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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GPUTREAUX , ODELL JONES ; 
DOREATHA R . CRENCHAW, EVA RODGERS, 
JAMES RODGERS, ROBERT M. FAIRFAX, 
and JIMMIE JONES, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 
a corporation, and Co Eo HUMPHREY, 
Executive Director, 

Defendants . 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Civil Action 
No. 66 c 1459 

REPLY BRIEF OF DEFENDANTS IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION FOR SU~ffiRY JUDGMENT IN THEIR FAVOR 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

For ready refe r e nce by the Court, Defendants have 

attached as a short Appendix to this Brief copies of the 

documentary exhibits referred to in the Initial Brief of 

Defendants in the footnote at pages 20-2la, and of a do-

cumentary exhibit referred to hereinafter in this Reply 

Brief. In addition, there are included copies of the trans-

cript of ~ages 8-10 of the Deposition of Mr. Rose in which 

he was being examined by Plaintiffs ' counsel about his tes-

timony before the Uni ted States Civil Rights Commission in 

1959. 
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THE ISSUE 

As stated in Defendants' Initial Brief (p. 5), the 

determinative issue 1n this case is whether Defenda nt CHA 

not the Chicago City Council or some Council committee or 

alderman or anyone else - has since 1950 (Complaint, Count I, 

par. 16) II deliberately chosen sites for [regular family 

public housing] projects which would avoid the placement of 

Negro families in white neighborhoods." Under this Court's " 

earlier ruling this means (265 F. Supp. at 584): 

" . plaintiffs must in fact prove, or prove 
facts from which the inference necessarily follows , 
that defendants were prompted in their selection of 
sites at least in part by a desire to maintain con­
centration of Negroes in particular areas or to pre-
vent them from living in other areas . A showing 
of affirmative discriminatory state action is required. 
* * * The Consti tution . . commands only that defen-
dants administer the site selection aspect of their 
housing program untainted by any design to concentrate 
Negro or white tenants ln some areas to the exclusion 
of other areas. 11 

In short, the Complaint charges Defendant CHA with 

deliberate discrimination, and the law of the case , consistent 

with the Complaint and this Court's ruling, is that the issue -
is one of intention or purpose, that is, as this Court has put 

it, of "desire, 11 of "affirmative d:!:scriminatory state action.," 

of "design." Absent any genuine issue of material fact, and 

the material facts being favo rable to Defendants, summary judg~ 

ment in their favor should be granted as requested. 
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.I THE FACTS 

--..,/­
The controlling facts are: 

'-........__ 

- that CHA is a municipa l corporation formed under 

a special state law to construct and operate decent housing 

·in Chicago for low income families, and to carry out this 

purpose in such a way as to further slum clearance, the 

elimination of poor housing and the redevelopment of slum 

and blighted areas; CHA' s purpose is not ·to integrate the 

City of Chicago, however laudable a goal tha t might be. 

- that at all times relevant to the Complaint, the 

approval of the Chicago City Council has been a condition 

precedent to CHA's acquisition of any public housing site ln 

Chicago. 

- that over the years CHA has looked all over Chicago --------. 
for public housing sites and has considered and recommended for 3 

- i ~.-/ 
City Council approval numerous sites located in white or sub-

stantially white neighborhoods. 

that these sites were recommended by CHA for a p -- --
proval, not because of the racial character of the particular 

'\ 

) 

J 

J 

neighborhood, but because the sites met the criteria - e.g ., 1 / -
slum clearance, cost limitations, accessibility, surrounding 

. ' 

land uses, and zoning and other municipal planning - imposed 

by law. 
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- that in respect of site selection, this is all 

CHA can do - consider and recommend, subject to City and 

Federal a~proval . 

With most of what has been stated a bove , Plaintiffs 

'-- either expressly or impliedly agree without questionr For 

example, Plaintiffs do not challenge the correctness of any 

of the figures in the Humphrey Affidavit showing the location 

and other pertinent information regarding the numerous sites 

in white or substantially white neighborhoods considered and 

recommende d by CHA over the years. Accepting what they ac -

cept, however, Plaintiffs nonetheless seek to implicate Crffi 

in what they see as affirmative discriminatory state action, 

first, by adding as a gloss to what has been stated above a 

number of/ blt: and pieces c lled from a p e riod of history 

covering twenty years or so, which they then pull together 

into untruths or half-truths, from which they then draw 
\ ----··----

broad inferences, to which they then attach sinister labels 

(Pl. Br. 30- e.g., the "Kean-Murphy deal," the "twice-as-

many-as-needed policy on site submissions ," etc.), all of 

which they finally add up as justifying their ultimate con-

elusion that through these "official actions of CHA and its 

stated policies," CHA became an "active and willi~g partner" 

in the promotion of a "pattern of segregated public housing . " 

(Pl. Br. 30). 
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. .----
Whatever the law may make of this ~aginative tech-

nique of ad~acy~and Plaintiffs• ultimate conclusion , the 

record in respect of what Plaintif~s seek to show is eithe: 

contra, lacking or de 

According to Plaintiffs, these "o f ficial actions of 

CHA and its stated policies" impl icating CHA with some unnamed 

11 partner .. {but presumably the Chicago City Council) in a 11 pat-

tern of segregated public housing .. are as follows {Pl. Br. 30): 

11 (1) the Kean-Murphy deal for pre-clearance 
of sites; 

(2) th~ twice-as-many-as-needed policy on 
site submissions; 

{3) the ousting of Elizabeth Wood; 

(4) the e xc lusion of Negroes from the four 
white-area family projects; 

(5) the proximity rule; and 

{6) the community-oppos ition pol i cy ... 

Considering these in Plaintiffs• order: 
'• 

(l) The 11 Kean-Murphy Deal,. .._ .{p-R ,,'\: · "
1

; ~!r 

Putting aside Plaintiffs• rhetoric (P l . Br. 6-7), 

the evidence wholly fails to show any .. deal... The evidence 

does show that necessary City Council approval of any publlc 

housing site requires a city ordinance, which can be intro-

duced only by an alderman or the City Clerk (Ros e Dep. 50, 

61; Humphrey Dep . 91-92). It follows that CHA had of course 
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to conform its site submission procedures f r om t ime to time 
....... ., . 4 . --. ~"' ... t ..... ·· .... , '"'"'RFJJOtW·r~"'-·:,;. 

to such procedures as the City Council desi r ed. The evidence 
"' - ~-

shows thar one result was the draf~ing of a procedure for t~e 

submission and conside ration of sites - nothing more - worked 

out in 1955 between Ge neral Kean (then CHA Executive Director) 

and City Council delegates. Plaintiffs label this a "deal". 

The clearance procedure itself is set out in General Kean's 

three-page Memorandum to the CHA Commissioners date June 13, 

1955 (not May 23, 1955). A copy of this Memorandum (Humphrey 

Dep. Ex. 6) is included in the Appendix to this Brief, and 

Defendants commend its full reading to the Court to lay at 

rest any doubt whatever as to the purpose of CHA ln working 

out and agreeing to the procedure - a purpose wholly unre-

lated to race or racial considerations. As Mr. Humphrey 

testified (Humphrey Dep. 8 ms): 

l 

I . 

"Alderman Murphy r equested we 
City Council, in effect, requested 
Chicago Housing Authority do it in 
The Chicago Housi~g-~uthority has 
but to do it in this method:,, - . 
-~-----~-. ----~--.. .... ..-.-...- ·--

d o it in the 
that the 
this method. 

no alternative 

J { - ) 4 
. ;// 0 d 

The "twice -as-many-as -needed policy" _.. U li ( 2) 

CHA readily agrees that its practice has b een to 

submit to the City Council more sites than actually needed 

to accommodate the units for which Federal funds were imme-

diately available. This has been nothing more than a 
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reasonable and prudent precaution so as to make c e rtain that 

in the event of disapprovals for any reason , Crffi nonethe less 

could take full advanta ge of the alloca tion of the limited 

Federa l funds available from time to time (Humphrey Dep. 111, 

112,124 , and 125). If sites had not been r eady when the 

Federa l Government released funds, the funds wo..1ld have gone 

to public housing authorities in other communities which had 

proposals ready (Humphrey Dep. 108, 109). And even if more 

sites had been approved by the City Council than could have 

been immediately financed with Fede ral funds, the City Council 

approvals would have remained in effect when more Federal funds 

became available, and the sites could then have been utilized 

(Humphrey Dep. 110). 
·~ · . 

----- It is not true, however , that this procedure had 

any relationship to any "agreement" between CHA and the City 

Council aldermen. Plaintiffs' bald assertion (Pl. Br. 8 ) 

that CHA had "agreed with the aldermen" to submit twice as 

many sites as needed or had a "cooperative arrangement" with 

the City Council (Pl. Br. 10) is ~~~~~ In 
~--- . 

Plaintiffs' attempt to support somehow the unsupportable 

they quote one ·source only, Mr. HUi,tphrey - when in fact 

Mr. Humphrey's testimony establishes only that such a prac-

tice existed, not that this practice wa s pursuant to any 

~ement with the City Council. 
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With reference to the p r q__c_t i-cet itsel f, again there 

is nothing to suggest racia l / the part of CHA any anlmus on ,.., ........ ~· 

or indeed any purpose at all on its part other than to take 

-
every rea~onable precaution not to deprive the City of Chicctgo 

of its full share of sorely needed housing for families of low 

income. 

(3) and (4) The "ousting of Elizabe th Wood" 
and the "exclusion of Negroes from the four 
white-area family projects" 

Digging back into the departure of Elizabeth Wood 

from CHA's employ 14 years ago, Plaintiffs quote at length 

from a public statement ~he put out at the time (Pl. Br. 20-

22). No doubt Miss Wood did put out such a statement, and no 

doubt in this statement (which says nothing about site selec-

tion) she did claim that CHA tenant assignment policies in 

four white-area family projects were the principal "area of 

conflict" between her and the then CHA Commissioners (Pl. Br. 20). 

And admittedly in the early years covered by the Complaint 

there was a policy against referring Negro applicants for 

tenancy in those four projects, although this policy has been 

modified and changed in recent years (Schneider Dep. 58) . 

This history of tenancy policy at Trumbu ll Park and three 

other projects - the tension, threats of violence and violence 

which have attended CHA's efforts to move away from the old 
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( 
\ policy and its~ succes_s at r a cial integrati"on-,..l despite 

the reluctance of Negr.oes to live in those projects - has all 

been well arid fairly described ~y Mr. Rose, Mr. Schneider ; 

and Mrs. Webb (Schneider Dep. 58-85i Rose Dep . 15 2- 168 , 174-

182; Webb Dep. 59-68, 85-93, 98-102, and 114-120). The over-

riding fact remains, however, that there is no evidence to 

indicate that CHA's early tenant assignment policies at these 

projects ever had any bearing at all on CHA's site selection 

policies and recommenda tions. If there is any probative 

connection at all, it would seem rather that CHA's more recent 

--
efforts to establish and increase racial integration in those 

. \,________ .. ----
projects would weigh against the "factual" argument of Plain-

tiffs. 

'•' 
(5) The "proximity rule" 

It is undisputed that in i ts housing for the elderly 

program, CHA formerly had a rule whereby a priority would be 

given to elderly applicants living nearest the project. It is 

also und i sputed that a difference of legal opin ion arose be-

tween CHA and the Public Housing Administration as to the 

validity of the rule. The PHA was of the opinion that appli-

cation of the rule in Chicago would promote racial segregation. 

The opinion of CHA's General Counsel was, · on the other hand, 

that the rule would promote racial integration (Kula Dep. 14). 

-9-
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As a result the rule was abandoned, PHA having the final say 

and control of the purse-strings. But it is clear also that 

the reason for this temporary rule had nothing to d o with 

racial integration, or segregation, but ·rather that "from 

our experience we knew that elderly people liked to remain 

in the n e ighborhood where they had their friends, church, 

relatives, and so forth . In many cases, they were living 

with their son-in-law and daughter-in-law. And so the rule 

was devised to give priority to those people living in the 

immediate vicinity" (Rose Dep. 196). Again, any evidence 

having probative value in favor of Plaintiffs' side o f the 

issue in this case and the material fact s is lacking. 

(6) The "community opposition policy" 

Plaintiffs' Brief (pp . 26-27) undertakes also to 

establi.sh as a material fact a CHA policy of l etting "com-

munity opposition" determine where in the city CHA would 

seek out sites from time to time for City Counc i l approval. 

Apart again from the rhetoric, the Plaintiff~-­
~presented in support of this effort are taken almost 

- entirely from some rough no t es (made by a member o f the 

audience) of a speech made by Mr. Rose more than ten years 

ago. These lead up to an inference by Pla intiffs that en-

tirely misses the point - a point that comes through quite 
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clea rly when the ,_2:.._ts and p~re put back into · their 

context and the context read whole. Not only does Plain-

-----------tiffs' ~-and-paste the point; it inexcus-

ably misrepresents. For the most ~lagrant example of this 

technique as applied to what Mr. Rose is supposed to have 

said on another occasion, Defendants suggest that the Court 

first read the excerpted ques t ion and answer quoted in Plain-

tiffs' Brief (pp. 28-29) implying an admission by Mr. Rose 

of "guilt" on CHA's part; then read this quotation in con-

text (Rose Dep. 8-10, a copy of which is included in t he 

Appendix ). The complete statement clea rly refutes any such 

implication. 

Community opposition undoubted ly has been a factor 

in the location of ·public housing i n 

because of what Plaintiffs read into 

Chicago - n o t , however, 

...----·-------- -
\ li terarv produ< - -the ~~: ~~--- _ 

their elisions, but because such community opposi tion rna~ 
~ ' · -u t 1! ' • ....__. __ _ 
effectively and quite naturally express itself through the 

- UU •1 8? IM$i£4£W:S!I 'f!£ ..., --- lll I!_ 1!1'11 J!M'i!S:i!(J)'If! -:8••·1i -lllib!Gil'l'9. l tdS Ai!P J!l S :=~o , c&A(.ii<"H ........ ==iP' ... ~~~ 

community's alderman and the City Council with its veto power . 
......,.. f'F __ M¥ II& -~¥1t44Zi\d! fMXS -5! ~~~~ t SS & "@i54t£)CB!!W2'!!1fSe!IB!!'"!! - tt '"I'!!~ ' ~~~~-~·"~"'1!-. -~"tp. 

