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HUD under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This 

issue has been discussed at length in the preceding briefs 

and nothing new is added by BUD's latest treatme t. 

III. HUD is Legally Responsible as a Joint Participant in CHA's 
Discrimination (pages 10- 13)~·-------· 

tvi th one extraordinary exception IUD' s reargument 

adds nothing of substance to its previous discussion of the 

i sue of its legal responsibility. The exception is the 

rgument that nothing that happened before 1964 is relevant to 

a determination of HOD ' s 1 gal responsibility. HUD says that 

prior to that year " the significance of site location in 

housing was lost upon the courts and Congress no less than 

upon the uecretary and the predecessor agencies of HUD. " (p .lO.) 

Therefore, the implicit argument runs, IIUD's p rior joint parti-

cipation in CHA ' c discriminatory practices shoul be ignored! 

The mere statement of the arg ent suffices for 

rebuttal. One might as w 11 argue that in dealing with the 

problem of renedying segregated school syste~s, facts and 

actions dating prior to the Brown decision in 1954 should be 

ignored. 

In addition, HUD implies that sine_ 1964 it has not 

been a joint articipant in CHA's di ·criminatory practices. ilUD 

forgets ~hat it approved the sites for CnA s 1965 ai 1966 

programs and that these approvals, per111i tting a massive exte sion 

of the segregationist pattern of public housing in C' icago, were 
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tho v ry ction.s hich precip it te the f ilino of t . co. plaint 

in thi· c se. 
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on it ori:~ina :.'ffiilit G. HUD ~ai ;nits .ns ering Bri f th t 

B:-chibit. G '' c!G• o "'tr t·S. cle""rly the ~~="'"I"~ CO!i:l. i I::'t:n • to 

volw tary ot on in s port of the 0 joct v of the court Jecroe 

9 in t C.H.A. " ( p · 29 - . ) Our C0!'1 ~nt on Huo•s volunt ry ~ ction 

n ! 9"-T "'t ) g~s lB- 28 of: 0 r Rep ~{ ri .;: , an( th Court is 

r poet 1lly r f rr ··d to them. l:'v"" tnc reasor s g iven th r we 

contin o to believe th it 10ul b~ holly i nppro riatl for a 

c urt o eaui ty to r .lo t pL intiZfs to .Pl Drs gooJ int ntions 
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althouqh tl '.'J ffidav t y!> tLD 'Jav~ CH\ .~ ·~a ervation for 3, 0 
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tot a is uos in this cnsc) conveys no. n~e of wl th r tho tot·l 
e f ct of ·mn' a c:t viti !J in the Chic a .. o · tropoli t n r ~ i 
hel.;ful or urtful to the pl intiff . 
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Dated · May , 1970 

Respectfully submitted, 
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I~rtill ; . Preed 
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