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) in July 2013 to solicit a pool of developers interested in partnering with CHA, and 24 

initial prequalified development teams were approved by CHA's Board in December 2013. 

• As part of Plan Forward, CHA is exploring additional local housing programs to provide more units toward the 25,000 goal. CHA will propose these 

programs for HUD approva l through annual plans/amendments, as required, and will also request HUD approval to count housing toward the 

overall 25,000 unit goal. 

During FY2013, CHA continued to make progress toward the original Plan for Transformation goal of rehabilitating or replacing 25,000 units of affordable 

housing in Chicago. In FY2013, CHA delivered 298 housing units through mixed-income redevelopment, public housing acquisition and new project-based 

voucher units through the PRA program. As of the end of FY2013, CHA has completed 21,649 housing units or 87% of the overall unit delivery goal for the 

Plan. 1 (Please refer to Section II and IV for more information.) 

Uniform Housing Policy 

FY2013 Overall Unit Delivery 

Projected Actual 
FY2013 FY2013 

Unit Unit 
ll Number Type/Program Development Delivery Delivery 

··---·· ,.---------····· 
IL002153000 Oakwood Shores 2C 19 ' 19 

Mixed-Income Family 
IL002128000 Housing Lakefront II Rental 4 7 4 7 

Redevelopment 
IL002114000 Oakwood Shores 20 22 22 

IL002157000 
Property Investment 
Initiative 

7 7 
--· Pub lic Housing ·-·-·· -·--1------l 

TBD 

N/A 

Acquisition Real Estate Acquisition 
Program (REAP)* 

Project-Based Vouchers 1 Property Rental Assistance 
1 Program 

Total Housing Units 

250 

180 

525 
*REAP includes 2013 annual plan projections ·for Multi-Family Acquisition Ini tiative and Housing for 
Chicagoans Everywhere, which are no longer applicable as separate initiatives. 

0 

203 

298 

Like most housing aut horities, CHA administers two primary housing subsidy programs: the Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher programs. While 

the programs are similar in several key aspects, the specific policies have evolved over time and differ in areas that lead to administrative inefficiencies 

and participant confusion. Another element of Plan Forward is to address these issues by creating a Uniform Housing Policy to establish a more consistent 

set of rules for all CHA-assisted housing. The Uniform Housing Policy will align housing policies to streamline and clarify program administration. It will unify 

the rules for the two housing programs to make them more user-friendly and efficient to manage by having a single set of requirements, standards, and 

1 CHA's progress toward the 25,000 uM delivery goal is not the same as the total number of CHA public housing units. or the number of online public housing units. Public housing units renovated or redeveloped 
through the Plan ten to twelve years ago. though counted toward unit delivery progress. may now temporari ly be offline for capital maintenance. Moreover, project-based vouchers (PBVs) administered through 
CHA's PRA Program are not CHA ACC/public housmg units. but do provide needed affordable housmg opportunities and are counted toward ttw overall goal of 25.000 revitalized housmg units. 

CHA FY2013 MTW Annual Report - Submitted for HUD Approval 6 
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Section 1: Introduction 

processes. CHA will implement the Uniform Housing Policy through a multi-phased approach. This implementation strategy will prioritize policies that 
benefit participants and enhance consistency across programs in FY2014. New policies that require more discussion and analysis will be adopted in 
subsequent years. 

Throughout FY2013, CHA has continued internal analysis and planning for the adoption of the Uniform Housing Policy as well as outlining strategies for 

resident and stakeholder communication. Beginning in FY2014, CHA plans to move forward with several policies that require MTW authority, including 
expanding biennial recertification to public housing, adopting triennial recertification for households with only senior/d isabled participants, simplifying 
asset verification, and modifying "Choose to Own" homeownership and Family Self Sufficiency program requirements. In addition, CHA plans to implement 

additiona l policies related to HCV unit inspection owner participation, clarification of waitlist priorities and income requ irements across housing programs, 
clarification of definitions of absent participants, guests and unauthorized members, standardization of utility allowance schedules and adoption of smoke­
free housing policies for all new properties. CHA plans to release Uniform Housing Policy documents for public t1ousing and HCV programs for public 

comment and HUD approval in order to implement tt1ese policies in FY2014. 

Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) Program 
In October 2013, CHA submitted a portfolio application to HUD to utilize RAD for approximately 64 public housing properties with 10,935 units over the 
next two years (2014-2015). CHA plans to utilize RAD to refinance some properties and to support new initiatives that will expand affordable housing 
opportunities. More than 40 stakeholder, resident and community meetings were held prior to the application to educate people about the benefits of RAD 

and how it can be used to support long-term affordability. 

After the RAD portfolio application was submitted, CHA learned that the 60,000 unit maximum currently avai lable for RAD had already been reached 
through applications received by HUD. In FY2014, CHA will continue the internal planning process for RADin the event that the number of units available 

for the program is increased, or if any of the earlier applications do not move forward. CHA will pursue a FY2014 Annual Plan Amendment, including public 

comment, as required, upon receipt of any RAD approval by HUD . 

Housing Programs to Support Local Preferences 
As part of Plan Forward, CHA has explored alternative housing programs, including potential non-traditional subsidy programs, to support loca l initiatives 

and needs. After carefu l consideration, CHA has determined it wi ll not pursue non-traditional subsidy programs. However CHA continues to explore 
strategies and program parameters that will contribute to Chicago's Plan to End Homelessness 2.0, HUD's Designated Opportunities to End Homelessness 

and other local initiatives. CHA will propose specific initiatives, including any requiring the use of MTW flexibil ity, for HUD approval through a FY2014 Annual 

Plan Amendment or subsequent annual plan. As referenced earlier in this section, CHA may also seek HUD approval to count such housing toward the 

25,000 unit goal. 

New Service Model 
CHA has developed a new service model in line with Plan Forward: Communities that Work. The new model will provide services to more residents, 

including some HCV residents, and will better ta ilor services to needs with a focus on adult education and employment. youth and cl inical serv ices. CHA 
will fully transition to the new model in FY2014, which includes: 

CHA FY2013 MTW Annual Report - Submitted for HUD Approval 7 
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Section II: General Housing Authority Operating Information 

Section II: General Housing Authority Operating Information 
This section conta ins General Housing Authority Operating Information, including anticipated changes to CHA's 
housing stock and planned leasing and wait list activity for the public housing portfolio and Housing Choice Voucher 

Program in FY2014. 

Overall Plan for Transformation Unit Delivery Progress 
Throughout FY2014, CHA will continue to revitalize its affordable housing stock and to create new housing 
opportunities for low-income families in Chicago toward completing the 25,000 housing unit goal of the original Plan 
for Transformation. By the end of FY2014, CHA anticipates an additional 563 units toward the overall unit delivery 
progress, which will bring the total to 22,307 housing units or 89% of the 25,000 goal. This includes new housing 
opportunities through redevelopment in mixed-income communities; acquisition of public housing units; and project­
based voucher units added through the Property Rental Assistance Program. 

Planned FY2014 Overall Unit Delivery 

Projected 

IL Number Type Development/Program 
FY2014 

Unit 
Delivery 

IL002162000 Mixed-Income Redevelopment Dorchester Artist Housing 12 

IL002161000 (Public Housing) Shops and Lofts 28 

IL0021570001 
Property Investment Initiative 7 

IL0021580001 
Public Housing Acquisition 

TBD Real Estate Acquisition 
220 

Program 

N/A Project-Based Vouchers 
Property Rental Assistance 

296 
Program 

Total Planned FY2014 Unit Delivery 563 

Housing Stock Information: Public Housing 

Number of Public Housing Units at the Beginning of FY2014 
As of 3'" quarter 2013, CHA currently has 21.189 public housing units including those offline and unava ilable for 
occupancy. 1 This number includes all standing public housing units and is not the same as CHA's progress toward 
the 25,000 unit delivery goal. CHA public housing units are categorized in two ways: 

Online/Leasable Units: 18,303 units- All occupied units plus those that are vacant but available for 
occupancy/leasing. CHA's vacancy rate is calculated based on online, leasable units. 
Offline Units: 2,886 units- Units unavailable for occupancy and offline for HUD-approved reasons such as 
pending demolition/disposition, ADA modification, routine or major capital maintenance, non-dwelling use, 
on-site employee use. relocation resources, and pending redevelopment. 

1 
CHA's progress toward the 25 ,000 un1t delivery goal is not the same as the total number of CHA public housing units. or the number of online public housmg 

units. Public housing un1ts renovated or redeveloped through the Plan ten to twelve years ago, though counted toward unit delivery progress. may now 
temporarily be otfhne for reasons described 1n this section. Moreover, project-based vouchers (PBVs) administered through CHA's PRA Program are not CHA 
ACC/public housing units. but do provide needed affordable housing opportunities and are counted toward the overall goal of 25,000 revitalized housmg units. 

Approved CHA FY2014 MTW Annual Plan 12 
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CHA Public HousingiACC Units as September 30, 2013 

Total Units Explanation 
"-··- ! Includes occupied and vacant units. ' ! 

Online/Leasable Units 18,303 CHA's vacancy rate is calculated 
based on online units. 

Occupied Units 17,970 
Includes online units which are I 

: currently occupied/ leased. I 
I Includes online units which are I 

Vacant Units I 333 currently vacant and available for ! 
! I occupancy. 

--·····-----1 

I Includes units offline and unavailable 
Offline Units i 2,886 for occupancy for HUD-approved 

I reasons described below. 

! Includes all standing public housing 
Total Public Housing (ACC) Units* i 21,189 units (offline and online) which CHA I 

I owns and is responsible for. 
i 

*Does not include 339 umts at city/state PBV sites (Lathrop Elderly, Harrison Courts. and Loom1s Courts) which are 
not public housing units. 

Offline Unit Summary 

i 
I 
I 
! 

I 
I 

A total of 2,886 public housing units in CHA's portfolio are currently offline and unavailable for HUD-approved 

reasons, including: 

• Pending Redevelopment/Planning: Includes sites with redevelopment planning underway; specific timelines 

for bringing new units online are pending finalization of plans. 

• Major or Routine Capital Maintenance: Includes sites undergoing routine repairs or maintenance, updates to 

align with building requirements, ADA modifications and major capital maintenance projects. 

• Pending Demolition or Disposition Activity: Units currently pending demolition or disposition; these units will 

not come back online. 

• Non-Dwell ing Use: Includes units used for service provider offices, property management offices and on-site 

employees. 

The following table shows the number of offline units by category as of 3'" quarter 2013. (Please refer top. 33 for 

information on CHA's long term plan for offline units.) 

CHA Offline Unit Summary as of September 2013 
-· 

Category Total Units I % of Offline Units 
I --

Pending Redevelopment/Planning 2,101 72.8% 
Major or Routine Capital 475 16.5% 
Maintenance 
Pending Demolition/Disposition 41 1.4% 
Activity 

-·-··---·· 
Non-Dwelling Units 269 9.3% 

Total Offline Units 2,886 100% 

More information on the status of offline units is available and updated quarterly on CHA's website 
(www.thecha.org). 

Approved CHA FY2014 MTW Annual Plan 13 
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HOST: Helping Families, Building Community 
Chantal Hailey and Priya Saxena 

The Housing Opportunity and Services Together (HOST) Demonstration is a place-based initiative tt1at seeks to improve outcomes 

for the most vulnerable residents in public and mixed-mcome hou?ing developments [see page 8). Public housing communities 

are among the most disadvantaged in the nation. suffering all the ills of concentrated poverty and chronic disadvantage. HOST is 

currently under way in four communities. The first two HOST sites. m Chicago and Portland. are very different. Chicago's Altgeld 

Gardens (see image l) is a very large traditional publ ic housing development, racially and economically segregated with high lev­

els of crime and disorder. Portland's New Columbia and Humboldt Gardens are both new. mtxed-income communities housing for­

mer publiC housing residents alongside market rate tenants and homeowners (see image 2; Scott et al. 2013). The HOST frame­

work posits that targeting the most vulnerable families witll intensive services for parents and chtldren will help strengthen the 

community overall-and ultimately reduce costs to the housing authorities and other public systems (Popkm and tv1c0aniei2Dl3). 

8 
oth sites provide .l rich environment 

to rest the HOST framework .ts a 

maregy for supporting families and 

their communities. In Chicago. rhe 

housing authority ha> m.<dc large invest­

ments in rehabilir<~ring Alrgcld's units, con­

trolling crime, and, tO the extent feasible, 

improving services and Jrnenities in what is 

now irs l:ugest family public hou~ing Jcvdop­

menr-rhe hope is th.lt HOST will help 

sustain these investments and help build 

community. In Portland, the goal is ro capi­

talize on the large invesrmem in new build­

mg. infr.1suucture. and <~.meniti<:s, .ts well <~.s 

to support rhe already-strong levels of com­

munity cohesion. 