As the very Rose speech notes refe'rred t o above succinctly 

quote Mr . Rose as saying (Hirsch Dep. Ex . 3): 

1/ 
It is quite glib for the Plaintiffs to assert , more -

over, t hat "community opposition" is merely a "euphemism for 

-11-



_,-
( segregation" (Pl. Br . 27). In the past there has been a lot 

of such opposition in Chicago and across the country because 

people are against public housing , period; or they · don't want 

high-rises and overcrowding; or they don't want low-income 

and broken home families as neighbors, etc., etc.; or they 

don't want any of these things -matters having nothing what-

ever necessarily to do with :r:::ace, creed, or color. Again, ·-----
animus J the overriding fact is that any evidence of any~l 

or other improper purpose on the part of CHA is so lacking 

that some rough notes someone took of one speech made more 

than ten years ago -~fully ~dited in Plaintiffs' 

Brief - are then treated as a gold mine. 

-12-

---



~ 
( ARGUMENT 

There has been a great deal of discovery by Pl ain-

tiffs in this case extending over a long period of time. 

Most of this effort has been spent in an exhaustive search of 

literally hundreds of bulky CHA files going back in time 

some 20 years and more. If bulk rather than materiality 

were the test, it would seem an absurdity - looking at the 

piles of documents the Plaintiffs have managed to collect -

even to suggest that the case is a relatively simple one. 

But bulk is not the test. 

The issue is relatively simple: whether CHA has 
·---------

intentionally discriminated against Negroes by deliberately 

choosing public housing sites so as to k eep Negroes out of 

white neighborhoods. 

The material f acts are relatively simple: that 

CHA's · job is to build and operate public housing in a manner 

consistent with special statutory goals; that these do not 

include racial integration of Chicago, however laudab l e ; 

that CHA in doing its job has looked all over the City for 

sites and has recommended for nece csary City Council approv~l 

numerous sites in white neighborhoods; that s.ites have _~~ 

recommended by CHA because ~hey met the s tatutory standards , ·I 
\ 

not because the ?~ig?borhood was white or black or in between . l 
I 
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( . There is no genuine issue of any material fact. 

Defendants accordingly are entitled to summary judg­

ment as renuested. 

All of this is surely relatively simple. 

All appearance of complication, Defendants submit, 

arises out of Plaintiffs' effort to advance some very shaky, 

indeed in all material respects unsupportable, propositions -

propositions conceived partly out of their notion as to the 

law applicable and partly out of their notion as to the facts 

applicable. These propositions failing, the appearance of 

complication clearly goes with them, along with any doubt 

that might otherwise exist as to Defendants' right to summary 

judgment. 

The propositions underlying Plaintiffs ' Brief can 

fairly be stated as follows: 

(A) CHA, as a public housing authority, is 

under some sort of legal duty to carry out its 

programs so as to further residential racial 

desegregation if not integration of the City 

of Chicago; 

(B) Since 1949, during which time the Chicago 

City Council has had (under state law) a veto 

power over site location, the City Council and 
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i( individual aldermen have frustrated CHA's duty, 

for reasons of racial animus and community op-

posJ..tion; 

(C) CHA, even if it had done everything possible 

to carry out its duty, nonetheless had no right 

to build on any sites such a City Council would 

approve; and 

(D) CHA in any case was an ".active and willing 

partner" with the City Council, and therefore a 

fortiori had no right to build on such sites. 

Considering these propositions in order: 

(A) CHA's legal duty regarding residential 
racial desegregation and integration. 

From the very start of this case it has been clear 

that, insofar as Plaintiffs are concerned, it is a case pretty 

much like the school cases following the U. S. Supreme Court's 

1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (195 4) . 

Much of the language in their Complaint comes almost verbatim from 

that opinion, and the "de .facto" Counts III and IV of 'Plaintiffs' 

Complaint as originally filed (and subsequently dismissed by this 

Court upon Defendants' motion) were an obvious attempt to bring 

this case within what Plaintiffs conceived to be the holdings of 

recent school desegregation cases. In fact, Plaintiffs ' Brief now 

-15-



, . 
before the Court relies largely upon school cases . 

Throughout the ir Brief Plaintiffs use the expr ession 

a "pat ter!'". of segregated public ho~ sing in Chicago" or some · 

C1. 
thing similar (Pl. Br. 3, 6, 10, 13, 14, 19, 30, 37, 41). The --· idea partly seems to be that, if you say it ofte n e nough, d e 

facto segregation without more will in and of itse lf come to 
~~---.~·~ ' 
sound (and be) unlawful;v~ and that accordingly des e grega tion, 

if not indeed integration, is the orde r of the day as a ma tter 

of law. However one characterizes the ove rall location o f 

public housing in Chicago, this Court ha s already answe r ed 

this argument by saying in its earlier ruling {265 F. Supp . 

at 584): 

"A public housing program, conscientiously 
administered in accord with the stat utory ma nda t es 
surrounding its inception and free of any i n t e n t 
or purpose, however sliqht, to segre gate t h e -races , 
cannot be cond emned even though it may no t a f firma ­
tively achieve alterations in existing patte rns o f 
racial concentration in housing, however desi r able 
~uch alterations ma y be. A showing of affirma tive 
discriminatory state action is required. Be ll v. 
School City of Gary, Indiana. 324, F. 2d 20 9 , 213 
(7th cir. 1963), cert. denie d 377 u. s. 92 4 , 84 
S. Ct. 1223, 12 L. Ed. 2d 216 (19 64 ); Th omps on v . 
Housing Authority of City of Miami, 251 F. Supp ~ 
121, 123-12 4 (S.D. Fla. 1966); Dea l v. Cinc i nnati 
Board of Education, 369 F. 2d 55, 63 {6th Cir. 1 966 ); 
United State s v. Chemical Foundation, 272 u. S. 1, 
47 s. Ct. 1, 71 L. Ed. 131 {1926); We bb v . Board o f 
Education, 223 F. Supp. 466, 4 69 ( N.D. Ill. 1 9 63 )." 

-16_: 
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I 

Moreover, the school cases themselves are, Defendants submit 

(and will argue at a later point in this Brief), sui generis 

in any case - having 1n mind the long history of racial dis-

crimination in the s chools 1n this country leading up to the 

Brown decision and mandate , and that mandate itself. CHA is 

not a school board. It is a housing authority, a special 

municipal corporation created under a special Illinois stat-

ute with special duties and purposes . Presumably, for example, 

school buildings should be scattered about the city wherever 

there are children t o attend them , and a concentration in one 

area might without more raise serious questions depending upon 

the racial residential pattern . \ Tha t th;:-a::-t-;~a; -th-~l 
. ----fore be said of public housing is a non sequitur. ; School fa-

.. - --
cilities may be necessary a l ong Lake Shore Drive or in Rogers 

Park; it does not follow that such locations are necessary or 

suitable 1n any way for pub l ic housing. 

~lie 
Plaintiffs' refrain - a · "pattern of segregate d pub-

housing in Chicago " - therefore means nothing by itself, 

no matter how many times they repeat it. The issue is not 

\ 

\

segregation ~r1 
~k'v'. ,_, . ,( 

' I ? ' ' 
I I ' 

integration but deliberate discrimination. 

I r 
l"~ 

[\,/'' 
.) '- '.r 

,;)'•'' I 
~ \C t;' v · 

L 
~ \'" 

\ 

/ 

!(. ~ .r: L ' '" I 

'' 
) . . .I 
, . / :. ~ .. ~- ';_..: . 
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(B) The frustration of CHA's legal duty 
imputed to the Chicago City Council and 
aldermen 

If there 1s one underlyiug theme in Plaintiffs' 

Brief it is surely this: that the Chicago City Council and 

individual aldermen have since 1949 used the 1949 amendment 

to the Illinois Housing Authorities Act as a convenient 

"cover" to kill as inconspicuously as possible the placement 

of public housing in white areas of the city and therefore 

the movement of Negroes into such areas. From this, essen-

tially, all evils flow. 

Apparently, this proposition of Plaintiffs 1s some-

thing that needs no proof, other than their pointing to the 

public housing sites that have not received City approval 

over the years and the sites that have received approval. 

Defendants put it this way, because one can search Plaintiffs' 

Brief ,from front to back and find no names or other specifics 

anent this alleged aldermanic bigotry. No, it is rather some-

thing "everyone just knows," something therefore which need 

not be proved, etc., etc. Thus, Plaintiffs think it only 

necessary. for example, to quote a former CHA Commiss ioner 

as saying that the reasons for the 1949 amendment to the 

Illinois Housing Authorities Act " . . are not the ones 
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.. ·· . .-~.~.~. 

being given publicly but are in reality to control the movement 

of Negroes . II · (Pl. Br. 3). The Benjamin Affidavit relied 

upon by Plaintiffs (Pl. Br. 4) is along the same line; no spe-

cifics. During all of this lengthy discovery period which 

Plaintiffs have had and during which they have found ample 

. time to rummage around a vast quantity of old files in CHA's 

basements and elsewhere, never have they seen fit to take the 

deposition of a single alderman or city official - pre ferring 

apparently to avoid having to back away from "what everybody 

knows." 

Defendants submit that this is a matter of some 

significance. Plaintiffs nowhere challenge the validity of the 

1949 amendment giving sanction to the veto power of the City 

Council, and they mention no names or specific instances but 

rely on general h earsay allegations in challenging the purposes 

and motives of the City Council and its members. In these cir-

cumstances surely the City Council and its members are entitled 

(just as much as-- Defendant CHA) to the benefit of the presump-

tion of regularity that supports the o fficial acts of public 

·-
officials, which is a very strong presumption and will prevail 

in the ab~ence of clear evidence t~ the contrary (Def . Init . 

Br. 14-16). And, if this presumption prevai~s, Defenda nts 

respectfully suggest this one question to the Court: What if 

-19-



anything then remains of the remaining propositions (C) and 

(D) which are in fact the only l egal arguments expressly 

stated in Plaintiffs' Brief? The answer , Defendants believe, 

is clear: Nothing. 

(C) CHA's -right, regardles s of fulfill­
ment of its legal duty, to build on the 
sites selected by the Ci ty Council. 

Turning to proposition (C), this is a threshold 

legal argument made by Pla intiffs (the "constitutionally im-:-

permissible site" argument - Pl. Br . 29) which may fairly be 

stated with more specificity as follows : 

1. Plaintiffs say that they have the right under 

the Fourteenth Amendment to have public housing sites selected 

"without regard to _the racial composition of either the sur-

rounding n e ighborhood or of the projects themselves" (ci ting 

Gautreaux v . CHA, 265 F . Supp . 582, 583 ). 

2. Plaintiffs say that "It i s clear from the facts 

. that CHA's sites were not so selected" (Pl. Br. 29). 

3. Accordingly , Plaintiffs say, the mere develop-

ment of these sites by CHA, without more, was unlawful and 

deprived Plaintiffs of their Fourteenth Amendments rights . 

Ex actly what Plaintiffs mean by this argument is 

clarified by the Conclusion to their Brief. -In this Con-
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elusion (Pl. Br. 41) they say t hat , even assuming CHA over 

the years had "vigorously pressed upon the City Council 

balanced and n~Q~~g~ated sit~ packages of its own c0oosing 

.,"the mere elimination by the City Council of the 

white area sites without any CHA participation or acquies-

cence would result 1n its having been "constitutionally 

impermissible for CHA to have constructed and operated a 

public housing system on the segregated sites which remained 

available to it ... 

Something else very important is assumed in this 

argument but not stated. Plaintiffs' argument starts with 

the l a nguage 1n this Court's ruling to the effect that the 

Plaintiffs have a Fourteenth Amendment right to the selection 

of public housing sites ". . without r e gard to the racial 

composition of either the surrounding neighborhood or o f the 

projects themselves" (265 F. Supp. at 583 ). Putting aside 

the fact that the language quoted is directed at the question 

of Plaintiffs' standing to sue, this first legal argument o f 

Plaintiffs clearly assumes no such racial "regard" .in the 
--- ;) 

selection of sites on the part of De fendants; therefore must ../ 

------------------------ -----
assume such racial regard on the part of the City Council; 

otherwise, no affirmative discriminatory state action 
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anywhere but at most de facto segregation and therefore no 

constitutional question. But what supports this assumption'\ 

of raciaJ regard or purpose on th~ part of the City Counci} \ 

which it is so easy for the Plaintiffs to make? Unless this l 
Court is willing to accept Plaintiffs' pitch as to "wha t 

everybody knows" about the City Council and its motives and \ 

purposes [see discussion above of Plaintiffs' proposition (B)], 

Plaintiffs can only have in mind some presumption of law in 

their favor as to the motives or reasons behind the City 

Council's actions. Defendants submit, however, that the pre-

sumption is the other way, as stated in their Initial Brief 

and as above in this Reply Brief. Without more , this first 

argument of Plaintiffs fails. 

The second difficulty with this first argument of 

Plaintiffs - and it too would by itself be decisive - is that 

the CHA is charged by Plaintiffs ' Complaint as having " 

deliberately chosen" the sites referred to in order to "avoid 

the placement of Negro families in white neighborhoods ." That 

is, the Complaint is bottomed upon a charge of deliberate and 

intentional discrimination by CHA. Plaintiffs' argument, how-

ever, assumes no such intention on the part of CHA. Accordingly , 
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it does not square with the Complaint and is fatal to it.* 

(D) CHA as an "active and willing 
partner" with the City Council . 

