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DORO'rHY GAUTREAJX, et al . , ) 
) 
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of t he Depar tment of Hous ing 
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) 
) 
) 
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No . 66 G 1460 

M TI ON FOR LEAVE TO SUBMIT MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF (A) PLAINTIFFS ' REQUEST 
TO TAKE A DEPOSI TION AND (B) PLAINTI FFS ' 
REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

Now come plaint iffs, by their at t orneys , and move t he 

court for leave to submit a brief memorandum (a t tached 

hereto ) in support of (A ) plaintiffs ' request to take a 

deposition in conlec tion with defendant ' s motion to dismi~s 

the complaint ana (b) pl~intiffs ' request f r oral argument 

in connection t'li th such pending motion to dismiss . 

ALEXANDER POLIKO!t~F, one of' 
the attorneJS for pluL~tiffs 

2 31 South La Salle St r ee t 
ChicaQo, Illinols 60(04 
CE 6-4500 
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UNITED STATEu DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAU~~EAUX, et al . , ) 
) 

Pla1.ntiffs ~ 

vs. ) 
) 

ROBERT Co WEAVER, Secretary ) 
of the Department of Housing ) 
and Urban Development of the ) 
United States, ) 

) 
Defendant ) 

No . 66 c 1460 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF (A) PLAINTIFFS 1 

REQUEST TO TAKE A DEPOSITION AND ( B) 
PLAINTIFFS ' REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

A. Request to Take Deposition . 

One ground of defendant ' s motion to dismiss 

the complaint is the alleged failure to exhaust a 

supposed administrative remedy. The fami iar rule 

is that no such exhaustion s required if a showing 

is made that the effort would be futile. T e affi-

davit and exhibits filed in support of plaintiffs ' 

answering brief make such a showing. They demonstr ate 

that in 1965 a letter of complaint was f led (the 

filing of such a letter s the supposed administrative 

remedy) with r espect to some of the very sites at issue 
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