In chis brief, we paint a picture of the first 

two HOST communities, drawing on data 

from our WI2 survey of adult and youth 

participant>, administered as HOST services 

were just getting under way at both sites. lo 
better understand the HOST panicipants' 

.:omrnunity pcr.:cptiom, we compaic them 

with adults from rhe Urban Institute's 2001 

Chicago !'and Sntdy of families who lived 

in a dererioraring Chic~go public housing 

development, M~ddcn/Wclls Homes, and the 

2007 Chicago Family Case Management 

Demonstration , a srudy that provided wrap­

around case management ;ervices m adults 

in Chicago's Dearborn and Madden/\'ilells 

Home~ (Popkin ;:tal. 2.002 and 2.008) . 
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HOST Sites Are in Very 
Different Communities 
The Chicago HOST sire. Altgeld Gardens, is 

the Chicago Housing Authority's (CHA) 

largest remaining traditional public housing 

development and is home to approximately 

-f,Ooo predominately Africm-American resi­

dent:;. In 2005. larg~ sections uf the Altgdd 

Gardens homes underwent complete renova­

tion; the CHA upd.ued bathrooms, kitchens, 

and living >pac<!.\, and installed modern light­

ing fixtures and h<!aring and cooling systems 

(Chicago Housing Aurhority :W!J). During 

this rehabilitation, the CHA cre.ated a large 

urban garden, tended to hy adult and youth 

residents, to improve the general livability of 

the neighbnrhood (setc image 3). Although its 

buildings and physical em·ironmenc have sub­

'tanti.tlly improved, the residenrs of Alcgeld 

G.1.rdens remain in .1 high-poveny, raci:J.IIy seg­

re~aced neighborhood (95 percem Afric.m 

American; 58 percent of families report 

incomes below the poverty k'Vd).1 In addition, 

chi~ community is extremely isolated, located 

abour 25 miles south of Chicago's Downtown 

Loop. inaa.:~.:ssible by Chicago' expansive pub­

lic train system. and similarly distant from 

employment opportunities and scrvic.:s. 

According w focus groups held with 

residenrs and UCAN , the I-lOST service 

providers, case managers in August 2or2, resi­

dents havt acce" to only n.vo grocery stores. 

The grot~ry srore on-sire sells mainly liquor 

and proce~st:d foods and rhe other is difticulr 

co access on foot and sells overpriced, low­

quality food. There is a community health 

<.:enter on the property, hut C IS<' managers 

r.:porr that res1dems do not like to us<' it 

because rhe center's entrance faces rhf.! ourside 

of the property, making residents Fed unin­

vited co usc ItS services. Because of concerns 

O\'er che continued problems with crime and 

cont:enrraced poverry, the CHA ha.lred the 

development's renovnrions partway through, 

leaving about one-third of the units v.1cam 

and boarded up. The CHA board and resi­

dent advocares continue to debate the ulti-

1. UCAN Office in Altgeld Gardens 

mate future of the development, including 

whether the CHA will be able co take emi­

nent domain over a spate that currently 

houses a convenience and liquor store to 

build a new community center (Chicago 

Housing Authority 20t3). 

Portland's HOST intervention ts split 

between two Home Forward (th Housing 

Authority of Portland) sites: Humboldt Gardens. 

the largest HOPE VI mi~ed-income develop­

ment in Pordand, and New Columbia. also a 

HOPE VI site ~nd an adjacent public housing 

propeny. Tamarack Aparrmencs. Portland's 

1-·IOST sites differ from Alrgeld in many 

key ways. Most notably, l'ordand's sires have 

unusual racial and eth nic diver,iry-one-half 

of re:>idcms are native-born lUrican Americans 

J.nd Cauca>ians, one in six are L1r in American 

immigrMtrs, 11 pl'rc~nr arc Afriwn imm igrams, 

and the r<'maining n percent are Europ<'an 

immigrants and native-born l.arinns, Asians, 

and others. In 2001, Home Forward dedicated 

over $no million ro revitali7.c chc New 

Columbia community, including redevelop­

ing the public housing developmem as new, 

mixed income aparunents and homes, and 

constructing a new small grocery store, school. 

and boys and girls club. 2 In 2005, Home 

Forward also used HOPE VI funding ro 

2 Hous1ng in Humbolt Gardens 

redevelop Humboldt Gardens into an afford­

able public housing deve.lopmcm withm irs 

revitalizing No1 th PortlAnd neighborhood 

(Home Forward 20tJ). Roth Porrbnd sires 

are physically attractive and boast a range 

of amcnirics, including community ccnrc:rs, 

parks, bus lines, community gardens, :md in 

New Columbia, a new bike park (.~ce image 4). 

The Portland HOST sires arc also located 

in racially and economically diverse neigh­

borhoods-about 60 percent of residents arc 

white , !O percent black, and 15 pen:e nr 

Hispanic or Latino} Although less impover­

ished than Altgeld Gardens, borh Portland 

sites are in moderately poor neighborhoods­

about 38 pcrcenr of familie$ are under the 

poverty line. \Xfhilc Portland'5 sires could nor 

look rnor~ different than Altgeld on the sur­

fac~. rhey still house a ,ubsmmial numhc.r nf 

poor, vulnerable F.uni!ies (Scott. McDaniel .:t 

al. 2.01}). 

HOST Participants Perceive a 
Lack of Quality Resources in 
Their Neighborhoods 
Our 2.012 survey findings indicate that resi­

dents in borh HOST's ChicJgo and Pordand 

sires arc seeing the benefits of the housing 

authorities' investments in rehabilnation and 

2. 



3. A!lgeld's Community Garden 

management. Relatively few report probl~ms 

with physical disorder-graffiri , rrash, and 

junk (about 7.8 percent of HOST adulrs)­

comparcd with the Chicago pubiic housing 

development residt,ms in our Chicago Panel 

Study and Demonsrration described ahove 

(about 50 percent). How<.·ver, both sites r~port 

similar !evds of problems with neighborhood 

services. Abom one-founh of HOST partici­

pants report quality of schools 26 perccnr in 

Chicago and 1-1 percent in Portland, ,\S well 

.u; lack of response w crime from pnlice (u. 

percent, Chicago, and 17 percent, Pordand as 

hig probJ,,ms-figures comparable m Dem­

onstration participants (28 percent and 24 per­

cent, respet1·ively). 

The Portland perceptions of local services 

are surprising given their new on-site commu­

nily facilities-grocery stores, schools, and 

public green spaces; however, recent school 

quality troubles may have dishearrened resi­

dents. The school rh;tt served Humboldt 

Gardens' )'Ourh was dosed last year, scauering 

studenrs w schools throughom the city 

(Swart lOll). 

Alchough the HOST demonstration does 

nut dir~cdy atidrn> rbe;e community Jeti­

ciencics, case managers connect families with 

services m help circumvent these resource 

4. Beautification in Humbolt Gardens 

shortages. Tutoring services assist Porriand 

and Chicago children in reaching their 

academic pursuits and supplement. school 

sources. Additionally, Horne Forward through 

HO T has pan:nered with the local Khools to 

lead children ro academic success. One New 

Columbia elementary school aims to help stu­

dents get back on track by oftering a year­

round continuity of learning for all children 

3nd a longer school day ti)r 41h and ;th grades 

to help irs large immigram and low-income 

student population with many culrural and 

language barriers succeed. 

HOST Participants Perceive Violence 
and Social Disorder as Major 
Community Problems 
Like many large public housing properties, 

Ahgdd Gardens has snuggled wirh high rates 

of crime, drug rrafncking, and gang activity. 

Over the past decade, the CHA has rna lc sub­

stamial investments in security, installing 

police cameras throughout the development, 

but there arc still frequent incidents-such ''s 

a shooting that occurred in a nea.rby conven­

ience store in 2ou, leaving four people dead 

and two wounded (Gurner 2011). 

i\bour one-half of Chicago and Pordand 

residents report shooring and violence as big 

neighborhood problems. This is comparable 

ro rhc reports of the Chicago Demonsuarion 

participants who lived in rwo deteriorating 

public housing dcvelopmcnrs in 2007, but 

lower dun Chicago l'and study residents in 

wm,4 consisrenr with rh~ fact that CHA's 

public housing has improved over time, bur 

that the developments have persistent prob­

lems with crime (Popkin ct J.!. 2002 and 

wo8). Gangs arc also a significant issue­

about one-half of AJtgeld adults and one­

third Pordand adults cite gangs as a big 

neighhorht)<Jd problcm.5 These perceptions 

ma>· not reflect actual crime rares-official 

crime statistics documem much higher levels 

of crime in Altgdd's neighborhood. In 1012, 

Ahgeld's community area, Riverdale. had an 

average 1.581 crimes per J,coo,6 New 

Columbia's neighborhood. l'ommouth, had 

-173 crimes per I,ooo: and Humboldt 

Garden's neighborhood, Humboldt , had 633 

crimes per I,ooo.7 The reports from rhe 

Portland participants likely reflect a set of 

high-profile violent incidents in one of the 

HOST sites, which, according to the case 

management st;;ff, naumariud cornrmtniry 

members (Scon, Falkcnburger er al. 2013)­

The dispariry in report, of people heing 

;~rrackd or robbed may better reflect the dif­

ference bcrwecn rhe two sires; three times as 

many Chicago HOST participants (36 per­

cenr) indicate this as a big neighborhood prob­

lem as did Portland participants (12 percent). 

Beyond violent crime, our survey shows 

that rhc rwo HOST communities-especially 

AJ rgeld-are struggling wir:h chronic social 

disorder: drug traff1cking, drug use, loitering. 

and gang accivir.y. One-rhird ofl.IOST adults 

in bmh sires perceive loitering CJr people ju~r 

hanging out ill> a significant neighborhood 

problem (41 percent in Chicago and 35 per­

cent in Porrland). ln addition, in our survey 

wirh HOST yourh ages 12-16, over one-half 

of children s~y rhey saw people yelling or curs­

ing in public more than once in the past year. 

Drug usc and trafficking arc seriom prob­

lems in Alrgeld-one-half of the Chicago 

3. 
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adults report drug dealing (4S percent) and 

use (58 percent) arc big problems in their 

community. Likewise, nearly one-half of 

Altgdd youth report witnessing open drug 

markers (43 percent) and drug paraphemalia 

on rhe ground or in publi.: (3S perc:enr) more 

than once in the past year. According: ro resi­

dent reports, Portland's drug problem is less 

severe, but still significant-one-third of 

Portland .ldults report big problems with 

drug dealing and 41 percent say drug use is a 

big problem in their communit}'· 

A Dangerous Place for Women 
Another indicaror of community distress is 

what we have termed a ''<:oerdve sexual envi­

ronment." Our prior work suggt:st:s dut a coer­

cive sexual environment can emerge in a neigh­

borhood With ,-hronic violence, low collccrive 

d'hcacy (trust and cohesion among residents), 

and little soda! controL ln these communities, 

sexual hara.~smcnr and degradat.ion, and abuse 

of women and girls are normalized; rhar is, parr 

oF daily life. while still being shameful and rrau­

matiztng for residents (Smith et aL forthcom­

ing; Popkin, Leventhal, and Weisman :!OIO). 

Over one--quarter of surveyed HOST adults­

the maj\Hity of whom are women (93 per­

cenr)-reporr receiving unwanted sexual com­

ments, jokes, or gesrures (;4 pcrccnr in 

Chicago and 25 percent in Portland); 7 percent 

said they were grabbed, pinched, or rouched in 

,t sexual way; and one in 10 were brushed up 

againsr in a sexual \vay in rhc past 12. momhs. 

Children are exposed to rhis degrading behav­

ior: One-third of youth said they saw men pub­

ltdy mistreating women physic~lly (46 per­

cent) or verbally (J2 per.:ent) in rhe pasr year. 

Our surv~y also suggests rhar this unwanted 

sexual arremion can be debilitating for resi­

dents; one in four Chica!!,O adults and r8 per­

cent of Portland participants were afraid to go 

our because of rhis unwanted attention. 

Concurrent wirh theories and themes of 

low collective efficacy aitling and encouraging 

a rnorc coercively sexual environrnenr\ less 

rhan one-half of respondents (43 percent) 

reported people standing up for rhem when 

they received this unwanted physical or verbal 

sexual attemion. 