Finally, proposition (D), the second of Plaintiffs' 

legal arguments (Pl. Br. 30 et ~-) may fairly be stated 

with more specificity as follows: 

1. Plaintiffs say there is more shown by the facts 

than CHA's mere construction of public housing bn "constitu-

tionally impermissible sites" (the first of their arguments) -

there are certain "official actions of CHA and its stated 

policies" (vide Pl. Br. 30) establishing CHA as an "active 

and willing partner" in "promoting and perpetuating the pat-

tern of segregated public housing 1n Chicago." 

2. Plaintiffs say that if they have been deprived 

of their Fourteenth Amendment rights by CHA's mere construction 

and operation of public housing projects on such sites, then 

a fortiori those rights have been violated by "this panoply 

of CHA actions and policies" (Pl. Br. 30). 

* Moreover, the argument at best is misdirected. If it is 
really aldermanic opposition of which Plaintiffs complain in 
the last analysis, then it would seem more appropriate for 
Plaintiffs to challenge the 1949 amendment purporting to give 
sanction to such opposition (presumably as a statute fair on 
its face but uneqrial or discriminatory in application). 
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3. Plaintiffs say that the legal defenses expressed 

or implied by the CHA Brief (i.e., the "presumption of regu­

larity defense," the "community opposition defense," and the 

"City Co1..1ncil defense") are insufficient as a matter of law. 

The "official actions of CHA and its stated policies" 

relied upon by Plaintiffs in support of this legal argument, 

as noted earlier in this Reply Brief, are what Plaintiffs 

choose to label the "Kean-Murphy deal for pre-clearance of 

sites; the twice-as-many-as-needed policy on site submissions; 

the ousting of Elizabeth Wood, the exclusion o f Negroes from 

the four white-area family projects; the proximity rule; and 

the community-opposition policy" (Pl. Br. 30). 

Presumption of regularity 

As stated and argued by Defendants ln their Initial 

Brief, a strong presumption of regularity supports the offi­

cial .acts of public officials and, in the absence of clear 

evidence to the contrary, the courts will presume that they 

have properly discharged their off icial duties (De£. Init. 

Br. 14-18). Plaintiffs in their Brief acknowledge that this 

. presumption of regularity applies "as an abstract proposit:;_on 

in the proper case" (Pl. Br. 33). They argue, however, that 

in cases of alleged racial discrimination the presumption may 
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be the other way. Plaintiffs cite two cases in support of 

their position: United States v. School District 151 of 

Cook County, Illinois, 286 F. Supp . 786 (N.D. Ill. 1968), 

and Evan~ v. Buchanan, 207 F. Supr . 820 (D. Del. 1962) . 

These are both school desegregation cases. The 

school cases, Defendants submit and as they have suggested 

earlier in this Reply Brief, are clearly sui generis - having 

in mind the long history of. racial segregation in t he public 

schools, the U. S. Supreme Court's landmark school desegre­

gation decision of 1954*, ~nd every sort of widespread sub­

terfuge since used by many state and local school authorities 

to evade the Supreme Court's mandate . Thus, in such a setting 

the existence within one school district of a number of schools 

some almost entirely white and some almost entirely Negro , 

both students and faculty, and along with this a student bus­

sing program helping to bring this situation about (United 

States v. School District 151, supra); or a clearly gerry­

mandered small all Negro school attendance area surrounded 

by large white attendance areas (Evans v. Buchanan, supra) 

will give rise to a presumption or inference of intentional 

discrimination that is quite understandable. Given the his­

t orical background summarized above, racial segregation of 

* Brown v. Board of Education, supra. 
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public school facu l ty and students, although it may not be 

unlawful ~ se , is, because of all that has gone before, 

highly probative of intentional or purposeful segregation. 

This being so and intentional segregation being unlawful, 

a just·ification by the school boards is properly required. 

The main point is that the school cases being sui 

generis , any presumption of "irregularity" or discrimination 

arising out of them would at most have limited application; 

certainly, the reasons behind the presumption in the school 

cases do not apply to the actions of a public housing author­

ity created under a ~~ial statute for special purposes ~ 
--------- ' 

That is why Defendants reiterate that the presumption in the 

present case is in their favor, Defendants' authorities [e .g., 

Thompson v. Housing Authority of City of Miami , Fla., 251 F. 

Supp. 121, 124 (S.D. Fla. 1966)] being in point and not those 

of Plaintiffs. 

The Complaint filed by the six Pla intiffs in this 

case makes the very serious charge of deliberate racial dis-

crimination of long duration by Defendant CHA in the carrying 

out of its public housing program ~ serious because the charge 

involve s che allegation of intent~onal wrongdoing by count~ess 

CHA Corrunissioners and staff membe r s over the years; and, o f 

much greater importance , serious because Plaintiffs seek to 
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enjoin a $54 million public housing program on 21 sites in-

tended to provide desperately needed housing for thousands of 

families who have long been on ~HA 's waiting list for such 

housing. Defendants not ·only acknowledge but read i ly agree 

that such a case is not a case that rests or should rest 

primarily upon l egal presumptions (and, of course, neither 

presumption advanced, the one by Defendants and the one by 

Plaintiffs, is a conclusive presumpt~on but rather may be 

rebutted by the facts). Too much is at stake here, and that 

is one reason why in this Reply Brief Defendants again address 

themselves to the material facts and 

material facts sought to be added by __ __.; 
.. ___.....---,.. - --

to the~ upon the 

Plaintiffs i ; --th-eir Brief. 

D- Defendants acknowledge that if, ·as Plaintiffs argue , CHA has 

been an "active and willing partner" in promoting the discrimi-

abridged Fourteenth Amendment rights. This is the basic issue 

in the case. The record, however, does not support the fac---- --- --- . ---- -·---
tual premises on which the argument rests. ~l, 

,..,.,.,.\ 

Alleged CHA "official actions and p o licies" 

Defendants submit that tl-}e so-called "off icial 

actions of CHA and its stated policies" relied upon by Plain-

tiffs in an effort to show a picture of participation by CHA 
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in an unlawful "pattern of segregated public housing ," are 

founded upon a quicksand of racia l motivation and purpose 

imputed to the City Council but unproved, and on top of that 

such "actions and policies" are nothing but \ a mosaic of bits 

~~pieces of untruths or partial truths or fabrications 

~~ are immaterial in any event. 

Thus, Plaintiffs make reference to what they call 

"the Kean-Murphy deal for pre-clearance of sites" (Pl. Br . 30). 

Defendants reiterate that there is no evidence whatever to in-

dicate any so-called "deal." CHA staff may of course draft 

ordinances for proposed site acquisitions because of the 

special complexities and technicalities involved, but CHA 

ha·s no power to lay them directly before the City Council; ----- -----
( on iy-f.he a~en and the ci_!;Y C_lerk can do this. \ Apart from 
'-------...:._---

using their imagination to come up with a sinister-sounding 

characterization of the clearance procedure worked out in 

1955, Plaintiffs ln their Brief point to nothing whatever 

indicating that the arrangement referred to amounted to any-

thing more than CHA's agreeing to go "through channels" ln 

the procedural manner desired by the legislative body - the 

City Council - having the final say. 

Plaintiffs also make use of their imagination in 

their reference to what they call "the twice-as-many-as-
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needed policy on site submissions" (ibid.). Again there is 

no evidence whatever to support Plaintiffs' charge that there 

was any sort of agreement or collusion between CHA and the 

City Council or individual aldermen, intended to give the 

aldermen a second crack at white sites reaching the floor 

of the City Council without at the same time killing the. 

public housing program. As noted already, even Plaintiffs ' 

record references in this respect fail to support their 

charges. On the contrary, the evidence clearly shows, as 

already discussed in this Reply Brief, that CHA over the 

years has rightly been concerned over the possibility of 

cutbacks in Chicago's public housing program resulting from 

a ·shortage of site?; .that in submitting the numbers of sites 

it has submitted to the City Council over the years, CHA's 

only purpose has been to better assure itself of being able 

to take full advantage of the allocation of the l imited 

federal funds available from time to time. The gloss of 

improper or discriminatory motive Plaintiffs seek t o add 

to this is sheer innuendo and no more. 

Plaintiffs also attempt to make something out of 

the "ousting of Elizabeth Wood" (ibid. ); the "exclusion" o f 

Negroes from four white-area projects (ibid.); the "proximity 

rule" (ibid.); and a "community-opposition policy" (ibid.). 
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As for Elizabeth Wood and former admission policies at 

Trumbull Park and three of the other projects, again there 

is no evi ·l.ence whatever indicatinc that these matte rs ever 

had any bearing at all on what public housing sites have 

been selected over the years and why - which is after all 

the issue raised by Plaintiffs' Complaint. The "proximity 

rule" - affording a preference in housing for the elderly 

to persons living nearest the h ousing site, and no longer 

in effect - clearly had a reasonable basis because of the 

needs and desires of most e l derly persons to remain in our 

near their old neighborhoods . Again , there is no eviden~~-· 

that this former rule had anything to do with race or that 
------· """' --- -

~~was in any way a motivating fac t or in its 

origin. 

Finally , as to what Plaintiffs characterize as 

CHA' s "community- opposition policy," this i~ 
~aste ar~ : ~:_:oted a l ready in this Brief~~ --- ' ,from bits of statements made or alleged to have been made -·-. ----

on s everal occasions at one time or another by Mr. Rose or 

Mr. Swibel - statements which suffer somewha t in Plaintiffs' 

translation. Read in context and in whole, the statements 

relied on acknowledged only the obvious; tha t CHA may not 

qo where it cannot go for lack of necessary city and federal 
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approval as required by law. Moreover, as this Court well 

knows, ,public housing in many parts of the country includ ing 

Chicago has over the years been a matter of great controversy, 

for many reasons wholly unrelated to race. Accordingly, it 

does not follow, as Plaintiffs glibly argue, that a respect 

for community attitudes by any gove rnmental body is nothing 

but a "euphemism for segregation." (Pl. Br. 27). Again, 

-the important point is that there is no evidence whatever 

~ 
that CHA ever failed to look for sites or refused to pro-

pose any sites simply because there was apparent community 

or neighborhood opposition based upon racial antagonism. 

There is no support, Defendants submit in summary, 

for Plaintiffs' notion (and that is all it is, a notion, 

supported largely b.¥ imagination mated with inference) that 

CHA has been i~-;olved in "affirmative actions and policies" 
/ 

-_../ 

making it an "active and willing partner" in any deliberate 

and interitional segregation of public housing in Chica go. 

From the above it follows, for reasons already 

given and having to do primarily with the basic issue of the 

case being that of deliberate racial discrimination, Defen-

fll 

.. 

dants ne.::d no defense. Believing. however, that a discus~~_ on 

of the l egal authorities cited by Plaintiffs. may be h e lpful 

in dispelling any doubt whatever as to the validity of 
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Defendants' argument and the disposition to be made of their 

motion, Defendants will comment on these so-called defenses 

and Plaintiffs' authorities. 

Community opposition 

In their Brief Plaintiffs ask (p. 34): "Does 'com-

munity opposition' justify CHA's pre-clearance and twice-as-

many-as-needed policies?" They then go on to cite and discuss 

three school cases, Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U. S. 1 (195 8 ), 

Jackson v. Rawdon, 235 F. 2d 93 (C.A. 5th 1956), and United 

States v. School District 151 in Cook County, Illinoi s , 286 

F. Supp. 786 (N.D. Ill. 1968). It bears repeating that Defen-

dants do not rely upon any so-called "community opposition 

defense;" that the -simple fact is that under Illinois law 

public housing sites in Chicago must be approved by the City 

Council before acquisition; that CHA has acted at all times 

without(racia;-~ut reasonably and feasib ly in seeking 
. · ~~__/ 

such approval; and that to the extent an element of "community 

opposition" has been a factor in site selection over the years, 

such factor can have reference only to the obvious fact that 

any community or neighborhood will ordinarily look to its 

alderman to represent his constituents. In short, the "com-

munity-opposition defense " merges into what Plaintiffs call 

the "City Council defense." Again, as noted above (and 
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dealing only with community opposition as a de fen se a t t h i s 

point), the cases cited by Plaintiffs are school cases . It 

is not this fact, however, but mainly something else that 

clearly distinguishes them from the case before this Court . 

Cooper v. Aaron, supra, is the notoriou s Little 

Rock School case. Clearly , in that case it was no defen se 

for the local school board to say that it could not follow 

the 1954 school desegregation de6ision of th~ Supreme Court 

because of opposition in the community. The short and simp le 

facts of the matter were that in 1954 the Supreme Court had 

laid down a mandate to all school boards and' distr i cts to 

comply with the law and desegregate; that the loca l school 

board in Little Rock didn't have to go anywhere e lse for any 

official "OK," but rather had full authority on its own to 

carry out that mandate; that it hadn't done so; and that 

therefore local hostility could not be accepte d a s an excu se~ 

no more than "good faith" in the face of such hos t i lity . 

Jackson v. Rawdon, supra, is to like ef f ect, al t hough not 

so notorious a case and with l e ss extreme facts. 

Here, we have a wholly different ma n da t e , a mandate 

under state law to a public housing authority t o build d e c e n t , 

safe and sanitary housing for low-income .f amilie s, a nd to build 

this housing in such places as will facilita te s lum clearance 
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and related statutory purposes. There is the further mandate 

to obtain City Council approval for the acquisition of sites. 

So, unlike the school boards ln the school cases, CHA is not 

a body having full power and duty to carry out the mandate 

laid down; as to site location, it is merely a recommending 

· body. 

Plaintiffs see a "compelling parallel" (Pl. Br. 36) 

between the present case and one of the school cases upon 

which they rely - the recent decision by Judge Hoffman in 

United States v. School District 151 of Cook County, Illinoi.s, 

supra. The "compelling parallel" is visible only to someone 

who starts out by assuming the ultimate conclusion to be 

proved- i.e., deliberate racial discrimination by Defendants . 