\Vhile they report sNious problems wirh 

crime, disorder, and hara»mcnt in rheir com­

munities, HOST yomh srill say rhey umally 

(eel safe in their neighborhoods (Go percent 

in Chicago and 88 percent in Portland}. In 

fact, rhe portion of Porrland youth who ted 

safe is comparable to rhe narion~l average in 

the 1994 N:Hional Longitudinal Srudy of 

Adolescent Healrh's surv<ry with middle and 

high schooiers (90 percem).B Youth's percep­

tions of safety, however. m.1y reflect descnsiti­

zarion to violence rather than actual safety 

becau e they also report high incid<'nts of vic­

timtzation and exposure to vi.olence. Over 

one-quarter of Chicago youth (28 percent) 

had a knife or gun pulled on them, were cut 

or stabbed, or were jumped in rhe pa-r year. 

In addition, two-thirds of Chicago )'OUth and 

one-third of Porrland yourh have heard gun 

shots more than once in the pa>t year. 

Residents Suffer from Poor 
Mental Health 
Social disorder and sexual harassment often 

cause Jdults and children w have high levels 

of strcs> and trauma and to exhibir emotional 

and behavioral aliments, as seen in the devas­

tating levels ofH.OST ad ult and yourh worry 

and depression explained by Scott, Popkin, et 

aL (201;) and Jordan and Mirdes (2013) (see 

Popkin and McDaniel 2013). HOST parents 

have similar rares of anxiety and depression a5 

the "high risk" familie' in rh Chicago Family 

Cas(' Management Demonstration, and the 

youth anxiety and worry incidenct's arc 

almost rwice the national average in rhe 

Portland site and almost three times the aver­

age in Chicago. Adults' experience with sexual 

harassm~nr. in particular, has a substantial 

relationship with mental health-for every 

type of sexual harassment an adult experi­

enced in the pasr year, chcy were 66 pcrcelll 

more likely ro be depre;sed and 36 percenr 

more likely to be anxious.? These alarming 

levels of mental health issues could be related 

co HOST families' instabiliry, including a 50 

percent adult unemployment rare, on~-half of 

yourh being disengaged in school, anJ one­

half of Chiogo youth and one in three 

Porrland youth being suspended from school 

in pa5r year, and whole community insrability. 

To address these individttal impacts of 

chronic disadvantage and their suhsequenr 

community-wide impacts (drug use. crime, 

and gang activit)), Chic.tgo offers adults and 

youth individual and small group therapy and 

Portland. similarly, oftcrs small group and 

family therapy and activities and menroring 

for childr~n (Scott , Falkenhurger et aL !OlJ) . 

HOST participants' fear of violence also 

provides a challenge to families and yourh 

reaching their self-sufficiency and well-being 

goals and youth engaging in programming 

and .>ervices. Case managers from Chicago 

have indicated that potential threats of vio­

lence. shooting~. bullying, and sexual coer­

cion isolate children in their homes, especially 

during the 'ummcr mnnrhs. To remedy this 

barrier, adult case rn,wagers and concerned 

parems have created .1 "human bui' 'YStt!m in 

wh ich adults escort groups of young people 

dirccd y from rheir homes ro acrivitic;, classes, 

or orhc.r events. 

High Community Cohesion in 
Portland and "Community Depression" 
in Chicago 
Concemrated disadvantage. social disorder. 

and chronic violence nm "nly lead to poot 

outcomes for parenrs and yourh, bur also can 

erod~ com mumty collecrive-efficacy--<:ohc­

sion. shared value>. expectations. and trust , 

Chicago panicipants' perceptions of collec­

tive efficacy arc cxtremdr low, demonstrating 

this community erosion--only one-quarter of 

residents believe people in their neighbor­

hood can be trusrcd (Popkin and McDaniel 

:!OIJ; SJmpson zo12). 

4, 
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Source HOST Baseline Survey, 2012. Ch<cago family C<se Management Demor.sl•auon Ea;elme Survey, 2007. ard ProJect on Humar. Developmpnt •n Chicago Neighborhoods. 
Community Survey 1994-1995 

Nate · The collewve efficacy scales •r tne HOST Basel•ne Survey and Chlc;;go Famll~ Case ~1ar.agemer.t Demrnstrat1on Basel me Surve'l are fcur-pc1rt Li~en scales and the 
Project on Human Development In Ch:cago Nerghbmhooc\ [PHDC\) col!ecti"e ef<,cacy scale uses a flve·po·ntlJ•ert scale. To romparr thes~ ~cales, it 1> assumed one-half the 
respondent~ :n the m1ddle category cf the PHOCN f:ve-po1nt scale would have chosen either the upper rn;rid!e or tower mrdote categcues. 1f presented wrth the four·po:nt ~cafe. 

Our survey results indicate rhat the 

Porcland HOST sites arc much stronger (see 

figure 1), with rates comparable roche average 

Chicago ncighhorhood10---a notable tinding 

given rhe sites' erhni.:: and racial diversity and 

rhe language barrier~ that can keep neighbor> 

from communicating. Alrgeld Garden's low 

rates of communiry trust and solidarity, on 

the m hei hand, are similar lO residents from 

our studies of other disrressed public housing 

communi tie' in Chicago. 11 High levels of 

community cube ion, like in the Portland 

mes, mediate potential neighborhood .;rime 

and disorder and serve .tS a great launching 

point for rhe continued neighborhood 

improvement hoped for through HOST 

(Sampson :wr:t) . 

Youth in both commun ities arc highly 

connected to their neighbors , indicating high 

rares of knowing (73 p<:rcent in Chicago; 6s.6 

Ponland) and ralking to their neighbors 

(81. percent in Chicago .tnd 81 percent in 

Portland), compared with the 199~ national 

average (70 perc<!m and 78 percenr , respe..:­

tively)_l2 Consistent with Sampson's urgu­

menr (zo12) that strong soc ial connections arc 

nor "inherently pro-social ,'' despite the high 

rates of neighborhood social interactions and 

correspondence wich their parenrs, Chicago 

youdl reported lower race; of neighbors look­

ing out for each other (61 percent) chan the 

Portland (79 pt>rcent) and national :J\'Cragc 

( 71 percenti . 

The Chic.'lgo HOST site aims ro remedy its 

low level of community cohesion and trust by 

creating .1 HOST community of families col­

lecri,·ely reaching their goals with positive rein­

forcement ,tnd encouragemenr. Community· 

wide parries husced each quarter to highlight 

and celebrate youth goal secring and achieve­

ments arc one tactic; this could increase 

resident intt>raction and assist in galvanizing 



families amongst shared values, norms. and. 

possibly. further community activities (Tseng 

and Seidman 1007). 

Looking Ahead: Community 
Impacts of Intensive Family Case 
Management Services 
The HOST demonstration bu ilds on the sub­

stantial investments the CHA and Home 

For.v-<~rd have made in borh sires. In addition w 

irs new redeveloped homes and neighborhood 

amenities, the Porrland HOST sire has a high 

neighborhood collect ive efficacy thar S{~rvcs as 

viable base for the HOST neighborhood 

improvemcm goals. Chicago's low community 

cohesion and both sires' moderate violence and 

social disorder. however, challenge HOST's 

individual and collecrive sufficiency objectives. 

as youth and adults suffer from the debili tating 

emotional and behavioral impacts of \'iolence. 

Alrhough it is poss ible that HOSTs individual­

ized efforts will not be able ro substantial ly 

improve the community distress described by 

Chicago residents nor advantages already per­

meating in Portland. ar the end of the demon­

-rrntion we hope these effons will lead ro 

in.:reased individual and community well­

being: violence and disorder will decline as the 

most troubled families' lives are srabiliz(;:d 

through adult and youth services, HOST par­

ticipants' mental health will improve as a result 

of counseling and decreased neighborhood vio­

lence, and Chicago·.- community cohesion and 

trust will increase as neighbors encourage one 

another:~ success (sec figure 1). Th<! rehabilira­

tion of public housin!!:, like in Ahgeld, and the 

rcdcvdupmcnr of public housing inro mixcd-

1ncome communities, as in the l'orrland sires, 

has proven dlects on resident-'s housing and 

neighborhood qualitr (Popkin and McDaniel. 

WIJ); rh.: HOST community impacts will pro­

vide a framev10rk to maintain these physical 

improvements by comprehensively serving d1e 

moM vulnerable-and possibly most disrup­

tivt.~fami!ies and enhancing their well-being. • 

Notes 
1. Altgdd G<rdens is lacat<d within c~nsus 1r•ct 

540Lor. Dat.i reponed. from the "2010 Ccn~us. 

2. See "From Columb,a Villa ro New Columbi,,_" 

New Columbia. Acces.<ed August u. ~Cl). 
http:iiwww.tH?\vcolumbicLorglolrt-rnot>/hi.story/. 

,;. Humboldt G ardens is .t rl..:i:lli)· dlverse commu­

niry of white (s6 percent). Afri<:Jn American 

(28 percent), and Hi>panie· or Lnino (ll percent) 

n:.sidenrs. Rt~sidcnt~ in rhc New Columbia, 

Tlmarac.k Apartment Census. Tract~ arc the mus! 

diverse among the Chiago and Portland >ires 
(59. 7 percem whitt. 12-4 percent black or Afri<:m 

A!':t'leriwn, and 23.6 percent Hispank or Larina i fl 

New Columbia . .<nd Go . ~ percent white, l). G per­

cent hl;~ck or African ArnericJ.n, and I6.; pt.:rct-nt 

Hispanic or Lu ino i11 Tamarack). Tunar.ck 

Aparrrnenrs falls under Ccn$u~ Tr-.act ;9.01, New 

Columbia under 40.01. Jnd Hum~t)ldr G-..rdcns 

under J-l. Ol. .'\Jl dara reponed from Census 2010. 

4· ln 2007. ;o percent of the Chicago c~se 

1VLut.~gcnu~tH Demonstr<Ltion parriripant.> from 

CHA pub!ic housing d<vde>pmenr>, M•ddenl 

'~Celis and D~arbom Homes, r.ued shooting and 

vinlem.c as. big n~ighborhom.i problt:nu. In .2.00J. 

69 percent of l'vbddcn/Wells residents raced rhi< 
a~ a m:1jor ncighbC>rhood i:~J~ue . 

;. In th~ :.tou Long Tcnn Outcvmcs Study. the IO­

and 4·Y<"r l<•llow·ur wirh ChicJgo Pand Srudr 
.:1nd Demonstration re_,;ident:>, z...; p:::rcenr of mtxcd 

inwme development and 19 percent of traditional 

publi~ housing residents who formerly !ivcd in 

Madden Wells or Dearborn Home> mrc.J gang> 

'"'" big n'·ighborhood problem. 

6. Ri\·crdalc's crime mrc \"{llS calculated using 2012 

communiry area crime dara from rhc Cry of 

Chicago Dara Porral (sec hups:/idara.ciryof 

dtiClgo.orgl) and 2010 census popularion &ua. 

See htlp:/iwww,("ityok-hkago.orgiciry/cn/dep~:s/ 

~kJ l~upp_int(l/(_ommuniry_<!fC.t_.~ooo.lnd·z.or<'l<:en 

:i l1Sftopulat:ionct\tnp<tr1S£m~.hrm\. Reports of b~~t­

te-ry, arson, burglary, homicide . robbcryj sex 

otten~e. assault. theft, and rn.otor vehide dtd{ ,tl'\:" 

included in these (.1icuLniZJns. 

7. Ponsmolli:h and Humbo!dr's cnnu: rates were 

c~L.:u!dred using 2.012 neighborhood crime d.a:.~ 

from the City t)f Portland\ Crime Srat!'l Pon~L See 

hnp:/iwww.portlandorcgon.gov/pdict/crimc>tarsi 

indcx.<:fm) aud ww Census population da1.1 

hap:/ /www. pord::mdort':gon.gov/ on if i6S97· 

Report!<~ of <:tggra\ated a!>SJ.uh , arMH1, burglary, 

humic:id~. l<lrct:ny. rape, robbery-, !'Cl< 'nmc, simple 

J:ssauh, nolt"n property. £heft from vt•hide. and 

vehicle theft arc included in the~c caku!.uions. 

8. NAtional Average derived fwm <he 19~14 

Nath>nall.ongirudina[ Smdr of Adobccnt Health 

Adolcscem In-Hom£.• Interview conducted whh 

a n.ariona.Hy represent::n:ive sample of .t~.ta\ youth 

in grades 7 through 12 in the 19?4···~\ school year. 

See http://www.icpsr,umich.edu/ 

cgi-hin/SDA!D.5DRJh,d.,?d><!t•lT6oo-oooi . 

9· lnstam::e~ of <hlul{ deprc.ssion and anxiety w-ere 

moddt::d w.ing rnuhivaria.1c ingisfic rcgrcsiion\. Th<" 

depe:mlt:~nt \'3ri,jh!\· for the dt:"pressicm modd wa~ 

wherher a '""sidenr indicated being ,\cpressed in rhe 

p.tst y~.H a::-c.onlmg w the Com.postte Jnrcrn:mona! 