In Judge Hoffman 's decision he found as a matter of fact that 

the defendant school district was engaging in purposeful discrim­

ination, viz., that the segregation of teachers in School Dis­

trict ' lSl was the result of a "deliberate decision by the de-

fendants . . to assign teachers to schools on the basis of 

race" (2 86 F. Supp. at 793); that "the purpose and effect of 

the program of school bus· transportation . . has been to seg-

regate the students . . on the Lu.sis of race and color" (id. 

at 794); and that "the purpose and effect of .the student assign­

ment and structural reorganization policies and practices ·. 
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was to segregate the students . • on the basis o f r a c e a nd 

color" (id. at 796). Where such finding s o f affirmative de ­

liberate and purposeful discrimination c a n b e made , i t would 

of course follow that the fact that the local voters sh owe d 

their approval of all this - their "community oppos it i on " -

by their vote on a school construction refe r e ndum would be 

no defense to the actions of the school board. 

The City Council 

Finally, Plaintiffs in their Brief go on t o what 

they call the "City Council defense ," arguing that the Ci ty 

Council's final say over sites submitted by CHA i s "no . 

excuse for operating a segregated public housing s ystem . 

II (Pl. Br. 37); that "under long r e cogniz e d p rincip l es , 

the operating agency of a public institu t ion c a n be en j oined 

from acting in an illegal manne r e v e n though a highe r gove rn­

menta-l autho r ity tries to compe l it to act in that manner " 

(Pl. Br. 37-38). It is extremely difficult of c ourse to take 

issue with the proposition tha t the cour ts c a n affo r d r el i ef 

from illegal acts of a local governme n t a g e ncy despite the 

plea ·that a higher governmental a~ ~hority h as s ought to cor­

pel such acts. The proposition assumes as indicated , h owever , 

that the local agency has in fact e ngaged in illega l acts ·­

meaning in the present case tha t the argume n t assumes 
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deliberate discriminatory acts on the part of CHA intended to 

locate public housing so as to keep Negroes out of white neigh-

borhoods . . of course the argument assumes, further, some affir-

illative acts on the part of the Chicago City Council seeking to 

compel such deliberate discriminatory acts. Once having been 

made to rest on these assumptions the argument inevitably 

leads to the conclusion Plaintiffs desire the Court to reach. 

The weakness with the argument - and it is fatal -

is that again the argument assumes the conclusion. The argu-

ment assumes that the Plaintiffs have proved their Complaint -

deliberate discrimination on CHA's part in the location of 

public housing. If it were proper for this Court to accept 

that assumption, then Defendants would concede the proposition. 

That the error lies in the assumption is clearly brought out 

by looking at what is actually decided by the cases relied 

upon by Plaintiffs. 

In Orleans Parish School Board v. Bush, 268 F. 2d 

78 (CA 5th 1959) and Coope r v. Aaron, supra, (again, school 

cases) there were findings of intentional and affi~ative 

segregation. In the first of the two cases, the school 

board undertook to defend various actions on the grounds 

of the requirements of a state statute which purported to 

prohibit the local school boards from changing the racial 
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classification of schools (i.e., from desegregating as re-

quired by the Brovm decision). There being unlawful conduct, 

the dictates of state law were of course beside the point. 

In the second of the cases (the Little Rock case) the local 

school board sought to justify its acts in part by alleging 

that any other course of action would have been r endered 

difficult and impossible by actions of the legislature and 

the Governor. The premise of the decision remains the same; 

purposeful and therefore unlawful discrimination by the local 

school board. The premise established, the conclus i on fol -

lowed. 

Plaintiffs' remaining cases are Burton v. Wilmington 

Parking Authority, 365 U. S. 715 (1961), and Ethridge v. Rhodes: 
I 

268 F. Supp. 83 (S.D. Ohio 1967). Neither case had to do with 

a public body supporting its actions on the ground that a higher 

public body was trying to compel such acts. Neither therefore 

has much relevance under Plaintiffs' argument. But the cases 

themselves deserve comme nt, inasmuch as they further distin-

guish the present case from Plaintiffs' authorities. 

In the Burton case the Wilmington Parking Authority 

leased out a parking terminal restaurant concession to a pri-

vate lessee who subsequently refused to serve Negroe s. The 

u. s. Supreme Court found sufficient state action to support 
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suit aga inst the Authority, but the heart of the Court's 

rationale for pres e nt purposes was that ". . in its l ease 

with Eagle [the lessee] the Authority could have affirmatively 

required Eagle to discharge the responsibility under the 

Fourteenth Amendment imposed upon the private enterprise as 

a consequ e nce of state participation., (365 u.s. at 725). 

That is, the Authority in the lease could easily have p ro-

hibited any racial discrimination by the lessee. It did not 

do so, for whatever motive. How that case is analogous to 

the present case, except in a way favorable to Defendants ' . . 
rt t. _; 
-~ 

rather than Plaintiffs, Defendants fail to see. 

Ethridge v. Rhodes, supra , the Ohio labor case, 

comes down to the same thing, if one substitutes for the 

l e ase in Burton the written building trades union assurances 

of non-discriminatory membership practices cus tomari l y re-

quired by Ohio state officials from private contractors bid-

ding on state jobs, as a part of their bids. The state of-

ficials 1n Ohio chose to waive such assurances in the instance 

before the court. This affirmative a ct on their part was, as 

r e cognized by the court (vide quotation , Pl . Br . 40), itsel f 

the c ause of lack of equal employme n t opportunity on the 

public construction involve d. The case is one where the 

defendant state officials were ' inte nti onally acquiescing in 
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discriminatory practices of contractors and craft unions, 

notwithstanding these very officials clearly had the power 

to assure qualified workers eq~al access to employment op­

portunities on public jobs. 

The cases are not relevant. 



CONCLUSION 

The Complaint in this case charges Defe n dant CHA 

with deliberate discrimination in its public housing program 

in Chicago by the placement of such housing so as to keep 

-Negroes out of white neighborhoods. Plaintiffs seek to en-

join a $54 million public housing program on 21 sites at a 

t i me when thousands of families in urgent need of such housing 

have long been on a waiting list for lack of sufficient exist-

ing apartme nts. 

It is in this context that Plaintiffs, after l engthy 

discove ry with which CHA has cooperated in full, now present 

a Brief to this Court that in large part relies upon i nferences 

stemming from partsof documents and statements which go back 

years and years - and, however they are read or construed, 

have little or nothing by any stretch of the imagination t o 

do with the program under attack. Thi s is an equ i ty case. 

Housing desperately needed by many many low income families 

should no longer be kept in j eopardy by such burning matters 

as e x actly why Elizabeth Wood left CHA 's employment 14 years 

ago. 

There is no genuine issue of material fact. Over 

-"---~ the years, CHA has propos e d sites for f amily public housing 
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without regard to the color o f the particular neighborhood . 

Ma ny of the sites proposed have , in fact , been located in 

white or substantially white neighborhoods . In all this 

there has been an intention and design on CHA's part, yes. 

But that intention and design has clearly been, not to seg-

regate or integrate or discriminate, but rather only to 

take every proper and reasonable step and to make every 

proper and reas onable effort to c arry forward Chicago's 

public housing program in the public interest. 

Notwithstanding the amendment to their Complain t , 

Plaintiffs do not seek relief on any separate ground of al-

leged racial discrimination in the selection and assignment 

of tenants. Accordingly , summary judgment on the whole c ase , 

in favor o f Defendants, is now appropriate and requested . 

James T. Otis, 
One of the Attorneys 

for Defendants · 

Da ted: November 25 , 1968 . 
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CCll''{ Ol' 'u:TTl:R AS SDlT: --------------------- ·The Hcs t Side Feuer at ion 
3411 W. Dou~la s Blvd. 
Chicago ·, Illinois 60 623 
Augu st 26, 19 65 

. ~·- -- - - - -~ -- --- .. . ~ . 

Hr. Robert Heaver, i\dmill:strator 
The Fed eral !lousing and !Imne Finance Agency 
Ho.shington , D.C. 

Dear Hr. Heaver: 

The Hcst Side Feu cration , an oq~ani7-ation representing 53 conununity and n eighborhood 
organi7-ation s on the \.Jest Side of Chica!jo, submits to you the follm·l ing complaint : 

The Chica!jo Housing Authority, in the act of site oclcction, and the City Counc il in 
the act of appr oval of the sites for nine Public Housing Units, stand in violati.on 
of the 19 64 Civil Righ ts Act, 'l'itle VI, Section 601 and 602, and in violaLion of 
The Fed eral Rules .:md Rc~tlations, Title 24, Housing and Housing Credit, Section 1.4. 

... 

L - . 

On April 7, 1965, tl1e City Council of Chicago approved nine site locations for public 
housirig as cho sen by the Chicago Housing Authority. Seven of these sites arc located 
wl.thin the boundaries of densely populated areas of Negro re s idence . SinQ on ~[arch 24th 
the City Council had approved the location of one oth e r unit, thi s meant that eight 
additional units - of public housing \.Jere being sch edu led for location within th e con ­
fines of the Negro community. There exists no ascertainable reason vThy tltc sites 
were selected in the Negro ghetto. 

Four of the eight units arc d esig ned as "high-rise structures." Six of the propo s ed 
un5. t:s·· arc scheduled for sites in close proximity to existing public housing. These 
will be located at Pershing Road and Cottage Grove Avenue, Bowen and Cottage Grove 
Avenue, 45th Street and Drexel Boulevard, 50th Street and Hichigan Avenue, 43rd Street 
and Princel:on Ave nue , and Adams and Hood. Tv1o of the proposed site s (i\d<tms and 1-lood, 
\~ashtenaw and 12th Place) are located \vithin the organizationa l jurisdicti on of the 
l~est Side Federatio n and the 53 organiz<ttions presen ting the complaint. Th ese si t es 
have all been submitted to the Public Housing i\dministration in Hashington fo1: approval. 
(Sec Exhibit A for location of proposed units.) )'( 

The \.Jc!;t Side Federation is vitally concct·ncd thnt cqunl acce ss to r;oocl l1o using he 
provlJed all citiz e n s of Chicago. \.Jc arc cxpccially concerned, hm.; cvc r, afH.Hit htlll s ing 
opportunity for the 10\v-incomc Nq~ro popul.Gtion. Bcc.::.usc of housing sq_;rq_;ation in 
the private m.:~rkct in Chica~_;o, and level o[ inc01nc, these persons arc largel y relc­
gntcd to re si clcm:c in public housing. Ninety (90) percent of all CI!A tennnt :; ar:e 
non-\.,rhitcs. The hou s inG ,,•clfare of citizens and tl1cir oppo rtunity for rcsid cnt inl 
celection arc th us broadened or limited depending on the practices - and the d eci s ions 
of the Chic ago l[ousing /,uthority. 

1/ !/ 
As of Ju ne 30, 1965, 93 percent of the non-v;hite tenants v1ho live in 28 Fcdcr <l lly­
assi.stcd CllA Projects lived in l'rojccts that are non-Hhitc segregated. These non-\-:hitc-

1/ Chicago Hou s ing A~tthori ty Report, Quarter ending June 30, 1965. -Jt..f Negroes cons titute 97 percent of all non-whi.tcs in Chicago. 
* Nnp is not included in this copy. 

:x·. I .. 
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::cgreg ;ttcd prt1j cc ls ;n: c lllc.:tlcd pri1n .:Jri. Jy in Ll1e mo :;t ~oli. dl.y sq_;reg ;ttcd ;tn·as of non­
white re s itknc c in th e City. Le s s 'tlt ;m one pe rcent (0.2'X,) li.ved in \vlti.te- s q_;r q_; at e cl 
pt·<,jccts .:lltd G.S pe rcent Hel.'e i.n inlc~_;ratcd project:;. Tl1e proporlion of non-lvltit es 
in p.:tclicuLtr intq~r;1tc ~l pt·ojccts r;1ngcd (rom 11-to 89 percent. (Sec Exhibit B f o e 
listing of ut·d. ts by pl'op orti on of racial occup a ncy.) 

The follO\.,ing table gives the di. s tribut.ion of tcn .:.mts in the 28 Fcclcrally-.:t ss i ::; te d 
CIIA Projects in Chicago .:ts of June 30, 19GS. A Project is designated segr egated if 
the tenant popul.:ttion is 90-100 percent of one race. All other types of Projects arc 
designated integrat e d. 

TABLE I 

RACIAL DESIGNATION NUHi..> ER OF PERCENT OF TOTAL Nlfl'1BER A~:O RACE OF 
OF PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS TENANTS 

--~~~~~~~------~~~.~~~--------~~~~~~-

NON-\WITE 
SEGREGATED 

WHITE SEGRF:GATED 

INTEGRATED 

16 

5 

7 

Nonwhite Hhite 
57.2 2l. '213 386 

17.8 40 1,378 

25.0 1,772 1,009 

Tot &l 
2ft J 599 

1,418 

2,781 

On the basis of tl1is p~rvasivc pattern, we can expect that if the nine propos ed pro­
jects arc built on the sites selected and approved, they too will become non-white 
segregated. The existing patterns of residential and public school segregation will 
be reinforced, and health and welfare problems are likely to be intensified. Narc­
over, the chances for improved interracial understanding will be minimized. 

The Chicago !lousing Authority has full respon s ibility for both site location for public 
housinG and (or the funds m;:~dc available by the Feder.:tl Government (or such housinz. 
Under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the Chicago !lousing Authority is the 
"recipient," defined in the Rules and Regulations as: 

''.::Any State, political subdivision of any state or instrumenta­
lity of any State or political subdivision, any public or private 
aeency, institution, organization, or other entity, or any in-

. dividual, in any State, to whom Federal financial assistance is 
extended, directly or through ano.thcr recipient, for any progr<tm 
or activity, or otherwise participates in carrying out such pro-
gram or activity, (~:t1ch as a l'f:developer in the Urban Renewa l 

·program), incluJing any successor, assignee, or transferee thereof, 
but such tc.nn J:Jes not include any ultimate ~eneficiary under any 
such program or activity." 