Oi"gno.mr lnr<rview (ClDl), a validated depression 

iCre(:nin~ roo! used in the Nari(mal He:dth 

lnwrview Survey. rndkadng"' se:<ual har.lS.SJ11t;"n{ 

experience ;, thf post ye<lr, neighborhood social dis­

order. and phy~i...:J.! he-.1lth Vv<.'Tt: signiJl ... ~.uu .n the 

.1 levt.~l, cun~roHing, for 2.~e. gcndt-r, and immigra1ion 

;rarus. The dep<ndenr variah!< for the anxiety 

model wa.o., if the adulr an~\vered yes ro '·During. 1he 

past •~ momh>, have you ever had a ~riod of time 

lasting one monrh or longer when nwsr of the (irne 

you feif worried, tense, m anxi<.1us?'' Indicating l 

sext:..Li h.tras.unent anion in the pa ..... r ye-ar. neighbor­

hood ~<'h.:ia! disorder. neighhnrhnod vinlen\.'"e, and 

phy,ic.a! he-dlth were -\igniflcarH at rhe . 'I levclt 

comro!ling for age. g.endtr, and imrnigrJt:ion sc.ttu~. 

Tne :,e:.o:uai harJ.~.:imtnt/CSE :i~alc is, :m J.dd.tt.ivr ~calt:: 

(alpha=il) "f resu:!ems mdicuing dw {ollowmg ha< 

happened once or more in rhc p.1sr year: unwanre.J 

s~xuaily muchd or grahbed. Ul\W'Int~d ;c.xual .;om­

m~ms, jok~ m ge.l:iture.s, brushed again.sr in a sexual 

w.1r. someont.~ ~pre;H! ~-exual rumors. and. aiTajd tc g.o 

~nmepla.ce because nr this unwanu:-d sexual a.tten t.ion. 

10. Collective Efficacy ;cab arc comparabl< to 

Sampson's 1994 Project on Human Devdopmen< 

in Chit:ago Neighborhoods, a large-scale. mterdisci­

piinary srudr of how families. schools, and neigh­

borhood; affcc1 chrld and adolescent development. 

City~v.'h.lt' Chicago collective efi1c.acy average~ are 

deri"~d tiom a ;:~mple of 8,7g2 adulr Chicago 

re.;:;;idems from acm!IS }43 neighhorlHh'~ du:,:ten: in 

l<J94· Thi:-; 'itudy wa-. {(\ndnctcJ (luring the ht'ighr 

ol rhe drug and violena- ep,JemK m ChiCJgo. 

tL Rares a.re similar tn tho~e in the Chi~ago Pamily 

Case- :Vlanag mcnt Demonsrrat!nn 200"'7 srudy 

of residents livmg in Chtcago's l\.1add~n/\\'e!!s 

and DeJ.rborn Homes. 

rz. Noti<:>nal Average d"ivcd from the 1994 

Nation•! Longirudinal STUdy of Adokscent H'Jith 

A.dolescem [n~Homc: ImavH!W conducted with 

.a na.tionally rcpre:scntativt· sample of 12,105 youth 

in grades 7 throCJgh r2 '"tho 1994--95 >chool 
year. See http://w .... w.icpsr.umich.rdct/ 

ct:i-bill/S DNDSDR/h;d•?dsdr+z r6oo-oom. 

6. 
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TOTAL CHICAGO PORTLAND 

Total HOST fammes 230 136 

Adult Survey 

Number of adult respondents '~~:~i 29fW 192.0 107.0 

Percent female 93.3 95.3 89.5 

i~ean age 36:7 35.5 37.2 

Number of focal children 6-11 .16s.o 98.0 67.0 

Percent female 54,7 57.9 50.0 

t4ean age 9.3 9.1 9.5 

Mumber of focal Children 12·-15 175.0 130.0 45.0 

Percent femole 53.3 53.8 51.5 

Mean age 14.5 14.8 

Y.n.utll Survey 
., ,;, ·'-.. <L- " 

·~' .Jl3:fi· ;:: Jt:; '3"2.0 ;;;::: 

'" · ·• :Percent fernal~- : 
~· 

54:9 59:4 
.. 

M~ariage , 13.9'' .14:2 
•.. 

Upcoming Research Tasks 
A follow up survey w\1 1 be fielded rn Chicago and Portland late in 2014. Before the survey, 

the Urban Institute will conduct focus groups, interviews staff and prograrn observations. as 

well as gather program data Jn HOST participants. The additional data will provide valuable 

feeoback to the sites to continually refrne their HOST model, contribute to a robust outcomes 

evaluation, and provide context for the iarger evaluation findings. 
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HOST Demonstration Program and Funding Overview 
Housing Opportunities and Serv1ces Together (HOST). launched by the Urban Institute 

with support oi the Open Society Foundations in December 2010, is an innovative 

approach to coordinating services and programs for adults and youth in publtc and 

mixec-incorne housing. HOSTs core case management component helps parents 

m lew-income neighborhoods confront key barrier to self-sufficiency-poor physical 

and mental health, addictions. low literacy and education attainment, and historically 

weak connecuons to the labor force-while snnultaneous:y integrattng services for 

children and youth. H1e results of the mu!tisite research project wiil1nfluer:ce how 

federal agencies such as the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

local housing authorities, and private developers create place-based, multigenera­

tioral programs and supportive environments for their residents. 

HOSTs current funders include Open Society Foundations, Annie E. Casey 
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2013 School Progress Report 

George Washington Carver Primary School 
901 E 133rd PI Ch icago, IL 60827 
(773) 535-5674 • http.//www.carverprimary.cps.kl2.il.us 

School Rating 
Overall Rating: lEVEL3 Status: ON PROBATION (6years) 

RATINGKJ:Y 

How does CPS rate this school? Is the school on probation? Th1s school rece1veo a l evel 3 rat1ng. w111ct is t1e lowest rat1r.g at CPS Th1s rattng 
rs bas •d on the school's score or the Performance Policy Due to this rat•ng, th•s school is on probation To le~rn more v1sit http://cps.ed<J/ 
schoolprogressreporb/ 

• LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 2 

• LEVEL3 

Student Growth & Attainment 

Student Growth: 
Are student s at this school making sufficient academic progress each year? 'b. av,,rage >l••cent 
grO!o."rth at th1~ sct-uol :s ~oo..,e d"'t'retge .::or.!part:d tv St lar schf:.t)ls ,- aLo .. vlly. Stvaent grnwttl 

11easures how mu<:h stu ems learn ·II a v~ar, s 1t •s a very 1r1por tant tn~asJre uf tne school"; Qua'•ty 
See the l>ock page lur grow•lt by grddr: lewl 

Reading (perc<>ntile) 

Gr<Jdes 3·8 •••••••• ( 91st 

Student Attainment: 

Mathematics (percentile) 

Grades 3·8 - 25t h 

FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

,, 

Are students at this school meet ing grade level standards? Nr•. •ver~~.e \lu::ft·l t r1~t.1rnne 'I ,ti 
t~·s .:.c,.·col s ,a· ·-e~o· . ..,. ave1a €- comva·e-~ to SL 'O.Ji ~ r.~ cnall'; S·ddert atta nrnPrll measJres 
hnv"< w~11 <; t .. det ·,:;core 1 n o:..:on1.1-=t"d1l"" p-,~:;. f"Of'T"rr-'drec to n.1T (,.,..,~ .:; .. ·t;:r;,re ~, ... ,·or man'-~ Set:" 
the oar< page 'o a·>a:nme-n· bv gr<lde lev~l 

Reading (percenti le) 

Grades 2·8 ( 3rd 

Culture & Climate 
School Culture and Climate: 

Mathemat ics (percentile) 

Grades 2·8 ( 3rd 

NOT YET ORGANIZED 

Is this school organized for lmpro¥ement? ~t,i~ ~chool r>' ''of Yd Orga'l1ccd 1o< I ·rprov.::ncrr! wh•ch 
rneilns Lhere are several ~.t·.·erlknl.!s~t-1E- w1th the scr.,uol's Cl. !ture dnJ :....• '"n.ne su£~i!'s'.t'1g that t"•t:: ::;~..nuol tS 

r·ot Stl ur; ror s ... c.c~ss Rt:sutt~ ar~ bd-:,~d Jn ~tJt't:""~t a·,d :rae her rt·spor.s~:> to ~'It· o\·lv Voic·· fl/~ SchOO' 
5Esse1ltl.ab s..Jrv~y Fot more n7orrn?.t;on i)f"lltw.) :-.u• '"Ot" f ~.uJ otn.-.r r te~~ wt:~ ·>f ~c •Ju CI J,lJit: ~~o _Fmatt: 
v,s. http; .','cp; 5 esse~t ai'i or~/2013: 

Certifications 

Neighborhood Map 
How are schools in the 
neighborhood doing? 
Th1s map s~ows how schools near George Washrngtan 
,. ar~er F•1marv Scnool are pertorm•ng. If you want to learr 
mo:e about these r)r rot her school·, pledse vrs:t ;vw" cps 
edu;sc~ools 

OUBOlS 

" 
~~AlDRIDGE 

jlj Ill CAIIVER , G 

CtCS l lOYD BOND 

Copyr-shl- .:zou b n OI::Lonnc. "tAV1lU 

' :- I<FY 

o LUEL t LE"l£L. o ,EV!:.' D'••)Tft,Q\.JCH o.:.TA 

Respondent 
Response 

Rate 

Siudt'nb 7/.S~U 

Teachers 83.3·;., 

CPS 
Average 

77~'0 

81"v,, 

~. 
~-
v ..... 

... 
Healthy Schools Certification 

Creative Schools Cert ification 

Th1"' schoCll nds not yet !ltwo e ~Pal '~Y Srhoo!s (PrttltPa CPS "UP:~ort~ '\\hoo!s n crh,f';.·tqg 
t'>e Health·e·vS School (h? engP \HUS$C) trrouo;r l.earnWELc as H:JSSC •s a stc>O to 
scr,.>ols ro complete C\ic.1ng ""E-'r Le.:.Jrr•VVELL i•a r;rwrv Learn rnnre at ""w \·.leiirr-·t;ehf.;Js.org 

Th1s scnocl has an cJ"'S de~.gno 10rt of ln~ornplere Data. rr·eanu-;g ,t may or 
rray not met" the goals and pnontles of the CPS Arts Edv:auon Plan. but 
hd~ r1 Sl.llfinc~nt dnU\ a"a:ldb e lo complete a,. t.IS ·essment To IParn rnor~. 

VIS·t: f"l~tP:/tw ~vw cpsarts.o·g/c,.cat. vc-schoo·s-certifiCat,cn/ 

You can ftnd more information about the measures used m this report on the www.cps.edu/schooldata web s1te. 
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II HEll 2013 School Progress Report 

Student Growth & Attainment Grade Level Results 

Student Growth: 
These charts show the nattonal pern:ntllt' o1 the !,Cht>OI basJ.:•ti on :werage $LJdent 
gro•v•h or. the NWE.O. MAP· lest between theta I ~no ~pr•r;; T e perc~?nlile •s tre 
sd-·oo~·s na~ici'la ~;,r'(. "umoa".;ct to sci"oots trcll s'a1cC1 ..v~:~l"'>irn.lar St:()res ir ht: fail 

.A. ~0!" oen .. ~..-.· It! :.· .. Oro: nea1 s t e s''"Jof s ~· t •e nat1c' c1 ri·:etdge o! grcv.~l' 

Reading (percentolel 

GRADE 

Mathematics (percentile) 

GRAD£ 

3rd •••• 45th 3rd 49th 

4th •••••••• 85th 

5th •••••••• ( 90th 

6th •••• II 51st 

4t h - 16th 

7th ••••••••• 96th 

8th - 30th 

All 91st 

5th 

6tn 

7th C Bth 

8th C 7th 

All 

Culture & Climate Details 

83rd 

40th 

25th 

School Culture and Climate: NOT YET ORGANIZED 

SEssentials: Thr~ s t-ascd on thE: My Vor, <- M, S(hool SEssenuals :>UI'\'~Y uf 
teachers ana 6t~-12 t h grade s;ude-,b Tu see !he o:omolete reoo•t fo• your 
school. vis>t r· p //cps 5 -tss~ ,t,ab orj2013 

The SEssentials from the My Voice, My Sc/100/ Survey 

Involved Famil1es: Does the scr.ool par ner wrth 
tam,lies and cornmunitics.., 

Supportive Envoronmcnt: Is !I'P sd•tl<>l ~~fe And 

:iuPr;ort•vc VYI~,... .gt"j c>.occ.taL:>i~ j. 