. I 

In selecting sites witl1in the confines of an already segregated area, the Chicago 
HousinG Authority violates the 1964 Civil Rights 1\ct, and spccifi'c<tlly Title 24 -­
Housing and Hou s ing Credit, Section 1.4, P.:trt 2 -- of the Federal Rules and Rq:;ul<Jtions 

}hfch reads as follows: 
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-_~~i · ' . .i•·.t:.· cril. -:: r .i . t •:>J· ,,, . :.:,; \t'd:; of ."\d, . LJ :j:-; tr . _~[inn ,., tdcit ltttvc e ff e ct 
of ~;uhiccl.i11 .. p( •r:~cc:;; h rli::;crj,·Ll .:. tit) :l 1'l:r:. · •t:;(] 0f t.}tr:i,· race, 
c~J.PJ' ., ~ nr ,t:~ii • !i l,'_- 1 .Ti .~·,L . , o1· h~tvc t :-,c ·;r.;·L'ct C•f d c fct1ting or 
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;;c- J .::ctc.:cl \'· '<•'.IJ.c1 i · m~d.r tiH~ 
L:u:c :t: . jvr; Orrlc1· tirJ(;J :.nr! 
nf' E;<c·cit ~ 1 \"C.' OrriC;r J l \)(, _) > 

!'lllr p:~c-,o ~ of your 
1 ~ -.r: I2~1..1_r~ 

/~d·<Jjti clit;--.. ) prt)O f tlt :.~t t.J lt._· :·; _i t n :; 
ar,ci1 c_;, '~; jll'O~;r au }:; Jli' '-"J1r1 c·cl .i .. t 
]:{Ql~S)l~G.. __ ·~-·~~-~ ~~:~ J~ _r:_t~] <)_(~J. ;) .~r 1: I 
P)..:.:;S:..l:iJ0:E. _t_j_o_n.J i " utd ~ : 

..,.,...- "JOJ - I rH·:r•;1_.y d ~r r :-. ·~-- :d 1 d r· ;,;:rt-.:i'::tl. :--. , ~~~~ : ~r~ ·:nr~ i ': :> in cx c:: cufiivc 
Z)\ br .:. nchc~~; () f tlv· i' •: dr• ,· ·~ i 1;nvt .'J'i'.i '• nt . L'! ~~ r; f' < l' .~·:~ th'.::' f:; nc t:ion 

· rc :l.'lt5.vc t u ~11 -:- p; ·n·ii~ic·r: . rr·!t :l '_.j_-, j l;;•til·r ·: , ":•!' ~.lp• ~ rnti 0i t of 
hou~i ! tC nn; J'C'l --· l··-i C:-'. c:'iri~·s t. ·· t .-~· ~r : ·t'l ... clio:t nccr: s:;·:r .. :-1nrl 
2-P ''l'GJ1 t·j;:-d.r; ~-. o !)r• :·:r 11i: ,-]; · ;c.1·i,;i! · t -· t~ : [ r , i t i ·· c ; •t :: ;t ' ··;f' r: ~ c ·.; , co.!. •.•r, 
CJ ' :' r) d tl1' Jt : d. i c 1; t:1l o: · i r; lll, 11 

Furtltr..:J'I.i OI''! , UiF~ l :I' 1 ~J· i t; l · ) ·•j ;_ r·.q· [j~ -~. ::cit"··~ .i : •:• 
Secti. on 2or;.1, .t :, c ~ -;< : !r :~ ~' ·i <•: : .~; -ttl T t• L . i ivr ;·_: i ~' 
i t i S S t .-:t. t :..: U 'L 11 ; Hl · b ·> ' ; ; l ~t.~: t 1 ~; t : i . (- : 

~ "G c ncr('. J 1: 1•. c n l.': ·i d . ~ · . !_ i :• :- ~: j_ 1 ~ v 1 ·<L v • C! :·.1. .. :~ i t .- ~ .: ' ., c c t i o! 1 i! 1 c 1 uci c : 

r t••' 
] ) '1':'.~· :> ld i:.< t ;. j i - ~ ;;..· n C LL· · :; .i t1 : i ; r ._ L ·· L ·i_ : ), ~ l;, __ , -~Il r: 

:~ 'l''r•n,_mt! ; : i(~ iL:ir: IJIJt) d :",)'] ·: It' ' ii ·, t ;v· ('it' ; .•l ·-~i1, 2.nrl 
T;h _. :;tliLtt)i 1 l.:;:· t)l, t ;1, ;;it,_· f' :·- ~ · 1, ;1 . :-;! ; ·::i tc:p ui. 'r of 
.:·-~(~ • i j i, . 1_ . i.1•r~ ·,_,·td j'·n --t;,, 1' i \, ~ C; · ' ~ :·:c•- : ·· .1 .i<l:t C· : \li. th t:lw 
•~ !;··). i··; : l • l c p1· '':.i:;:i r >t ·: ; nf' .i·~;.;- . ·~: ·· 1 j~,· ,_ n;·l :c·j' lJOGJ ~t n rJ 
:il:: t' ' o;•.J. •.lt' ··!,-J: t;·J ;:>1-·J• I>J'tl',!il.v i ·; ~t •Ht:;i_:r; ." 
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T!1 ,: cit ,, l'::llJ :; , _ ,J:~ h• ch.::ulcc tl1t.~~~t: trt : nd~; it :l rl to ac ar)vc 
hnr :tn:;i:,u:; 1 c.t-~llil i:-.r'd lll'~r::\h()rh<• od~:; -~tLLrncL:i . vc to f;u .d .Uc:; 
of :t.IJ J• ·tcc;, : tt td cr~: t :t l:_;. T:d~; ll :,:; h :r•:1 Ltcrc~;~~;L ·Jc;ly. t\CCOI :IfJ ­

Jj!_:h<d JII . ttrb.•.il r·~IW\:.:1 ·"'-l'Cds 1 t.brc)'ll~h ce>'.Jl''~r;·.t.Lr:,ll l.J o l1;cc ·l 
the cit~' .-tnrl c i. t i.t:c11:.:; , 11 

).! .~:-- - C!lJ\ did ; 1ot f oJlm: t:tt : r;tli<L·Jj , ·;.: . ~; d•:; vclop..-~d in th,; 
1
wU cy ~;t.:d.rJr. l cnl by 

the City I'l.::t: .. til.i.i\ ;~ Oc r· ~rl•H: :1i J · t .lttc ~r.; ptinr; t...-J d c: vcll'J!J il-"1rrt<.miou:3; 
st."'bilizt!d n c'i[; · ·ho:t•h c••)• l:.; :d. tJ ·.:H;t..iv t: C(l f:•.uiJi(;s 0L~ ; tJl r;1c.:c~; ;~nrJ cr r; ods. 
No!) cli.<.l tl_1t:y ~OiJ)•l··'. \IJ t.;·, ~~C" E~cct: t ivc 01_·du· J J (l(,_) ~" t::. :~:t.; ·;:; i:lc~i~n, tor­
Pl't~V C' nt cllSCl'H,I)Ij,'t LLo; ·:, \/ilJCil 1. ;, ;;t ...... t; t; (.l lil llllidJ ·: r c:J), ::,r_:ctJOil 20).l (J.l. 

the p ttl2Jj C jr 0 ~;;_: ~; ~L~j_l_;~]_Li_-:::_],, S c~ pI; Ci I~~· : T , 1 ')(, J. 

Thc.:;c ch:n·e c ;, <lncl tiJ...:• prccc~cle:nt ~i r.~ t !)y ·' cllll' rJ fCi.c '..: ]; : i ~ lv: Er:r~lc.roorJ , i'!cw 
Jersey, c ortpl:.'.ii <::. fU.cd ;, ~ , U1r ; Co ! l~'.rc . :;:> o; T~ : ~ r. : i: : J F' .l'';t]_ j~,•', ;)rr_;vjr] c~::; 
lilorc lh.l.ll suffj_cic! 11 rr>"'.~')i'l f•!1' not .l.pj'lrC'V ·-:g th•: ;,j i:C':; :J~!lr~c::ect hy the 
Chic;;,Go Hous:in::; Autlt ori l.y .-tnd l".:-lrr ovcc1 ~'" U,c : City C ('L\i~ cn r; [ Chi. c.~. go, 
'l'hu cl ::rU;r of t; H inj:.lst1.ccs _:~ r : J·for·· : , ·~d •r;a1:1:..;t loil-i nr.:rJI'~"~ [1 r:rs cms 
provide adc:quz•.t c..• C ·:.'.Usc~ 1\)1' .-tn ir:I;;cdi."tt c c11d to this s'itt..:;..:.tion , and a 
bns.i.s for n 0t .:1p:n·0ving tlt• :: sttc;J S(:lC'ctod ; t i1d <.L;.!~)rnvc!d h:r the City 
Council of c;,ic~co. 

Hospcctfu1ly subr.1i tL·. ~ d, 

Hcv. S .. Jeror;c [! .-llJ 
Chctfr:-:t.-ti'. 
i_,~:ST STDL r'i:DEiiAT101- ~ 

Ticv. D~ni(: l .1. ~;.i.ll.:.:t tc 
Chairu~~n 01' th .: Hnusi:: g Co.'I.J ittcc 
i:iEST S ID1·; F'ED!~:i:i17Ioti 
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I r...:::. ... ~.::, : · ~ .-_,: ii d::. ·:; cu:.~ :I.e>::~ \'r:::t-;1:1. .~.B~· ~·~~:!.J. J!Jh:.-p>y .• tb.e Cl'~.::d.l'(i'.P..~i. of t!'.c:: Ibu.:;ir~~ a.nd 
p~~-?..T:..~l·l·.:.~ c ... -;J"\Tl:::t~ .?e t ·t' 't!lr:~ Gi·::·\y· Co· . .rJ:(~ :!.I..9 ~(.iTJ.C8~-·-.~.:lrig: a !}(f\'{ prc<.~Gdu_rle fo-....-. ~i."iO 

&.slt>;:.'ti.0:1 -;,.f s ite s f;:.~ :-.~:.::;{ c:.d.d :hio~-:. 1 1o'i;-5.n-::o;l'_'J housing tr-~o. t rr.ey 10 :raq_uireG. 
~.n th-:~ fnt.u.:e fc~~ tto c ::l;Jr of' Chic~goo 

".'i-3 l:&."'J's s.gro,;:d v:J. c'e ::-t 8.~.:n prir,~~.p~.es f:e0::.1 v,:.,ich I h:we prt::p3.::-ed the sugg£Jsted 
?roce:dv.r~ fo~ 2elG~tion of ~it<_:, :: v:Li:::}: i s o ·,ltl:i!J.,.:;d be:c.w~ 

lo To i ·r.tS ·~t-:.<2 c:l,;se 0CJ[>:.-· d~.:c~s:t::..o::-. b\:r:.'.'I':'JO~ t!i.<.C> liou .s~.:r;{; e.~!.i P~armi::g Co::-u:J.~t-tee , 

&.!ld ~h.a Chi0 e.3.g0 liou3iDt; ; .. :~rtll~r-5 .. -t:r ~ e.:r:d. t .o pro~-Z.dt? for t~a sele;c-cion of 
tl'--.. t1 -ruo3t se:.-t:::S i'c·:..Gt.;·, j_·::r r~i tf:-:s :> 8. prl..r:J ·~l d'A_~--e f0~ c-.-~r ... s id.;;:r··o.t i otl of s i·tes is 

'. 

- ... ....,.,.., • 4 ",..- ,.~-31 ~ . ,....,.<: , .... ~ .:.."'. f ~l -.,.;. ~ ..,." .. .. 'r:'" L.• "r" .., 
~~ v.c'C'.:.CJ ·~ . !c· ~ Et.o.'C:_, ;..~a,_ , .,,Q 0:::1 vJ ~S 0..:.. ('J>,_!lf; c,S;::. 1~, tpvJ . O.LS. 

&~ 6 Tt.v:~-+~ t!18 City c: o'J.l~K~ i. l -~r ::.ll iniit·3 ft;_i:,·~.t.~o - doteT·!rlir.:.~ · t!tat 
~}-!({.~'~ i ~:: a n';-.. ':!d. ;~u;: ~dJit:~o:a.~1 ho,_;.s5.~g fq-:· !c.~::-!;nco:rJ3 

l~c.;.i1.5 . 1iflS in C~ice-,.goo 

bo ~1".:3!'0 ;::u·e :::r~·~r,,:;;!"O '<. ;_ ,'J S:f88.~3 in t:-,a C~.i:y "\';hie:~ W0Uld 'be 
b:::;:::l~.:;~"'::tu& ·':Jy corl:-;t~":.(.::t~.c.n cf 1ow-r·o·.:lt l:o:-<sir..g do-... ·elr,p:r..or:.tso 

0 0 7t·c.·t; -t}l.S s·CiJ:Crj EG'J~:~.::~g Bo·z.:.::d v::!..lJ. .~ppr0·ve t!.:.a u.se 01"' State 
!U:-~.J.c:_; b~r GTI.~ t.~) ~c~r-.:.·.::J.ct t'h0 l~~·se~~cl-1. ~:-~d p!.~~4.:.i~~6 req::~-~ .. od 
ir~ t~:Jt-) s ·::..~o ze lact:.vn P~·)~;f~S~ u (!T(Yte : s:..~. c.:rJ. ft:.::~c~s al·o :.~e­
lri~b;~·c..: :;.·~l.-J t·.> ih.(: State ur;co~1r~t ·1 f e..t~.j 1\·:-;.:,n a 0cn""t:-act is 

d. 

Co 

'3~t~:::.ct)d !~.i.ta \V.~tl~~ 1~::.•3 ?:.:_·::~J.:.c }I.)t18it:'.g .A3.r::.!ni::;t:.--o..tiono Th5.::: 
h.a.s "r)er::n dc::-.8 5.n t:'1e p .::..sto) ) 

.J. (h '~ '- lJ t\ rv- ,..... !Yh&-v t 

o:·:'1s Giiy C::u.:ti.r;iJ. (:,::::td "vho Gni ·-;,:;. go Ho::3 ing k.;.thor·i ty are I 
-; oi·,-.t i 'f.:-J .:; nt,::. ·,o" •>'f .~ d in - lj ? ",, ,..,.8 1 e ':" .C., .,... .:J :' nr ~" i o·' i .; ~-·• -3 ·0: •j :1_ " - -·. -! -"- ·:· ... :" ~ :; h .., 'J.. · · :,J~·-· b -~-: ..._, '"'}~ -- ... .::. ........ _v_: ~ 
c c/:~t~~·c :c,n ":.t~ . ~:n "t::tt ..;.. o cf:1.·\_; ~~ . .. ;n of E·r·o.:;:-:•(;1: s 1n ~-e,:;,s "',-•tf1:t c11 

~:il:l. b.:.-:-;i; ::.e:.""76 -:;he~ paop} . .:, of Cnic•ago · <t:'lci s.ssist "!.n ti1s 
~ ... , ...... ~...-. ... -t--i'r,·r Or" 1-:1 ·~-~-:. - .=- ri . .,..,~ ~--1'11~ '"· · .. eaR 
v .l.. •. •"·' ·'-.:1.'-'~ . -'-' ~ · -- · .:.• --·~·' "" ;:,._u ~ •• <..>.. ' · • 

T!:::1 iJ;;;:i 3 ~.!>x:.r:o .~ 1-"3. ~. vlea ~ ·::;d !.!l t};.~:; C~ty C·x1r~ ,"- ·il tho fir.:.ul j\\ 
p:r,'i'GI.' to '~·P?!' o··10 by c.::-:i.!.x;:u;.,-:0 the s,;>~cifi<': si -:es 0::1 v:hi cl: 
F,.;,bl: .:: :r,.o-u::; ::ng r:~:,y 'tJo cc. r"<; ·t.14·~cted. Tl:-.3 .PUI·:~r · to u:pprove 
5n(;1. ':1~r:js t~0 p<f,·,:s:r- ·to C~.s~.rJpr·c. ~~·e . 

'1":-.-:; c ·r:i•;.;.r:;o E~ .. ':.J:> in: .!l:"t r. o·dty cu:··:not. ofteet~vely pls.:l a 
dc¥.to ~. o;:. :.n~·~:r~ prD .0-~ e.r;, n .:;.:- obi:.,:.i!'l r'l:J~~.n.:-; iHl r~!:slst'J. ;:-,ce to 
F:"' ,)C•:,cd wir .. L c.. pr-(l.:_:.::· :.<m :.::-:t il t:•)::\r<t :~:·L~~os r ....... -:o boon r.p­
p::-o7r:.c! by fo:.:·>.t'3. 1 cn!:n.~r. ~:) ..:f trJJ C :~ty Coun0 :i.l .. 
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b t: :ft:9.3 ~_b!.e f.::.,y> ~::;.':J b~t tl·-~3 }~.._-,_-f,}.: ori·(_.~{o 
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· si:t~,s .s.~d o1:rtc· . ~.n d:-.. 1:-. ~ .. f~·~ u .3EJ .. o:l· -t 7:~o . ~:;;_i~J ~ ~.Jcr.:r.-d .tte8 in. rrr~kiu.g th6ir de·Ce:Lw-

i~ti onB~ 

5. A.J.~ 62..~:-c :c-~ flt1:::,s c-f t ;a 2.i:J:.~ ;:;c:'.r:;-:-;.;. -t; t.oo.o ti:~ Chi<Jf of P2.a.r,;;d.::::g of CHA vrill 
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Oo T:~:J f.U1i-C•J c.cr:r5.ttG•) I '.OU~cl o. l so h c,vo · sufficic~--r[; t 5_r:c;~ to­
solicit o.d-;ri"o f~·c. :;-, nny .Ud.c:rmor.. 1.n tl~o CiJ.::r Co-uncil, 
to d6termi-.::a E'.C:cH tiornl n.;~ons ;-r'nich sho~:.l d b0 con­
sidered for- ro cev.:: l o:HilO!lt . . . 

d. ~' ho Chi·::f' of Plt~nning of Cl:IA. wi ll bo e..vv.ib blo to tr.o 
si..ib-..: o::1.::-~ tt•3B to obt.o1.in c.ny o.dd.ition:. l it-.fo::.-c.at ion thoy 
mti.y d<J0iTa c oncc:rnint; the sitos su.s;a5·l:wd by G E_!._ or 
by individi.~l } .. l dort.""'.Bn o 

'1. W:-.:3!'. "t"i:2. Ci-ty Counc il r~s ~rtifiod tr.e t.3od. fo <- c.clcit ion2.. l housin~ 
t6<l<?.:' a mw p~·o£;!'.:1.!:-t.., m:d tho lious ing e.ncl Plf,;:m~.nb Co:-~:ittce has c O:l­

platod its dc; ·to:--;;tin.s.tions a:f'ce1· cons idcr:i.~lf;; \;~·, <; Chioo.2;o Eousing . · 
.Aut hori ty t <.> . p::·ol ici m~::c~v r-oc owr.:.3nc1n ti o:1s; t h0 c'o:.:-.::u:-3 fcri€1~-· :,- . of' . t }.o 
Chic e.g;o -Hot;.sing. Authority will t he rl 1:12..l::o .firi,i l c.~d fol-:.~ <'.1-recor::.­
m.9:::.ddions fo r thf1 s a l ection oi' sites for o o~"1siQ0 rrd;;ion by tho City 
Counon . 

8. 
f:!'v t.l i:;:!"lr::l Hou<>ittg and ?..cdevc: lop:L::~n"c C oord.i£'-<J.t or~ th-o Plc.r.. Cw .. r:tission,~ 
ar.d. th•3 Public Ik,'J.s i::1.g Administrut ion, prior · to · h·2.nsd tting to t=:o 
1-S.yo:~.· a p :::-- uposod or-dinu.r..c e deta il5.rig tho~ a d tos · r.pp:-.ove cl by tnEl 
Co::r:ais s ionD 1'~ of CH.A and tho Hot.1sin g and Plnnn:i.n& Co:::c.it tE;c. 

9 0 Recog:ii zing; th.:, .s~p0cia. l i"-cl or;;st of the ih.yoi . of the City- of ·chicago 
in slu:r. oJ.e.ir::..::1co _, . redevelop~o~:t _, and public ho·~:1 i".:!s, it is p1~oposcd 
th?.t tho Eot;s i n:; · ar.d ?bnn::.ng ·co::::littoa rile\ the Chic2..s·o Ho·<.lsiris 
Authc::·5 .. t y \',"ill f ul}y ad.viso tl-'0 Hotis ins · o.nd Ro.:lJvolo?:::.:. nt Coordi~tor 
or thair activities p ursu8:nt "to •this proo.:;,G.uro .. ll!ld. ~:;ill inv~::.:o t he 

. latt~r, at appro;?rie.. to tir:'.:JS, to p:; .. rt ioip:.t o in deliberations. 

-~~------------
W.B.Kc. i n · ···--­
Exocutivo Di::;--..;,c ·:.:or 
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Reve rend Th e o d ore H! Haesburgh as one of the members 

·of the Conur ission. I wish to ·ask you a few que s tions 

about your testimony given on th~t day. Before I 

do so, you may, if you wish, examin0 briefly the 

copy that I have given Mr. Hunt. 

A. Yes, because I don • t remembe r . a thing. 

~-
t-1R. HUNT : Off the record. 

(Discus sion off the record.) 

MR. POLIKOFF: Q. Mr. Rose~ would you tur~ .to 

page 725, please? 

725? 

Q. Yes. 

A. Yes. 

Q. I am going to ask you a series of questions 

S about whether on this occasion on May 5, 1959, you 
-J 

were asked certain questions and gave these answers. 

First, Mr. Rose, I will read you the following 

8 • 

quest~ons and answers, and then ask you that question. 
, . . . 
~ ~ ': . 

· ··(Reading) 

· nP-EVEREND JF ... ~ES: I have a question . . Mr. 

Rose, I am in teres ted in this si t .e selec-

tion. I am under the impression from what 

you said that the city council of Chicago 
• 

gives its approval for the site; · is that 

Rv.n ~p- f' 
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true?" 

-
~ ~ait, wait, I can't pic& it up down here. 

~ Po you se~ where I am ~eading? 

~ Yes, I have got it. 

~ (Continuing reading) 

" MR. ROSE: After we select it. 

REVEREND JANES: After you select it? 

MR. ROSE: That is right. 

REVEREND JJ>. ... ~iES: Because of the pres,en t_ 

location of the exist~ng sites, then, the 

Council of Chicago is guilty of practicing 

to a certain degree segregated housing, is 

that true? 

MR. ROSE: You are only agreeing with me. 

REVEREND JAMES: Well, somebody is guilty 

of contributing to the segregation of 

housing of people in the city of Chicago, 
-·· 

because when you look at the present loca-

tion of the housing proj~cti, they are 

predominantly within the Negro area~ 

MR. ROSE: That is true." 

Now, Mr. Rose, I ask you whether on that day in 

Chicago, were you asked those questions and did you 

give those ans~ers? 



• 

I am looking at the record here. To my 

own recollection I must say that I don't remember, 

but because it is the record, I m~st say tha~ I gave 

those answers. 

~ You have no reason to doubt that you gave 

those answers at that time, do you? 

A. ,No. My only regret is I didn't explain a 

little further. rather than give such brief answers 

such as the on~ where I answer Reverend James by 

saying, "You are only agreeing with me." I should 

have elaborated on that a little bit more. . .· . . ~ .... 

Q. But the fact is, that so far as you know 

now, sitting here today, these questions were asked 

you and you gave those answers , is that correct? 

A. I am accepting this record here. 

Q. D6eo that mean that sitting here today you 

agree that you gave these answers to those questions? 

A. Yes. 

Q. O.K. 

MR. HC~T: This is all to th9 best of your re-

collection, Mr. Rose? 

THE WI'l'NESS: That's right. I take it for 

granted this is an accurate record of what went on • 

MR. HUNT: Sometimes all of the reporters aren't 
R<;.fi?. lJr,. - ;o 

10. 
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PU B LIC HOUSING · ADMINISTRATION 

ti0U 31NG /\NO H OI.1C f'II~/\NCC 1\GCt-IGY \Vf,GHI~IOIOI' ~·.')~ O.C. 

O FF I CC OF 

·nu: C Ot· IM IG:JIONCfl 

1'1lc ncvcrcnc'i. s. Jerome irall, C1lo.innr.tn 
· 'i'ilc Hcst; Siue Fed.cro.tion 

31•11 Hc::;t DoucJ_o.::; Boulevard 
Ch.ico.c;o , Illinois 6oG23 

Dcu.r i·lr . i [o.ll : 

. 20ltl3 

!)CJ l < 186~ 

A::, you pro1);:tuJ.y lmo\·r from my conversat ion vri th the Reverend 1-'t;:Ulette on 
Sc1)te;:1ber 1G, tile l:>u"olic Hou::;inc; Adminis tration ho.n ·oeen lookinc; into the 
issues r o.ised. in your and Reverend Hallctte ' s letter of AuGUst 26 to the 
Aci..-;)ini stro.tor , Housin~ o.nd Jiome Fino.JlCC ll.[!,cncy, in opposition to c erto.iu 
si tc.s for 10\r-rcnt hou.sinc; in Chicac;o . 

\·le understand you.:r complo.int to relate to four projects for vrhich tbc 
Chicac;o Eou;;int; Authority was m'l'ai tine; o.pprovc~.l of o.nnu.o.l contribut1onG 
contracts vritn ti:1e P'rtA , involvinc; nine sites. Tho proj ect m mibcrs o.nd 
related info:r.mo.tion o..re ns follo-..rs: 

lLL-2-12 

liLL-2-27 

· lLL-2-·28/\ 

B 
c 
D 
E 
F 

lLir-2~32 

Location 

Vla.si:ltena.\r & 12th Pl. 

Aclruns & Hood Avenues 

Bowen & Cottac;e Grove 

41st & St . L1.vrrcnce 
BO\·rcn &. St . L::t'\·rrenco 
Iknrcn ec L:tnc;J.cy 
56th. Pl. & j\ionnal 
47tn s~. & sto.te 

W. 43rd & ?rinceton 

~1e 10-story bu.ildinc;-105 units, 
and 96 units in three--s tor;- vro.l.k~ 
ups. 

~e 7-story bu.i1d.inc;--69 uni tn , 
and 36 un.i ts in tvro- nnd t hree ­
story roH houses. 

~e 12-story bu.ilclint;:-11~1 units, 
and 36 un.i t .s in thrce-stor;{ ro:-r 
houses . 
12 units - rovr houses. 
6 units - ro·.r houses . 
6 units - r o·,r houses . 
16 un.i ts - r01·r houses. 
24 units - ro1·r houses. 

Four 7-sto'f:'J b\..dldinc;s -·276 um. ~;s, 
and 168 uni to in thrce-ntory 1-rallc­
ups. 