Ambitious Instruction: Is onslruct•o~ focused 
~hallpnging a"'d engagor.g~ 

Effective Leaders · Onr!s ~ac.-r'it"lp •~, .... u-. on "f-'>U ts 

ar;d ~\:r-oo! nlL.":J•:cmer•" 

Collaborative Teachers: Do ·eache•s wo • wei 
togerh.er and c;tn~te for r.vc;e·irnct": 

This School's Score 

WEAK 

WEAK 

Parent Survey Results: '" ca n rnoo, , s • :m 'cps .;o~ pdrerrsur.cy 

Questions from tnc My Voice, My School Survey 

School Community: Do parents feel "e•com• ancl 
inc!Jdt"d in the schoo'? 

Parent-Teacher Partnershop: Do pnr~ntsl<!el tedcher,; 

pannt:r wtrh t:lcP~ •o ::uppor st .. !Jent s~.{t:'\!!,S"') 

Quality of Facilities: De oa•ents ~d sat sr,(•d .-.r'> 

the phy · '"' cnv,ronrnt•'ll of th~·r chil<r >Lhool? 

This School's Score 

Stud tnt Grgwtb li Attainment 

'AR ABOvE AVERAGe 

LO A.BOVE AVfRAGE 
AVERAGt • BELQV', ~>vERAGE • tAR 8tLOW IWioR.O.GE 

Student Attainment: FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

The!)~ chart'i sho~" tf'e nat1onal pcrt·t:ntiip of thi' ~t:hool based on the avt~rage student 
score 01 the >Dr·ng NWEA VAP • tes: . The perce•1tde s the school·s nat•ona' •an< 
A SOtb percer· .e sec"" m£:ans tn•: school ·s p.:rfornw1g at the ~atoonal a,cragc 

Reading (percentile l Mathematics (percentrlel 

GRAD£ GRADE 

2nd {1st 2nd (3rd 

3rd ( 151 3rd (2nd 

4th C Sth 4th ( 4th 

5th - 13th 5th - 18th 

6th • 7th 6th C Bth 

7th -12th 7th {1st 

8th CSth 8th (Oih 

All 3rd All 3rd 

.. _.,p 

' r., -..\·"-. .. .-·. \/l,f' V " I:. ~:.· N , •'.• 

Safety: S;t·'"'nt v'ews at '3te:y 

M easure from the My Voice, My School Survey This School 's Score 

Safety: ~o $\Udent:; 1eel >afe and does the 

sc.,ool support pcsitrvc be~av>or' 
WEAK 

Behavior and Discipline: Ho" trc s:hoo addrl'ssc;. s:~ccr't drsc•o• n~ 

Metric 2012 2013 DistriCt Average 

Nurnber of ~usoens•ons per 100 st"dents 14.6 109 13.0 

-'erceit of~ .~r.ondl.C.b rt;o~U: ·.% 
r ; ... 5P~fl5 1 0r 

Other Important Metrtcs 

Metric 

Stcodent attPndancc· 

Tc3c~er attendance 

38.0% 23 g•,, 511':'< 

4.2 oa1rs 3.2 days 2 2 days 

2012 2013 District Average 

94.5% 

Grdd~s 3 toil on-track for high school 707% 

Stl!llgl !:ultua: &. !:limit~ 

• WL.·O•~GA, .:EO VE~· ·~oi'.G 

ORGANIZED 51 RONG 
MODERATELY ORGANIZED MU ~Al 

• PARTIAllY ORG 0. '1117f0 • ViEAK • I~OT YET ORGANIZED • VERYWEM. 
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2013 School Progress Report 

Ira F Aldridge Elementary School 
630 E 13lst St Ch icago, IL 60827 
(773) 535-561 4 • http://cps.edu 

School Rating 
Overall Rating: LEVEL 3 Status: ON PROBATION (7 years) 

How does CPS rate this school? Is the school on probation? This school received a Lfve! 3 ratmg, whtch 1S the lowe<! rat•ng at CPS Thts rat•ng 
ts bas~d on the schools score on tht' Pertorr>1anr e Pohcy. Due to this rat·rg th•s school ;son proba••on. To learn more v1sit. http://cps.edu/ 
schoolprogressreports/ 

• LEVL 1 
LEVEL 2 

• LEVEL3 

Student Growth & Attainment 

Student Growth: FAR BELOW AV£RAGE 

Are students at this school making sufficient academic progress each yenr? r.Jo. avw·•g.: st~cpr: 

r.ru,"tr at thb ~chvu. ~~ ia• t·eiO\\ a"·e1e1ge Cl'~lnprlre'J L<1 <:>;n 1ldr !:l~h<;ob flrt lf)nril.y. S·uue:nt '?,fQ\~.:th 

measures 11ow tnucn studcr.ts '"a•n 111 a vcar s:> •t •s a v~ry rnportant mccs "~of Ute school'~ ou~ill) 
s~~ the l·ack pag~ fc·r r.rowtl oy gfdd" l~ve 

Reading (percent ile) 

Grades 3-8 ( Oth 

Mathematics (percentile) 

Grades 3-8 { Oth 

,, ) /!.., r ,. 

Student Attainment: FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

Are students at this school meeting grade level standards? <o. avtrdgr >ludt"l dt~d.nrner't ot 
this srhoolts far below a~<· •agr· corYlpa•c,, to-, r.no:~ r,at.onall) Srudenr a!ta nrnrnt meas,tre> 
how \\.ell .;:;tudt:Tlt\ SCCli"E" DF1 ':rmd ~ rd:tr :1 1 f""'" f(')rt lpt,q!' 1 tn 'latw~r,..:tl av .. L.1fe ~wrfonnancf" Set-> 
the oack page •c·• a•ta·nr'1E'rl b~ grao.:: e.el 

Reading (percentile) 

Grades 3-8 ( 2nd 

Culture & Climate 
School Culture and Climate: 

Mathematics (percentile) 

Grades 3-8 ( Oth 

PARTIALLY ORGANIZED 

Is this school organized for improvement? Tn1s s~hcol ·5 "?artial•y O•g,,n•Lt:d for lmprovcrne••t whtcn 
rneans ttl;H th: S(.hocrs cu!t.lre an1.1 \.. "'"'ale t Cis a r·~w suenglh~ b~1i. diSu has sev~ral ,.,e,1kne!ts~!.. Resutb 

are based on student a no t~achcr resronses to thte ~.4y Vo•ce. My Scr oo1 3Essenttals s~r~cy FN rnor{: 
tnformalinn Oil tills survey ar:O othe1 Tl~dsure::-s of '>Lho<.'l ~.:.u . ure ar,d C'IIT"iile vis~t https://q .. "'~s.5~ess~nt•d ls. 

orr,/2013/ 

Certifications 

Neighborhood Map 
How are schools in the 
neighborhood doing? 
'h1s map shows ho·.v schools ne~r Ira F Aldrtdg£ 
E!errentar·1 Scnoo1 zre performms II I'OU want c earn 
mo•e about these or other schools. p• ease vis•t www.cps. 
eclu/schoo•s 

~jMETCALFE 

'I BROWN, R 

ALDRIDGE !ttl 
CICS- LLOYD BOND 

DUBOIS U Itt j !C j CARVER , G 

'' • F<i:Y 
0 .£1- l' 

Respondent 
Response CPS 

Rate Average 

Students 8".-1% 770.'o 

Teachers 70.6% 8 1 1'~; 

... 
Healthy Schools Certification 

Creative Schools Certification 

Tllt" srhnn! h;;,s not 11"'1 bf'~ i)n''~ M~31'n; Sr'1on1<. Cert .l ,;.d CPS '\J;:pr.rt'\ ~( t"Ol1;S n ~ih·evnlg 

the Health•erUS Scnool Chal•enge tHUSSC) th rou~h Lea·nlf, E. L as HUSSC ·>a srep fo• 
<.;r:nool$ to romplete a •(Jf11!: theo1,.. Lenrr•V\i£LL 1raj~ctr)rv Lt:ern more at www.tedrtl-.. Jellcps.org 

Th·s chool t; Deve l..'p •ng rn he rJrb. It O(.;t:. .~ ~ ~on.;\lly m~::et~ t:1e goa ~s ard 
DfiO';t .es ~.f tb<> CPS Ans Ec ·;:a;io~ Pia~ .r.c:ud•rg St•ff ng & hstru tlor, 
Partn~rsh.ps. Com n •. 11111y & C~·lure and Bu.:!)>.~; & Plnnnmg. To l.:~rn mure, 
v•S•t. hno.//www.cpsarts.or;(/creat•ve -schools-certtfication/ 

You can fmd more information about the measures used tn th1s report on the www.cps.edu/schooldata web s1te. 
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!IAdll 2013 School Progress Report 

Student Growth & Attainment Grade Level Results 

Student Growth: FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

The e cnarts sh.>w the nat cn~l perc.,ntde of tn~ school bascJ on ""~'agi! 5t .. dent 
growth on the NWEA MAP' test between :re ra'l and spr.ng. The percentile IS tht:: 

!oehool's nat'oral ra~k CO'TIPd'ed to schcol5lhal startt-d witt1 s.m.lar score.<. .nth~ fall 

A 50!1, percent.te s~or" rneoi'S the sdlUOI •s •l the notional ~vera,;c of g;owtl• 

Reading (percentile) Mathematics (percentolel 

GRADE GRADE 

3rd C 5th 3rd (1st 

4th ( Oth 4th { Oth 

5th ( Oth 5th ( 3rd 

6th (1st 6th ( Oth 

7th (2nd 7th - 12th 

8th ( Oth 8th ( Oth 

All Oth All Oth 

Culture & Climate Details 
School Culture and Climate: PARTIALLY ORGANIZED 

5Essentials: Th1s r s l,as~d < n the My Voll~ Mv SrhO<liSEs:>er't!a;, ~w'l~<:y .• 1 
teache'S and 6tt>·l2th grade; s:,,oen:, -o ;ec.> the ~c· n;>lete repo•t fo• your 

scnool. ><S:t ~ttps.t/cps 5-~s,e:ltr a ls org,tJ013 

The SEssentials from the My Voice, My Sd•ool Survey 

Involved Families: Does t h t- school partner w~th 

famthes and commu~•t.es? 

Supportive Environment: h t"e scl•·>ol ;~fe wd 
!Juppor t•ve with hgn e>. pectatiO:'"I$." 

Amb itious Instruction: Is Instruction focused. 

cnallenging and engaghg? 

Effectrve Leaders: Dncs PadPrsn•o roc~s on rE'Su ts 

and schoOi H1'P'OYernent7 

Collaborative Teachers: Do teachers wo•k weli 

together and str11t1:: for e" r.ellcnce? 

Questions from the My Voice, My School Survey 

School Community: Do parents f~:d wl •come anc 
rncluaed in the sch •vi~ 

Parent-Teacher Partnership: Do parents let! eacher' 

partne< "'' b thern o support st~dent succc.ss~ 

Quality of Facilities: Do parems feel sat:sfied w ith 

the physical envtronrn('nt of •heir d11ld's SLhoo17 

Th is School's Score 

WEAK 

WEAK 

This School's Score 

WEAK 

SIY!ltnl (;rgwtb & Atmnmem 

• FAR ABOVE AV[~AGE 
ABOVf AV 0 RAGf 
1\VERAGE 

• B!:LOW t.VERAGE • fAR BtLOW 'IVERAG~ 

Student Attainment: FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

These C'•arl> show ~he nau,mal pern~nli!e of tht• ~•:hool b~sed on tne av~raf{e studen! 

score on 111e spr.ng NWEA 'VIAP test The ;>e·centde s the ;;chool's natrona I ran( 

f.. 50th percentrl~ scort! me<1 11S th~ schoolts pe r!ormtng at t11c nat:onalaverage 

Reading (percentile) 

GRADE 

2nd No Data 

3rd .11th 

4th ( 1st 

5th ( 1st 

bth ( 3rd 

7th c 5th 

8th { 2nd 

All 2nd 

Safety: SturJ0nt v;ews nf sarcty 

Mathematics (percentile) 

GRADE 

2nd No Data 

3rd (4th 

4th {1st 

5th (1st 

bth (lsi 

7th {1st 

8th { 1st 

All { Oth 

Measure from the My Voice, My School Sur~ey This School 's Score 

Safety: De ~I.-dents feel safe af'ld doe~ thP 

sc,ool support pos·ttve benav•or' 

Behavior and Discipline: rlow tM sehoul acid<esses s uoent d:sc•P' oe 

Metric 

Number of suspenstons per '00 students 

?ercert of rn,!Jconcuct!> re-sult.rg 
., susoers~on 

2012 

60.2 

ogso,o 

2013 District Average 

9.3 13.0 

960% 511% 

3A days 31 days 2 2 days 

Other Important Metrics 

Metric 2012 2013 District Average 

Student attPrdanc~ 92.2'}o 93.3°<. CJ4.5"'o 

Teacrer attendanc''! 92.9~0 

Grdd~s 3 to 8 on-tr<Kk fur h1gn school 69.8% 707% 

s,h!!!!l Cultute & !:!I mal!: Syr:vev Resylts 

• Wtll·ORGA!IIIZED VE~YSPOI';G 

ORGANIZED STRONG 
MODERATELY ORGANIZfi) 1\EU~RAL 

• Pt.RTIAll'r ORGA"117ED • WF"-K • NOT YET ORGANiZED • \tE~YW~AI( 60'J.s.&:. -.11 
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2013 School Progress Report 

William E B Dubois Elementary School 
330 E 133rd St Chicago, IL 60827 
(773) 535-5582 • ht p://www.dubois.cps.kl2 il.us 

School Rating 
Overall Rating: LEVEll Status: ON PROBATION ( 6 years) 

RA~TNG KE'Y 

How does CPS rate this school? Is the school on probation? Thi~ school received a Levell rat•ng. whr~h rs the hrghest rat•rg at CPS Thrs rating rs 
t>ased on the schools score on the Penormanct: Polley The school IS on p•obat•o' and must achieve 3 Levell o• Level 2 ratrng for two years rn a 
row lO bt: rernoved from pro d!Jon To learn more vrs•t 11u;>://cp~.edu/scho<:1lprogressreports/ 

• LEVEll 
LEVEL 2 

• LEVE_J 

Student Growth & Attainment 

Student Growth: BELOW AVERAGE 

Are students at this school making sufficient academic progress each year? '-lo. a;Pr3g"' st;;C:ert 
gro-, ... th ot ltW.) s huo ~ ~~ beh..tw d\•er<l!tf! LCHl);...ar,:.J to sirn lar schou'~ ndJttn~:ly Stude11t gruwlh 
measures how much students lca•n •ll a vear. so •t is a very ,mportar mt,asllr~ of tre sr.hool's qua ;ty. 

See the oac< pa~~ lor f(rowth by gr~d~ l~ve 

Reading (percentile) 

Grades 3-8 - 14th 

Student Attainment: 

Mathemat ics (percentile) 

Grddes 3-8 - 32nd 

FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

' . 

Are students at this school meeting grade level standards? N<·. ~-.~rdgt st~cc~ t atl<~•rrr1ent a. 
thts 5C.hool ·s far be,ow a\tE:,age compa'e':t to schools. ""'at•Of'la 1)1 Stuoent attainrru:nt mea~.-..J·es 
hOYf well Slude'ltS SCOre (.~n s..t('I'10Md·?P\J te:\t" COflHJare~1tO na•,or'l>?. 3\t:r~~~..,.e r:"t-dOn 2!1"-J.o Se ... 
the bZtK p;.Jg~ 401 at·~,nn!Pnt by ~ri.l .c eve· 

Read ing (percentile) 

Grades 2-8 C: 5th 

Culture & Climate 
School Culture and Climate: 

Mathematics (percentile) 

Grades 2-8 « 8 th 

Neighborhood Map 
How are schools in the 
neighborhood doing? 
Thrs map shows how school> near William E B Dubo;s 
E.lememar1 Sch<JOI are oerlorm,ng II you waN to t:a· n 
more abe>ut the e or othN school>. p•ease v•~•l www cp 
edut~chools 

"' j ALOQIOGE 

DlJSOIS " ~ j " j CARVER G 
CICS · LLOYD BOND 

0 lt '/~L 

Respondent 
Response CPS 

ts this school organized for improvement? Tr1rs sctrool•s "Modcra:Piy Orgar1rzvd lor lrnprovef'lenf' wh1ch 
n1edr·s th.-i tht:: ~t...hool hds bt;th :::.ttengths <11 J \...._~(,;,nl!~c,es 1 tt'tt!a cu· ..:rt:: d'ld tlirn.-tt~ R~:$t.d' c1rc: t"td:Jed 

on studenl and teacher r~spcns£:5 to ,ht•lv'y \lore~. My Sche>ol 5Esse:· ra, survt·,. Fo mort •r.kr'llJt•on oc 
thiS ·.ur\iey dnd Other rned~•\J't"S. ;_ f !-CI <•ol culltJr'!"! and C.I!!TMte •.·l~lt 1 1ttp~ /Cp .• 5-o:s~f'nt.ai!,,IJ"&/2013/ 

Stu ~l"'b 

T£:ache·~ 

Rate 

90 G~tl 

100 ·.~ 

Average 

77°/o 

8'"•, 

Certifications 
\· 

... 
Healthy Schools Certification 
T·w·· schnol hn~ wl 1 ~1 tlP{ or·~e ·i~a:ttly Sr.,o,,ls Cert1f1t"d CPS supp::irt.:. ~rhovls m a( h,ev1ng 
tne H-:alth•erUS Scnool Cha 'e:1ge \HUSSCJ ·nroJgh Learn WELL. 'lS H:JSSC >Sa step 'or 
sci"OO'S 10 rom~:l.;or~, t=\•O~g tne r Lf-Ar''IV'."ELL tra,cttor\ Leilrr' rnon.~ at .. ~>'Y'N. •t'drr Hcl ... ps.org 

Creative Schools Certification 
Th", 'thool hd~ nn ~rts des•gnat:on ollncornplete Data. 'T'eamr·~ •t nny or 
rcay rcot meet he go~ I~ and pnont•c~ ot tne CPS Art~ Educat·on Dian. but 
r'lc:~ I svr~J( i f-nt data ~'/adrtOie to Cl)Olp-~tt: an d~sessmf:lnl To IE'~rn more. 
v•s·< l'·t p:kw~.,..,.cpsa·ts.org/crear.vc-scnoo's-certrficat•?n/ 

You can frnd more rnformatron about the measures used rn this report on the www.cps.edu/schooldata web s1te. 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document#: 449-11 Filed : 06/13/14 Page 7 of 9 PageiD #:5033 

liS #II 2013 School Progress Report 

Student Growth & Attainment Grade Level Results 

Student Growth: BELOW AVERAGE • 

lht:s.e t.harts sh0w I he ''ot ond per(c; ~--: t, e of tht: :;Chl)tJI bd~,ed ,,n c:fller -: gt"! stu ... 1ent 

grow:'"t o~ the r•WEA MAP · test bcl\,ccn the tdl! a11d sr:r,n 1~e percent lc ·s the 
sch<'·ors n.:n:ona1 ra"~<. CU!'Y'Inar•:C tu 'ir:hoo:~.l ·M1 startE>d r.; •• h "Similar scores :n the fa !I 
.4, ~Otr percentile ~cor.: rl1"drh the sdwul is "t the rauoral d1Nage of gr·ov.th 

Reading (percentile) Mathematics (percentole) 

GRADE GRADE 
3rd 44th 3rd -18th 

4th No Data 4th No Data 

5th -34th 5th - 33rd 

6th c 5th 6th 

7th G4th 7th 

8th 57th 8th 

All 14th All 

Culture & Climate Details 

School Culture and Climate: 

32nd 

65th 

55th 

SEssentials: This s based on t11e My vo"" Mv SchooiSEssertJals .;.u'lley uf 
teachers and 6tt>-12tr gradE' SbQe<'t> "'"o see t11e •;O">;>Iete report for yovr 
schooL Vl>it nttps.//cp, S·esst-nt1~ls org/?0 3 

93rd 

The SEssentials from the My Voice, My Sc/Jool Survey Th is School's Score 

Involved Fam1lies: :Joes •he school p<srtrer w1t 
lamilies and coml"'1 u'lit·~s~ 

Supportive Env ironment: I · 111e Sd'<'OI sar~ and 
!:I ~Jppor t 1\ie \\'lth ~~~gr1 c>.pct;t3tlor '! 71 

Ambitious Instruction: Is 1nstructoon ' ocused 
challenging and engagong~ 

Effective Leaders: Dr)<S ''aGP"h1p toc,Js on r~su 1 ts 

ar-d school ·~·prcvemef't? 

Collaborative Teachers: Do reachers wo· k •·tell 
together and stnve for e~cellence~ 

WEAK 

Parent Survey Results: , o e.=;rn , ... ,ore -..:Is t ...,.,.._ ..,,. cps -:-uu. parer rsurvcv 

Questions from the My Voice, My School Survey 

School Community: Do parents fet:l 1>e1corru: a11d 

rncluded in the school' 

Parent-Teacher Partnership: Do pare·us teet te<>ehers 

portner Nlfh her - to support ::.t.;cient s"~ccess? 

Quality of Facilities: Do parents f~el sat s' ed wotn 
the physiCal em .ronment of their choid"s school ' 

This School's Score 

Student Growth & Attainment 

FAR ABOVE AVERAGE 

0 0 ~F ABOVE •WER A.GE 
AVERAGE • BELOW A.VERAGE • ~ A. R BELOW ".VcRAGE 

Student Attainment: FAR BELOW AVERAGE 

Th!>e cncrts ~t-o· .• \re national per ·enlile o! t.,e school bas~:d on tho' average >t.rdenl 
score on tl1c spr ·••& ~JWEA MAP ·~~l Tne pe·centrle IS the sc.,oCll's nat1011a1 ra'1« 

A 50th pcrc~nt :e s_ore rn~ans tnr. school •s re -1c.rn11ng a! the ndl1onal average 

Reading (percenti le) 

GRADE 

2nd .9th 

3rd { 2nd 

4th NoOata 

5th t( Sth 

6th {1st 

7th t( Sth 

8th - 32nd 

All 5th 

t I r •• : ....... JII" ~~ • .,_y.)~·\ 'v' ·\P 't~.r ~.~ -·. '''·1.•'1! 

Safety: St..dent v <!Ws of safety 

Mathematics (pe•centitel 

GRADE 

2nd - 14th 

3rd (4th 

4th No Data 

5th . 11th 

6th ( 2nd 

7th ( 4th 

8th ••••• 53rd 

All 8th 

Measure from the My Voice, My School Survey This School's Score 

Safety: Do ~tudent; feel >ale Mid does thP 
sehoul support po> t ve behavior 7 

Behavior and Discipline: >-low ·he >choo acdrcsses s:udcn· d·>e<p!rne 

Metric 

Number of suspens1ons per· 00 student:; 

Percen: of rniscoru::ucts rest.. ~ ,J'lg 

"' susoensror 

2012 

264 

72.1% 

2013 District Average 

12.7 13.0 

62.9% 511% 

~.5 days 2.2 days 2 2 days 

Other Important Metrics 

Metric 2012 2013 District Average 

Stlldent altenrlance 94.4% 94.4% 94.5% 

Teacrer attenoance 9!:> 6°-;, 911 2D,~, %0'\· 

Grades 3 to 8 on·tra~k tor high school 67.6% 70 7% 

S~hQ21 !:Yilur~ & 'lhnil~ Survtlf Bt:~ults 

• WELL·ORGA'1;1ZED VE tSHOto.G 
ORG.At-.IZEC STRONG 
MODERATHY O~GANIZW NW RAL 

• PARTIALLY ORGA"l iZED • W AK • NOT YET ORGAWZED • VERfW:.A< 
61~ · 1l.J 
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2013 School Progress Report 

Chicago Intl Charter - Lloyd Bond 
13300 S Langley Ave Chicago, IL 60827 
(773) 468-1300 • http://www.chicagointl.org / 

School Rating 
Overall Rating: LEVEL 3 

How does CPS rate this school? Is the school on probation? This scr.ool received a Le•,el 3 rat1ng, wh.ch IS the lowest rat1rg at CPS. Th1s rat• nil: 15 
based on the school's score on the Performance Policy. To learn rnore. 111sit http://cps.edu/srhoolprogressreports/ 

• LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 2 

• LEVEL3 

Student Growth & Attainment 

Student Growth: 
Are students at th1s school making suffic.ent academic progress each year? vc·s. av•''o1!!t! '\"rxnt 
gro .. ,th at Ull'!. ~choc :, about ::h:·eretRe com (tred tt' :-.•P,ilar :;~hc;ol.:. n~ ;ondlly Sh.U~nl ~~rowth 
m~asures how much studen s ~arr '"a vear, so 1t 15 il ver'l1mporr2nt m~a~l"e uf the school's oua '1ty. 
See the !Jack pag.- lor gr<>wrh by grad!' level 