. ... 
....... -··· .. -------.. ·---· .. __ :_f)r .._ rP .. f)p/) _ _;...)( • 
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At the GOJn ·~ ti111c tr1c ubo·rc projects v e re tmclc:r con c;iclen:.J.t:Lon for o.nnun.1 
contribution::; contra ct, \lC u1 co ho.cl unc.kr c on[.idc:rati.on for o.nnu,.':1. 1 con­
tribution::; contrnc:t ·two o ther projccto of' the Cnj caeo H ousJn~ Aut hoi·i ty 1 

dc sic;ncll for t.hc c lrler),y nncl :i.nvolvine utilizo.tlon of e xir.;tinc; Gtructur eo : 

Project Jfo. Loco.t:l.on Numb er o.nrl t;o;e of uni_tc 

ILL-2-10 Kenmore eG i-/inono. One 7-otory b LLi.lcJ.inc- ·-136 un:l.to 

ILL-2-39 Holl.ywoocl &. i(cnmorc One 10-story bui l clinr:;--120 unito 

The se t\.:0 1 \lilich o.re on the north r.icle 1 ·He re inc 1uclecl in the Cnico.c;o Hou.s :Lnz 
Authority ' G re s o1uU.on of l·hrcb 25 1 19G5, O.l1provinc; o.ll t he GiteG listed. 
nbovc (except si t c s f or ILL-2-28 B, C1 D o.ncl F involvint; lf8 units \li1j_ch 
had previously been o.pprovecl both by the HousinG AP.thori ty nncl by the Ci t y 
Council). Our approv<J. l of ti1e projects f or o.nnu.a1 contributions contro. -:: t 
covered the croup us n whole, i nclucline ·t he projectG on t he north side o.s 
well ns the ones to \lhici1 you object. 

'?ne site o.t Pcrshinc; Roetd o.nd Cotto.c;e Grove Avenue, mentioned in y our l et­
ter, was not includecl in the croup. It is n site for Project No . ILL-2-33 
wi1ich has b een un cler [l_nmw.1 contributions contro.ct for Gcvero.l ye<1rs . Tne. 
Cnico.c;o Hou;;inc; Aut h ority ho.s submitted o. revised dcve1oprr.ent pl.o.n for this. 
project to j_ncrease the size of t he o.rca in ordc:r to pro'ride J.nrge s i z e 
d\lelling units in thre e -story ruther t ho.n hiGh-rise buildings nncl dccre <1 se 
density 1 r educing the t ot<1l number of dweD.inG u11i ts fr om 630 to 6o6 1 o.nd 
in order to provide a c ommw1i ty buildinc; . 

You sto.te thut t he site ;; referred to by you nre in th e Nec;ro Ghetto, und 
you nllec;e tho.t the Ci1i co.c;o Housing Authority in select i nc; t he si tcs and 
the City Cow1cil in o.:pp;·oving thCJ.l stand in violation of Ti tic VI of the 
Civil Ric;hts Act of 196! ~ o.nd the rec;u.lations of the Housing nnd. Home Finance 
1-.cency effectunt.inc; '.L'i tle VI. You o.lso allec;e th<1 t th e Housinc; Authority 
did not cOr.1}_)),Y 'rr.i th sect ion 101 of Exccuti ve Order llOG3 <1nd Pi!.A site sclec·· 
tion criteria, o.nd did not follow certai n c;uidelines in the Basic Polid.es 
for the Comprehensive Plnn of C'nico.co . You set forth data o. s to the ro.d.e.J. 

. I 

, . 
' 

1 ' . 

.. 
I 

composition of t he f edero.lly o.idcd projects in C'nico.go (des i gnating us ·· 
"scr;ret;o.ted." o.ny project ho.vinc; 8. tenancy of 90-100 percent of one race) 
nnd state th<1t it C[l.n be expected th-'l.t projects built on the sites to ;• -
which you r e fer 'rrili b ecome non - white sc!Zregatcc.i.. 

In connection \lith your o.llcco.tion tho.t the City Council is in violation 
of Title VI1 it chotud be noted th~t the City Council is not n recipient 
of FcdcrO.l o.id iri the lm.r-rent housing procro.ra. within the meaning of 
Title VI.. _or the ree;uJ.ntior,o and req_uirc.ru.cnts thc~~eunder. Toi s dioctwsion1 

thercforc1 m.ll be related to the c.ctiono of tho HouB ~lng Autho:;::tty. 
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1\:. you J o~.1y kno1-1, u nder L,h o ;w ocodur c:.; of t.,i1o Ci1ic:.tr_:o lfou:.d .nt.: /l11Li·to r .i.ty 1 

~ny fzt ;·.;.i.ly \iho ·.r .i. :.;i,o:.; l:.o oiJ t~ :i.Il . hou :.;.i n:_: file:.; a rc~.:i:_;tr ation for r::, on 
\-li1ich it:, lrll\~1 GjiCC:ify Li1c iJl'Ojccl., 01' 10Citl:i.on of it:.; cho:i.c'o in an;; p:.n·t 
of tho Cil.y, :i.n cludin i~ alkrll<lle cito :i. co:;. E0ch rcc;i:jtrat:Lon i::; Live n 
a ntlnli )O l' 1 :llld ;-.JJ. rr c i:-;tr;Lt ion~; <tl'O kept :i.n <l pc ' ·n;anr.; n t aJ.ph~b~ tic;J.l f:iJ .o 
in .1 Gill:.;lu Contr a l iU.J nl; ~~..l Offico fo l' l.,ho City. 1.-nwn a vacancy oc cur::; , . 
no m::>.Ll.,or in \li1iciJ projec\., , tho project ofJ'ico !liUGt r occ ivo a referral 
fr o;.-, t ho ConLr al Hc nt.:Q Offico, Hit:i.ch dr<:n;:.; fro rr1 tho::;e reGic;tration:.; 
cxpre.:.; ::; iJl{.; [Jr ofor cnco for tho project in Hhich the v<.Lcancy h~t::> occur r cdo 
ii.T.lonc rq_;i:.;tra l.,ion :_; l·li th tho s<:1 :1e prior ity, cclec L,ion i:.; ba::;cd on da to 
Of l'e[;j.Jtration1 tile apz>licant havinG tho lO\IOr rccis tr a tion ntt;n.bcr t av..ing 
prccodoncc. Of course, tho Eou::;inc_: Authority 's stand0rds prov-:i.do that 
thc~e shall bo no discri;dnv.tion ~s to r<lco, color, c:ceod or na tional 
oricin in ti10 scluc tion or placernon l:. of t enants in any projects o·,r:w d or 
opc1·ateci. by tho Authority . JUso, ·,:c understand that tho Chic ago Hou3inc 
Authority intends to arnond its rC[;istro.tion for m to <Jdvise applicd11tc 
that thoy may indicate a profcrcnco for housj_ng ~:ithout re[;<J.rd to · tho 
l'aco, color, or nation.:U origin of tho existinc occup.:mt s of any project. 
l'i10 sc policies and practices aro con::;istenl:. '<lith Fcder 2.l rcquire rr,e nts 
under Title VI of tho Civil Rights Act of 1964. For your infor wation , He 
are onclosinc copies of tho Housin;: Authority's current reGistration forrr:.s Q 

k:; tho datn presented in your letter siloHs , the re is a hoavy prepondo r anco 
of · 1\ccro tenctncy in feclor<.U1y aided l01·1-rc nt housing c;enc rally in Chicago .. 
This preponderance prevails <llso a mong applic an t s on tho Haiting list. 
In:fo~mation s upplied by the Chicago HousinG Authority sho;-1s that a:nong 
non-elderly applicants on the \·laiting list, 93'% aro Hogro , and among 

. cldorl:t 67~; arc NC[;ro . lu11ong all applicants on the HaitinG list, non­
elderly and olcic rly cowbinod, 85;~ are Hogro •. It rr.ay be anticipated fror:, 
tile so st<:>.tistics that nc'rl loH-ront housint; developed in Ch.i.cac;o, no nattol' 
\1i1ore located, is. likely to havo a l art:;e proportion of Nor;ro ·tenants , and 
that hou::;ing for TOGuJ.ar fam:Lli.ec (that is, non-oldorly) is likely to 
ft.J.._"l.. within ymL.' de::;ic;nation of 11 s egrec;atcd . 11 AU of tho housinc propo:><Jc'i 
for dovolop:nent on tho sitos to Hhich you object is for r egular familios., 

The prov-ision of the HH.t'A reGulations as to site selection, v1hich you 
quoted, ho.s been impler.~ntcd by t!1e Y.riA in 101-1-Rent Housing Hanual 
section 205 .1,. Sopton•bor 1965 (sufJOrseding tho provision unde:s: Exocutivo 
Ordor ll06J, rrilich you also quoted) o The current critod.a :i.nc:Lud.e th9 
!oD.oHing : 

"(1) Tho suitability of tho s:i.to in rolation to tho 
surrounding noighborhood &!d th0 o~ty plono 

' . 
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"(5) · 'l'i1c :~u .i.tabili. Ly of tilr: :;:i. Lr..! fro r:\ the ;;L <1. tidpt)int 
i or fn.ciU.taL:i.Il{.'; n.nll f 1u ·Li: r:1:.i.nc; fu_ll co .. ipli'n.nc e 

vriti1 ti1c appJ_jr~; ti.llc _pHJVi ~:i o n;; of Title VJ of the 
Civil i\ic_:i1L.s Acl of J.;.JGI1 and. ac;cncy rcc~ul:.ttion:.; 
ancl r cC).uirc:nc nt s i:; su<.: cl pnr:;u ."J. nt thc::: :t:cto (a nd of 
Executive Order llCG3, with rer;pecL to creed)." 

The sruac 1-;[lnu;:U ::;ection nl.so provide:;: 

"'.i'hc n:i..ra of n Loc<tl J\uthori ty i n cn.lTyinc; out it:; rc::;_ponsl­
bility for c:i.tc cclccti on should be to .select from w;\onc; 
othcrwi :_;c n.vn.il<tl.1lc and .suito:olc site:; tho:;c vrhich -...rill 
afford. the c;rco.test o.ccl:pLability to clic;ible npplicnnts 
rcc;o.rdles:; of race, color, creed, or n<:ttionn_l oric;in · 
(sec po.raGr.a.ph 3, Conuni::;sioncr 's Circuln.r of 8-27-65, 
Ti tlc VI of Civil RiGhts Act of 1964). '' 

('.i'hc r eference to 11parn(7aph 3, Corn.rni::;sioner ';, Circ\.Jla:r of 8-27-65" is to 
a requirc;ncn't ti1a.t locol a.uthori tics i\trnish the Pi-fi\. vi th such suppm:·t i ;-. c; 
dato. or informo.tion o.s m2..y b e r equired. to cno.ble the Fill\ to dctermin12 t :·w.t; 
the site :;election is in o.ccord-ince vr.i th the polic~r established by the .?HI\. 
under '.i'i tle V'i of the Ci yj_l RiGhts Act.) 

4 

k; the nbove i ndicate:; , tnc aim is to :;elect "from mnonc; othervrise (!.Vail­
able nncl sui table :;i tes ti10::;c vrhich -...rill .::Lfi'ord tne e7eatest acceptJ.bili ty 
to elic;ible c.p:plic;mts." 7ne accepta.bili ty of the c;eneral locations to 
clic;ible applicants is cleo.rly dc.;nonstrated by the a.ppl:i.cants' owl dedgna­
tion::; of locn.tio!ls in -...ri1ich they prefer to live . Data supplied by the 
Cnica~o HousinG Authority from its ,,rai tine list of elic;ible foiHilies indi­
cates tiw follo i·rinG: 

Araonc; non-elderly applicants, of o. tot::1.l of 10,072 r;cc;ro f 6.mil ies , 6569 
(65/~) st('.teci. a preference for the south side, 2898 (2CJ;~ ) for the vrest side, 
o.nd 60) (6~', ) for tnc no i.: th side ; ru1d. of a total of 6lf2 -.,.,hlte fcunilics, 121 
(19';~) stated a preference for the south side, 1)2 (2Lf%) for the vrcst side, 
and 369 (5 7')~ ) for the north siclc. J\.monc; the entire group of non-elderly 
aj;rplicants, Hc13ro n.ncl vr11i tc families c ombined , 62. 5~~ sta.t ed a preference 
for the south sicle, 28'h for the vrest side, and 'i/o f"or the north side. 

Arnone the elderly, of llf9lf lfevo applica.nts, 79';~ sta.tecl o. preference for 
the south side , J.Lf .5~~ for the -...rest side, · and 6.5% for the north side. Of 
3823 elderly Hni tc ar>plico.nts, 5rj., ::;to. t ed a preference for the south side, 
1~~~ for the west side, nnd 91'/o for tnc north side. Of the 5317 elderly o._ppli­
cv.nts, iie.:;ro ar.d -...rhitc coii1binec1 , 26~-i stated o. preference for the south side, 
'11~ for the vrc:-;t :;ictc, o.nd 67';~ for the north side. (26'(3 other elderly o.p_pli·-· 
co.nt:::;--1099 Xcc;ro nnd 1571f vrhi tc--are not included in the o.bovc figures bc­
co.u::;c tncir o._piJlications vrere coded o.s to location on the basis of the 
Cnica;:o Housinc; Autnori ty' s so-co-.Llcd "_proxim.i ty l'1J.1c," rrhlch h.D.s since been 
revoked.) . . 
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: ;\:; \.:tJ \Hld·.J c; L.ltHl Li1 ~J <h~J:i (: 11.11~ i.owJ of nrea:J in Chic ;:~co , all of tho 
!J ;i..t8:.; to Hll:i.ch yo u ohj•.1ct. ;:~ t· u -:!.11 th•l couLh ~ido cx:c r;p t for ?rojcct:; 
ILL-2-12 a.n d ILL-2-2 1 '1-liti cit liu boliovo collld bo cloc:Lcnatocl a:J IIO:J t ::Jicl.o . 
All of tho hou:.;inc propo:>c cl f or th o cout.h w1d ·.~c:J l, ::;iJo .::Ji tc::J i8 for 
repLlar f am:i.lic:.; , Hltilo tho t110 otllor oitr:::.;; 1-1i1:i.ch aro in t ho north 
::;id•) , _. l., l fo1· th•.> uldorly. It :i.~; arp.:crcn L1 thcil 1 that t h<J croup of 

·.sites 0u'umitt.oci by tho Chic.J [;O Houoinc Authority corroc.poncl:J to . ti:lo 
do tn"1.nd fo r loca t-Lo~ts oxp1;ossod by olici'oJo ·appJ.icants. It i:::~ also 
apparon t th at tho loca Vl.on.J t0 1·1h:Lch you ob j oc t havo Hiclo accop t..J.nco 
;.,'7\ong oliciblo <:tpplic,:tnt~; , ancl that thooo loc ation::; a.ro proforrocl b:r 
so1:10 wh.ito fr .. m.:Llio::; as r10ll ns by t ho m-:t jori ty of al l fvmj~:i.c3 and n.x'l. 
ovon croa tor majority of NoGro L Hnilios. It Hould appoar, thorofor.o ; 
that all t ho propo::.w cl locations s;:~tj.ofy the objoo t ivo of. tho PHA 
roquirotnon t. 

l{ornovcr , '.18 aro inform.:!d that thcro could bo no al tDrna ti vo si to8 
for rct:nlar farrlil i cs h o.vj_ne groa tor acc0p l;.;:tbility bccauoG alto r na t i.vos 
in othr1 r Goncral a.roa3 a.ro no t availnblo to th8 G_hic ago lfou.:>ing 
Authori.ty. 

As y ou lcno~or, City Co uncil ai)rroval of s:L to3 ln r equired as ;J. ma t t0r 
oi State l aHJ and t ho sito3 h0re in qucstj_on Horo so approved . On 
:i'brch 24, an orcLi.n anco Has in t roducccl in t ho City Council to ap~rovs 
loH-ront housing sito:> J incluclinr.; tho cnt.ir o group r1hich He h.J..V(J 

approved f or a nnual contribution ::; contt'<'•.c t (oxcopt tho fo\.rr locutions 
men t-ioncd a.bovo J invol vine h8 units, 1-rhich h ::1d previously been 
a.vpro·rcd by the City Colmcil). Toe Hou::> ing Authority's roqucct to 
tho City Council was Hell public:LzocJ. by an i t om in tho Chicago Amod.oc.n 
on l-farch 21~, vlrLi. ch cava dotaiJ.od in.fon n.ation i ncl uding the prec:l.oe 
location of c.:J.ch site and tho numbo r of d ;.relling units proposed for 
each. A similarly detail ed account) including a map indicating t ho 
location of tho sitos 1 was published in t ho Chica.go Tribuna of 
l".arch 26, 1965. 

On April 1 1 1965, tho City Plan Conu:1ission held n public meotinG on 
tho si t~3 J •rhici1 m·?oting had boen publicized by official no tic o3 
published in tho Chic ago Ame rican on Harch 17 and Harch 24 and pootod. 
on public notice boards in tho County Blli.ldi nt; and the City Hal l. At 
this rnecting -y;ilich wa::; attondod by approximatoly 350 persons , tho 
sit0s Hero a;lprovod by t he City Pl.J.J1 Coramission. Tho resolution of 
approval r oc:i.tcd t he fact. that the Department of City PlanninG had 
recom.1.cndc d u.pproval after fincLi.ng tha t the oi tos "are in con.formi ty 
with curran t c ity plans for tho aroa3 vnd rr.5.th ci t~r planninG roqtLire­
monts and critorio. for this typo of U<~c ." 

On April 6, 1965) tho City Co uncil Comm5 ... ttoo on Pla.nrd.nc; and P'iJJu.sint; 
held a public ho~inc on tho sites. Too "Y~itton roport of tho Doparbn0nt 
of City Planning "'riao Gubrr.i t 'V:ld to tho Comilti... t tt::-. o 1 rocoU1:r~nd.ine nppro"ral of 
tho sitos on th~) b asis indlo2.t-e d t.bov~ , Md. otJJ.t,j_nc; t-ht\t thoh"' dovolopr~.en~~ 

.. . 
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"vlll help to cl\J.e•lial:.e ti1e c:i.Ly ' c n~ell for r.uch Ju,r-rc:nt hou:-;:i.n[.; 1 ;";.r,rl 

vill oe o. fonran"l ste1) ~n tl1e city's continuin~ proc.;r ~un of i rnprovine:: i'vs 
hc,u ::; inc; supJ!ly." '.i.'nc City Cow1cil Committee recOiTu'T\o n<lccl to the Cow1.cil 
thut it uclopt the orclinru1ce upJ!rovinc; the cites, 'l.ncl cuch uction vo.s tukcn 
by ti1c Cow1cil on April 7, J.9G). 

l'lc'IJspn:iJcr uccOlUl ts or the Council Cornmi ttcc hco.r inc of April 6, 'rfhich 
O.IJ?CO.recl in the Sun '.i'imcs o.ncl the 'I'ribw1c of April 7 inclico.tc tho.t rcyre­
zcnto. ti vcs of th c Urbcm I.co.cuc o.nd the Hctropol:i.tetn IIousinc £mel PJ.n.nnine; 
Co\.mcil vere prc ~ent o.ml presented their vicv_poj.nts. Appo.rcntl.y thccc 
orco.nizo.t:i.on:> C )~n·cssecl objections csscnti<tlJy s:i.milnr to yours, i.e., 
tho.t the site::; '\-loulcl perpetuate po.ttcrnc of cecrcc<ttion. Tncy ulco urecd 
tilo.t. the Autiwri ty not build hic·n-risc <tp <n~tmcnts . So fo.r us '\-IC kno;.r 1 

yoUl' orco.niz<tt:i.on t1id not o.ppcar o.t either this hcarinc or o.t the e o.rlier 
: public mectinc; of the Plun Commis s ion to rno.ke knmm 'its vie;rs to the loco.l 
; bodie s '\-li1ici1 '\-lerc offic:i.o.D.y conc e rned 'IJi th tr1c problem of selectine o.nd 
npprovinc snituble sites for loH-rent public hous:i.ne; in Cilicaco. 

He nrc not co.llcd upon here to decide ;rhether the sites to voich you object 
nrc the best or the worst of al1 possible si tc s for public housinc in the 

. City of Cnicnco. So fo.r o.s vc knmr nei thcr the City Pln.n CorJini.ssion nor 
nny of the other persons or groups vi10 po.rticipo.tcd succ~stecl o..ny otoer 

-cpcci..fic __ ::;ites durinc toe ext ens i vc procecdincs vhich tool( place o. t the 
loco.l level. ilc underst<tnd.from toe Chico.co Housinc Authority tho.t scvero.l 
.llterno.ti ve sites mny ho.ve been availnble 1 but tha"~ these _other sites vould 
be OIJCn to ti1c s :.me kind of objections o.s you have presented aeo.inst the 
ones tho.t have been chosen o.ncl o.ppro,,rcd. He o.re ulso advised that sites otocr 
thun in the souto or west sicle 1 if proposed for recul.o.r filiuily housine1 in­
'<<...:. :d.r.~bly encounter sufficient objection in the Council to :preclude Council 
D.:;};>rovo.1. Under o.ll toe circwn::>t<tnccs1 vc caru1ot say tho.t the Cnicago Hou.s­
inc Au~i1ori ty i1as not done its best to find sites that vould roost nearly 
meet the cri terio. for site selection relntcd to Title VI of the Civil Rie;l"tto 
Act1 or th<tt the sites which have in fo.c"~ been selected o.nd approved by the 
City Pln.n Commission and the City Council o.re not in fo.ct toe best o.vo.ilable 
si tcs in rcln.tion to ti10sc cri terio.. 

Relative to yoUl· o.ilecation tho.t the Housinc Authority did not follo\f I}Uide.­
lines in the policy statement of the City Planning De:po.rtrnent1 it is clear 
from toe o.bove procecclincs ti;a t the sites vere found by the l ocal pl.D.nnine 
officio.ls to be in confonni ty \ri th city plnns. Al thouc,h these proceeclin,rss 
did not cover the four sites included in Project ILL-2-28 involving 48 
d'\-lclling w1its 1 thes~ four sites 1 o.s mcntionccl o.bovc 1 had received previous 
City Council al,)provo.l o..nd preswruhl.y 1 therefore 1 vcrc o.lso founcl to be con­
:;istcnt vi th city pl;J.ns. Tne m.o.ttcr of consistency vi th city pl.Dns is one 
for .loco.l detcnuination. Tnc rcsponciblc local officio.ls ho.~lng mo.de these 

·. dctcrmino.tionc 1 we na.vc no baois for finding tho.t t ho Hou..oin.g Authority ho.o 
fo.ilcd to meet t"n~ ?reGc:cibcd cri tcr:ton of suit.o.bilitJ of ai te in rolat:ton 
to city pJP.n. 

• 
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. to be iaL cn:.;.iiicd . ;;on~ovc ::: , tJ.c ci,:ulct~:; fo1· :iJn_t,rovcu inLci.T;.t cio.l und .-;r­
~t::. :Hi.:i.nc. H.i.ll be mir,jJ;tiz ccl ." '.i.'j ·,_i;; p1· c: c.JicLi<.'a icno1·c.::; the: very ::; r_tb~t~:.nti.•.l 
bcncii t:.; tli<lL ti1e ncH iwu;;in0 vrill b1·inc to the neir)1borhuod;; . su-o::;ti Lut­
inc, <l.cccnt, ;; et fc and ;, ~t: l:i. L ;:Lry hou;; in~ for Li1~ ::;lt ua ::; nou on thr~ ::;it c ::; vrj.ll 
UJl(lOULl ~Cll..ly l'l~ ducc ) ra Lhc:r tha n :i.n Lcn ::; i fy) tile fiC::~l tll und vrclfLl.rC: r,ro"bl e;r. ::; 
in ti1c Ll.l'(::::L o.n<l l . l ~L}~c for o. hetj_)p:i.cr livinG cnvironmcn t. 'i'o the! c;.;.L.ent thn.t 
tile nei6tborhootl;, nrc ililln·ovcd ::tnu enhanced b~r neH decent hou::;ir•G they rriJ.l 
tcncl to o.L Lrac L f<.u :: .:..lic::; rcco.nllc::;::; of ro.ce, o.nl:. rq~anJlc::;::; of incor.1c level. 

The ::;itc.s a~c l~)Lh Street o.ncl Drczcl Boulevard ancl at 50Lh Street and J.l i chigan 
Avenue, al)pl·o vccl oy the City Council ior lo·,r-r~nt hou::;inc; on April ? , 1965, 
=t.o ·Hi1ici1 you rcfcrrccl , Here 1-ri ti1clr~nm irorn con::;:i.clcl'C!.U.on by the Chic::1c;o Hou::;­
inc; Auti>ori t:r ·occa u::;c t no :pri vo.tc o·.mcrs arc procccdinc; -vri th I)lan::; to develop 
tncm. Ti1c::;c 0\mcr::; arc propo::;inc; to con;;truct hic;h-:risc o.partr.1cnt 'ouildinc;s , 
-vrhcrcas the C'nica c;o HousinG Autho:ci ty hacl intended to cons truct tirrec-::;torJ 
builCLi..n0s :i.nvolvinc mucn 10\.,.cr dcn::;i ty . In this c onr:cction it shouJ.cl be 
noted ti1::1t ti1e proposed plans for tne four projects consistinc; of new cJn­
struction includ e a substantial D\.L"Ttbcr oi t -vro-n.nd thrce-storJ ·ouilclinc; ~ . Of 
tnc 991 w1i ts to be cons true ted, lfOO HO\.Lld be in tHo- and thrcc-r; ~ory 1:·;lilc\.u 
inc;s. 

You lrill Ll.IJprcc:i.ate th::ct the Federal O.Gcnc~r, in pcrfonnine its function of 
approval or di::;o.:ppr:::>Vo.l of a si tc, must clo .so \-rl thin the framc;rort: of the 
United Sto.tc::; iiou~j.inc Act of 193?, :pm·suetnt to 1rhicn the Fcclcro.l financio.l 
assi.stC'.r<cc is mo.clc o.vaiJ.o.ble. 'I'hi::; Act vests in loco.l autnori ti c s the mo.xi- ·· 
r.n.li:-t D.li10Un.t of rc::;pon::;ib i li ty in the o.cl;ninistration of the :p:COGT<lJ:-t, including 
rcsponsi oili t:r fo1· selec tinG si tc::;. The PHA has the right to approve or 
cliso.pprove the loc::ll selection, but not the ric;ht to direct the choice of 
other specific sites. i-rhcrc , as in this case , the evid .:ncc indicates that 
tne local hou::;ing aut!10ri ty hets rnade a ::;inc ere effort to conform to the site 
selection J:lOlicics clcsicned to carry out the objccti vcs of the Civil Ric;nts 
Act •ritnin ti1C reaL-n of possibility oi proviclinc o. sic;nificn.nt am.ount of 
dcspcro.tely nceclccl hol.ts:;_ nc for l ovr-incomc fv.mil .~.es, and tnc other loc2.1 city 
officials h a ve arrived nt . o. resolution of diffe1·enccs in ac;recing u:ron the. 
usc of zuci1 proposed. sites for this purpose, disapproval of tne sites by the 
?iU\. ·Hould be t.ant<ll:-~owlt to an aroit:cary denial of such housing to the thou­
sands of lov--incomc families waitinc; for it in Chicac;o . 

vic ho.J!e that ti1c fore,3oinc; o.clecluo.tely explo.ins the position of tne Federal 

. . 
' 

Govcrnr;,e:1t rrltn rc:::;pcct to the projects in question. He also nope tiw.t you.r ~ -

or,3ani zation and oti1cr ci tizcn::; and c;:roups intcre::;tcd in the loH-rent pro-
cram in CnicaGo •rill continue yo1.Lr cfi'orts to obto.in the bc.st possible cites 
for the proo·w., by •rorkinc; vri. tn your loco..l of fie:' o.ls responsible for choos ing 
o.ncl npprovinc; .sites. 

rfc c;inccrely D.pprccio..tc your intcreGt o.nd your co.rcf'ully prcp<~.rcd document<.'l.tion. 

Commicsioncr 
EnclosurcG 
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