Reading (percentile) Mathematics (percentile) 

Grades 3·6 •••• 42nd Gr•des 3·6 •••• 4 2nd 

Student Attainment: BELOW AVERAGE 

Are students at this school meeting grade level standards? :-.lf' ~INo;\e stt.dtlnt ~rta 1nrnePt <rt 

th·s scr.cc.l s beio., av~rJ. e ~O'!'lparl·d to schoo s natJO<'~ily ~lucert atta•"mcnt '"Pa~wes h·J•'• 
we, S!th.Jents score en st~ndard 1 ?f'd t-=-sr<; rompnrrd tc n?.ttona. thle·ay,e pe,~orrr·.oJ""'CP See ·.ht:­
bac~ pa~e for atta·nlTleN bv graCl" level 

Reading (percentile) 

Grades 2·6 ••• ( 37th 

Culture & Climate 
School Culture and Climate: 

Mathematics (percentile) 

Gr•das 2-6 ••• 34th 

PARTIALLY ORGANIZED 

Neighborhood Map 
How are schools in the 
neighborhood doing? 
7h1S map shows how schools near Ch1caso Inti Cha•ter 
- Lloyo Bond are p-erform ng If you want to learn mor~ 
duout these or uthtr schools. please visit www cps.edu/ 
SCMOIS 

ALDRIDGE 

l" l 
CICS . LLOYD BONO 

DUBOIS " "l "'I CARVER ' G 

JI.1AP KEY 
0 LEVol 1 LE•/EL: 0 LEVE.3 0NoJ1 t';()(JGHDArA 

Respondent 
Is this school organized for improvement? Th:;, swoo• s ··Parriall.,. O•gar:l~C 'cr lmprov~"'!ent .vn1c•1 
mf:'an~ ~hat the sc~ OC'll" r:ultu~"e ct•ld c. Y1c1te os c ff:w :-;.lrength but (l'~l1 ha~ se·.,.er":4 1 wec:,kne~..,t::~. Result~ 

are ba'!eC or. Stl..ld~n! and :eacner rcsp0'1Sf_ ~ ro dk f\/ty '/o!ce. ""'~ s~r'li)Q, 5E.sse"'•.a $ ~urvey For "110ft: 
utrortrdt.on 'n t~~~ '>iJT'\iey and other i"'"lo:C.StJ .. e~ oi "':l.Lt'oo: ~·~... ure <'· ·d c 1 r.dte .. 15 t h:tps.//(; 1 1~ S·t-5sen~lrt 1 S 

0 .. 9~20 3/ 

Students 

Teac~ers 

Response 
Rate 

100% 

826% 

CPS 
Average 

81'io 

Certifications 

.. 
Healthy Schools Certification 
Tr>.~ scnonlnas no; yer bccoiT'e 1-i~allhy 5< honl~ Cer;,L~a CPS ,;uppo~s ;cnools arl·,~ntg 

the "iealth•erUS School Challe•·ge t~IIJSSCJ th1ough Learn WELl . as HUSSC ,sa step for 
schools to complete alor~g :MelT Learr\ 'V£LL :ra1PctcJn. ledr11 rnore a: .,\· ;"VW. I~:;tn•~:.dk:>s org 

Creative Schools Certification 
Th.s ,c.,ool "Excelling"' ll1e arts. It meet:; the goals ar.d pr :on tie$ 
out:ont:d n :he CPS Arts Edurat1o" Plan. mCiudmg Stalf,ng & lnstruc-.or~, 
Partnerships. Co111 n~n1ty & Cultur~. dnd Budget & Plam· ·ns. To le~rn 
more vts1t http,~· #·..-ww.cp.s.a .. ts org/creatl,e - ~choo!s - cer ' l1ca.t•on/ 

You can fmd more information about the measures used m th1s report on the www.cps.edu/schooldata web s1te. 
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2013 School Progress Report 

Student Growth & Attainment Grade Level Results 

Student Growth: 
These cnarts show the natrona' pNc.~ntde ot the schuol bil>ed on av~rdge student 
growth on the NWEA MAP,• te~, t betwfren the fail ana spnng, Tile pcrct•nllle is :he 

schooi's natrona! rank cornpar•od to schco s tf1at started with similar scorus in th~ fall 
!\ 50it> percentile SLO•~ rno::ons tht schw, ,, at the natronar average o! growth 

Reading (percentile) 

GRADE 

Mathematics (percentile) 

GRADE 

3rd - 18th 3rd - 20th 

4th -14th 4th 54th 

5th •••••••• 84th 5th -30th 

6th 71st 6th •••••••ll81st 

7th No D3ta 

8th No Data 

All 42nd 

7th No Data 

8th No Data 

All ---~ 42nd 

Culture & Climate Details 
School Culture and Climate: PARTIALLY ORGANIZED 

SEssentials: Thts rs bastd on the M)' /or,e MJ Schoc>f SEsscnttals ,;urvey of 
teaLhers and 6th·12th graOt student; To see th e cc.rnp'ete report tor your 
sc"lOol >istt ~: ros 1/CP~ 5·£-SStc' tial; o•g/.:'0 3 

The SEssentials from the My Voice, My Scllool Survey 

Involved Families: Does 11e ~chool partne· wtth 
famth~s a~d communitre$' 

Support ive Envrronment: I«'"" 5CI oor ;~f.- d~'<' 

support ve ~1th 11R'l c).pe(t.:n.on$.? 

Ambitious Instruction: Is r st ruc tron focused. 
challenging and cngagrng' 

Effective leaders: Does lo"adersh•P •·x~s on r<'su•ts 

ard schoo l 11provcrnent' 

Collaborative Teachers: Do teachers work well 
together and strive tor excellence? 

This School's Score 

WEAK 

· WEAK 

Parent Survey Results: ro leo.rn (T\0""· V•S t www c:ps.edu, pare1tsurvey 

Questions from the My Vo1ce, My School Survey 

School Community: Do parents feel wt·•comf· and 
ncl·rded in the sc•1or.:.r' 

Parent-Teacher Partnership: Do p;,rcnts feel teac>,ers 

oaftnr:r w1th them to suppori student s~ACCC!>S? 

Quality of Facil ities: Do parents feel satrsfred w>th 
the phystcal environ ent of lherr child's school? 

This School's Score 

WEAK 

WEAK 

Student Growth & Atta joment 

0 OR E 
FAR ASO'/E AVERAGE 
ABOVE A\'f~''GE 
AVERAGl 

• BELOW AVE'\AGE 
• fi'.R BElOW ._VERAGE 

Student Attainment: BElOW AVERAGE 

These charts show tr.e national percentile o th~ school bast:d on the average st"dcnt 
score on the sprtng rJWEA MAP test, The percentrle rs the school's nat rona I rank 

A S•1th percen trlfO s•co't mcMl> lh•; schoolrs p~rlormrn$! at the national averag~ 

Reading (porcentrle) 

GRADE 

2nd •••••• ll 75th 

3rd - 12th 

4th - 31st 

5th 54th 

6th ..r22nd 

7th No Data 

8th NoData 

All 37th 

Safety: Student v:ews of sa 1et\' 

Mathematics (percentrle) 

GUO£ 

2nd ······-80th 

3rd - 13th 

4th - 32nd 

5th - 25th 

6th - 31st 

7th No Data 

8th No Data 

All 34th 

Measure from the My Voice, My School Survey This School's Score 

Safety: Do s udants feel safe Md does the 

school supper' posittvc bt>havror' 

Behavior and Discipline: Hov. "N! schoci ado-esscs st-dert drsc o: :nc 

Metric 

umoer o· suspenston,; per 00 sudents 

Percent of n ''scor,ducts re~ulttng 

rr s~spensron 

Other Important Metrics 

Metric 

St~cert attpnrJanc~; 

rcac~er attercance 

GradEs 3 to 8 on-track lor high 'Chool 

School Culture & Climate 

WELL·ORGANIZED 
ORGANIZED 
MODERATELY ORGAN IZlD MU'RAl 

2012 

2012 

96.9% 

• PARTIALLY ORGA tZfD 
• NOT 't'ET ORGAN I Z~D •

• WFAK 
VE~YWEI'K 

2013 District Average 

i3,0 

Sll~t 

2 2 days 

2013 District Average 

92,9% 94.5% 

707% 

400091-171 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document#: 449-12 Filed: 06/13/14 Page 1 of 8 PageiD #:5036 

EXHIBITL 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document #: 449-12 Filed: 06/13/14 Page 2 of 8 PageiD #:5037 

CHA=-======-===_ -========~-= =====-

CHICAGO HOUSING· AUTHORITY 

FY2011 ADMISSIONS AND CONTINUED 
OCCUPANCY POLICY (ACOP) 

Approved by Board of Commissioners 
July 19, 2011 



Case: 1:66-cv-01459 Document#: 449-12 Filed: 06/13/14 Page 3 of 8 PageiD #:5038 

CHAN~ E. 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTliORITY 

Ill. Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan 

The Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan (TSAP) is the CHA policy that determines how applicants will be placed 
on the wait list and in what priority applicants will be screened and offered housing. This policy will be applied to all 
interested households that apply for public housing and for all new applicants selected from any CHA wait list. 

A. Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan (TSAP) 

1. Emergency applicants who are victims of federally declared disasters will be offered units on an as 
needed basis before applicants from the wait list. Applicants from the wait list will be offered units after 
existing residents receive an offer in accordance with the CHA Leaseholder Housing Choice 
Relocation Rights Contract 1011199 (RRC) or the CHA Relocation Rights Contract for Families 
with Occupancy after 10/1/99 (Post 1011199 RRCI and the Transfer Policy in Section V. 

2. Existing residents, who are required to move under the RRC, and the Post 10/1/99 RRC will be 
processed in accordance with the contracts. Existing residents who are required to transfer by the CHA 
will be processed in accordance with the Transfer Policy in Section V. 

3. All unit offers will be made in writing,16 and the CHA will not discriminate on grounds of race, color, sex, 
age (when age eligibility is not a factor), familial status, religion, disability, national origin, ancestry, 
sexual orientation (including gender identity) , marital status , housing status, order of protection status, 
military discharge status or source of income. 

B. Administering Wait lists 

1. For the community-wide (traditional family) wait list, marketing, initial application intake, application 
processing, and wait list management will be performed by the CHA. Applicant interviews, screening 
for suitability, eligibility determination, housing offers, and unit assignments will be conducted by the 
property management company.H Property managers are required to report to the CHA on all outreach 
efforts to applicants, applicant ineligibility findings, unit offers, assignments, and refusals. 

2. For community-area (scattered site) wait lists, marketing, application intake, applicant interviews, 
screening for suitability, eligibility determination, housing offers, and unit assignments will be conducted 
by the property manager. Application processing and wait list management, monitoring, auditing, and 
maintenance will be conducted by the CHA. After outreach is complete, property managers are 
required to forward applications to the CHA for applicants to be placed on the wait list. Property 
managers must report to the CHA on all outreach efforts to applicants and applicant ineligibility findings, 
as well as all unit offers, assignments, and refusals. 

Property management shall maintain a copy of each application forwarded to the CHA. The CHA will 
process applications and place applicants on the appropriate wait list. Property managers are required 
to report to the CHA on all outreach efforts and each applicant's final status as a result of the outreach 
efforts, as well as all unit offers, assignments, and refusals. 

3. For the transfer wait list, resident interviews, eligibil ity determination, housing offers, and unit 
assignments will be performed by the receiving property manager. Criminal and credit background 
screening, transfer processing, and management of the transfer wait list will be performed by the 
CHA.18 Exceptions include transfers made within the development including, but not limited to, 
transfers to the appropriate bedroom size of over housed families and emergency transfers that are 
expedited and completed by the property manager. All inter-development transfers are required to be 
processed by the CHA. 

" Or alternative format as a result of a request for a reasonable accommodation by a qualified applicant or resident with disabilities. 
17 For public housing units 1n mixed-income/mixed-finance properties. determination and housing assignment will be performed by the property manager of the 
mixed-income/mixed-finance property. 
•• For public hous1ng units 1n m1xed-1ncome/mixed-finance properties, determination and hous1ng ass1gnment will be performed by the property manager of the 
mixed-Income/mixed-finance property. 
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4. For the site-based wait lists, marketing, application intake, applicant interviews, screening for suitability, 
eligibility determination, housing offers, and unit assignments will be completed by the property 
manager. Application processing as well as wait list management, monitoring, auditing, and 
maintenance will be conducted by the CHA. Property managers are required to report to the CHA on 
all outreach efforts to applicants and applicant ineligibility findings, as well as all unit offers, 
assignments, and refusals. 

5. For the 50/80% AMI wait lists, marketing, initial application intake, applicant interviews, screening for 
suitability, eligibil ity determination, housing offers, and unit assignments will be conducted in writing by 
the property manager. Application processing and wait list management, monitoring, auditing, and 
maintenance will be conducted by the CHA. Property managers are required to report to the CHA on 
all outreach efforts to applicants and applicant ineligibility findings, as well as all unit offers, 
assignments, and refusals. 

To qualify for the 50/80% wait lists, applicants must have a household income that qualifies within the 
50/80% AMI framework, as published by the HUD on an annual basis. Qualification applies to both the 
time of application and the time the applicant reaches the top of the wait list. Screening will include 
income verification. Applicants will not be offered units covered by the 50/80% AMI if they cannot meet 
the income requirements and will be removed from the 50/80% wait list. The applicants will retain their 
original date of application on the community-wide (traditional family) wait list. 

6. For the 50/60% AMI wait lists, marketing, initial application intake, applicant interviews, screening for 
suitability, eligibility determination, housing offers, and unit assignments will be conducted in writing by 
the property manager. Application processing and wait list management, monitoring, auditing, and 
maintenance will be conducted by the CHA. Property managers are required to report to the CHA on 
all outreach efforts to applicants and applicant ineligibility findings, as well as all unit offers, 
assignments, and refusals. 

Eligible applicants who qualify under the 50/80% AMI wait list, but have a household income within the 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) limitation of 50/60% AMI , are eligible applicants for units 
created at mixed-income properties with public housing units. LIHTC units have an initial eligibil ity for 
occupancy that mandates applicants must have a household income, which does not exceed 50/60% 
AMI threshold, as published by the LIHTC program administered by the Illinois Housing Development 
Authority (IHDA) and the City of Chicago Department of Housing (DOH), pursuant to 26 USC § 42. 
Qualification is both at the time of application and at the time the applicant reaches the top of the wait 
list. Applicants who cannot meet the forgoing 50/60% AMI criteria at the time of initial screening 
occupancy will not be eligible for public housing units designated as 50/60% AMI units and will be 
removed from the 50/60% wait list. The applicants will retain their original date of application on the 
community-wide (traditional family) wait list. 

7. Application updates and wait list withdrawals will be processed by the CHA. 

8. Property managers must report all applicant ineligibility findings as well as all housing offers, unit 
assignments, and refusals to the CHA. 

C. Community-wide (Traditional Family) Wait list 24 CFR § 1.4(2)(ii). 

1. An applicant for a family property, other than a scattered site property reserved for applicants from the 
community where the unit is located, will submit a pre-application for housing to the CHA. 

2. The CHA will maintain the community-wide (traditional family) wait list electronically. 

3. It is the applicant's responsibility to contact the CHA in writing or in-person to update his/her application 
(e.g. contact information and family composition). 

4. Applicants will be electronically assigned to a single community-wide (traditional family) wait list in 
sequence based upon: 
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a. Type and size of unit needed (i.e. accessible or non-accessible unit, bedroom size); 

b. Ranking admissions preference, if any; 

c. Geographic preference; if any 

d. Date of application; and 

e. Income tier. 

5. Refusing a unit without good cause or failing to respond to a unit offer will result in the applicant's name 
being removed from the wait list. 

6. Refusing a unit with good cause will result in the applicant's name being returned to the wait list with 
his/her original placement on the wait list. Good cause is determined by the property manager. 
Examples of good cause include, but are not limited to: 

a. An applicant or transferring resident cannot move at the time of the offer and presents verification 
that acceptance of the offer of a suitable vacancy will result in undue hardship. 

b. The unit is not ready for move-in on the date projected for move-in. "Ready for move-in" means 
the unit has no Uniform Physical Condition Standard (UPCS) deficiencies and is clean. 

c. The unit is not accessible to a source of employment, education or job training, children's day care, 
or educational program for children with disabilities19• The location of the unit would require the 
adult household member to quit a job, drop out of an educational institution or job training program, 
or take a child out of day care or an educational program for children with disabilities. 

d. The family demonstrates that accepting the offer will place a family member's life, health or safety 
in jeopardy. The family must provide documentation of domestic violence, sexual violence, 
dating violence, stalking, or hate crimes, and/or other situations of non-random violence 
that put a resident's life in danger. 

e. A health professional verifies at the time of the unit offer with supporting documentation of 
temporary hospitalization or recovery from illness of the head of household , other household 
members (each as listed on final application or lease), or live-in aide necessary to the care of the 
head of household. 

f. The unit has lead-based paint and the family has children under the age of seven and/or a 
household member(s) has a medical condition(s) that could be negatively impacted by living in a 
unit with lead based paint. 

g. The unit is not accessible for a disabled member of the applicant's household. 

h. The unit has accessibility features not needed by the applicant household. 

D. Site-based Wait Lists for Senior Designated Housing Properties 24 CFR § 903.7(b)(2). 

1. The CHA received HUD approval for site-based wait lists at its senior designated housing properties. 

2. Applicants are allowed to select one senior designated housing site or opt for the first available unit 
offer from across the entire senior designated housing portfolio. 

3. Applicants may change their site selection once every three months, unless the CHA offers them an 
opportunity to make additional changes. Applicants are not permitted to change their site selection 
while they are being outreached to and screened by the property manager at the site. Applicants who 
reject screening or a unit offer for any reason, including because they prefer a different site, will be 
removed from the site based wait list and must reapply if and when the wait list is opened. 

4. The site-based wait lists for senior designated housing properties will be managed, monitored, audited, 

19 If the applicant has a child participating in such a program. 
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and maintained by the CHA. 

5. All senior housing applicants will be placed on the wait list for the site they selected, or they can request 
first available. When a unit becomes available (e.g. studio apartment or a one bedroom apartment}, the 
unit will be offered to the first eligible family. If the family fails to respond to a unit offer or declines the 
unit or screening for a unit without good cause, including rejection based on unit size, the applicant will 
be removed from the wait list. 

6. Refusing a unit or a screening for a unit with good cause will result in the applicant's name being 
returned to the wait list with his/her original date of application on the wait list. Good cause is 
determined by the property manager. 

7. Refusal of a second unit offer or refusal to be screened for a unit, after the initial good cause refusal , 
will result in the application being removed from the wait list. 

E. Community-area (Scattered Site) Wait Lists 

1. Applicants for scattered site properties will be offered units in accordance with the Gautreaux court 
order which states that fifty percent (50%) of scattered site units must be offered to applicants from the 
community in which the unit is located. Community-area residents living in the same census tract as the 
unit available are given a priority. Residency will be determined based on the last permanent address 
of the applicant on the date of application. 

2. The CHA will maintain the community-area wait list for scattered site properties. Marketing, screening 
for suitability, eligibility determination , unit assignment, and unit offers will be conducted by the property 
manager. 

3. It is the applicant's responsibility to contact the CHA in writing or in-person to update his/her application 
(e.g. contact information and family composition). 

4. Refusing a unit offer without good cause or fa iling to respond to an outreach will result in the applicant 
being removed from the wait list. Refusal of the first unit offer with good cause will result in the 
applicant's name being returned to the wait list with the original date of application. Good cause is 
determined by the property manager. CHA may consider extenuating circumstances on a case by case 
basis after one good cause for refusal has been provided. 

5. Refusal of a second unit offer; after the initial good cause refusal , will result in the application being 
removed from the wait list. 

F. Mixed-Income Developments Unit Offers 

1. When mixed-income developments have unit offers available for the community-wide wait list, the CHA 
will determine the applicant's interest in being screened for a unit at mixed-income sites. 

a. The CHA will send a notice to all applicants on the community-wide wait list to: 

i. Provide information about mixed-income sites; and 

ii. Ask about their interest in being screened for a unit at a mixed-income site, should the next unit 
available be at a mixed-income site when their name reaches the top of the wait list. 

b. Applicants will have 30 calendar days to respond to the notice. 

c. The CHA will flag applicants according to their response. 

i. Applicants who do not respond to the notice will be deemed as not interested in being screened 
for a unit at a mixed-income site. 

2. The CHA will send the names of all interested applicants to the property managers for screening. 

3. The property manager will conduct the outreach and screening activity. 

a. Applicants who do not meet the site-specific criteria: 
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i. Will be returned to their original place on the wait list for future traditional public housing 
opportunities; 

ii. Will have the flag of "interested in a mixed-income site" removed, therefore, will not be 
outreached to for future opportunities at a mixed-income site, unless they affirmatively 
demonstrate that their circumstances have changed, which cause them to meet the site-specific 
requirements. It shall be the applicant's sole responsibility to provide information to the CHA to 
demonstrate their change of circumstance; or 

iii. Will have their name removed from the CHA community-wide wait list if failure to meet the site­
specific criteria was based on negative results to the site's drug-test requirement 

4. The property manager will document the outcome of outreach and screening activities in both the 
physical file and the housing management system. 

5. The CHA will review documentation in order to approve applicants for move-in. 

6. The property manager will make unit offers to applicants approved by the CHA. 

7. The property manager will secure a move-in date for each applicant that accepts a unit offer and 
provide the CHA with the move-in dates. 

G. Transfer Wait List 

1. Residents on the transfer wait list will receive one unit offer. However, multiple unit offers may be made 
in order to satisfy a reasonable accommodation request. 

2. Refusal of or failure to respond to unit offers without good cause or failing to respond to an outreach will 
result in the resident being removed from the wait list. For resident-initiated transfers, if the unit is 
refused without good cause. the resident may not reapply for 12 months from the date of the final 
determination letter. 

3. Refusal of a second unit offer, after an initial good cause refusal , will result in the resident being 
removed from the transfer wait list. For resident-initiated transfers, if the unit is refused, the resident 
may not reapply for 12 months from the date of final determination letter. 

H. Making Unit Offers 

1. Emergency Transfers, Transfers under the RRC or the Post 10/1/99 RRC, Mandatory Administrative 
Transfers, Voluntary Administrative Transfers and Incentive Transfers take precedence over new 
admissions from the wait list. Resident-Initiated Transfers for Good Cause will be processed on an 
ongoing basis in conjunction with new admissions from the wait list. 

2. For new admissions. the CHA will match the next unit available to the highest ranking applicant for a 
unit by bedroom size, type, and accessible features, if any. Admissions preferences are used to 
determine the order of selection from the wait list. If two applicants with the same preference status 
need the same type and size of unit, the applicant with the earliest date of application will be offered the 
unit. 24 CFR § 960.206(c). 

3. If more than one unit of the appropriate size and type is available, the first unit to be offered will be the 
unit that is or will be ready first for move-in. If two units are ready for move-in on the same day, the first 
unit to be offered will be the first unit that became vacant. 

4. An applicant must accept any unit offered within five business days of the date of the unit offer letter (or 
the date the alternative format of communication designated by an applicant with disabilities was 
provided). 

5. If an applicant refuses a unit offer, the property manager will determine whether the refusal was with or 
without good cause: 

6. For the community-wide (traditional family) and site-based wait lists, if the applicant does not respond to 
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the unit offer within five business days, he/she will be removed from the wait list. 

7. The CHA will offer the non-community area scattered site units (the remaining 50% of scattered site 
units) in accordance with the Gautreaux court order below (once rights pursuant to the RRC and Post 
10/1/99 RRC have been satisfied) : 

a. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the units will be offered to qualified public housing residents from the 
transfer wait list, and 

b. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the units will be offered to applicants on the community-wide 
(traditional family) wait list. 

8. Pursuant to the RRC, leaseholders with a right of return will receive unit offers in accordance with the 
stipulations and requirements of the RRC. 

I. Accessible Units 

1. Pursuant to eligibility requirements, the CHA will offer available accessible units in the following order: 

a. First, to a current qualified resident with a disability living in the same development that requires 
the special features of the vacant accessible unit and occupying a unit not having those 
accessibility features; 

b. Second, to a current qualified resident with a disability residing in another development that 
requires the accessibility features of the vacant accessible unit; 

c. Third, to an eligible, qualified applicant with disabilities on the wait list who requires the accessibility 
features; and 

d. Fourth , to a non-disabled eligible applicant or resident. The CHA will require the applicant or 
resident to execute a lease addendum that requires them to move, at the CHA's expense, to a non­
accessible unit within 30 calendar days of notice by the CHA if there is an eligible applicant or 
existing resident with disabilities who requires the accessibility features of the unit. 24 CFR § 8.27. 

2. The CHA shall not prohibit a qualified eligible, disabled family from accepting a non-accessible unit for 
which the family is eligible which may become available before an accessible unit. The CHA may 
modify a non-accessible unit as needed as a reasonable accommodation, unless the modification 
would result in an undue financial and/or an administrative burden. 
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