
UNIT ED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLI ~O IS 

EASTERN DI VISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al ., ) 
) 
) Plaintiffs 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 
p A T R I c I A li A R R I s I 
Secretary, et al., 

) Nos. 66 C 1459 
) 66 c 1460 
) (Consolidated) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

De fendants ) 

MEMORAN DU M IN OPPOS IT ION TO 
PLAI NT IFFS' MOT ION FOR FURT HER RELIEF AGAINST 
DEPARTMENT Ol- HOU~lNG_AND URBA N DEVELOP t1ENT __ 

I 

INTRODUCTION 

On September 22, 1978 pla in tif fs, by the ir attorneys, 

filed a motion for further relief against th8 Department of 

Hous1ng and Urban De velo pment (HUD) ~tJith exhibits. As 

further r elief , plaint iffs ask this court for an order 

e nj oining HUD from providing FY '78 Community Development 

Block Grant ( CD BG) funds to the City of Chicago, unless HUD 

agr·ees to impose specific en f orceable conditions on the 

City's fundi ng approval. The conditions, which pla inti ffs 

seeK, app a rently woul d requ i re the City to aoend its housin g 

ass ist a nc e plan ( HAP), a component part of the City ' s CDBG 
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applicat ion, to in clude sp~cific actio ns which , plain~i ffs 

believe, will au gme nt the Ci ty ' s perfo r man ce in making 

availaole ho using units for low-inco me per s ons, includin ~ 

members of plaintiff class. 

II 

ST ATEMENT OF FACTS .. ~ 
I '-i . 

31, 1978, the City of Chicago submitted its 

application for CDBG furids for its fourth program year in 

accoraance with the provisions of Title I of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, 42 USC §5301 et ~~Q. and 

its i mp l emen tin g r egul~t ions. 24 CfR §470.300. (Exnibit J. 

The City 's 3pp lic ~ ti on requested HUD funding fa. a broad 

r a nge of· ~ligiDle commun1ty development activities of 

princ ipal benefit to low-ano-moder;J.te incor.1e person3 . 

On July 15, 1 973 , ~UD accepte d t ne City ' s application 

for revi ew in acc o r dan ce wit n the standa rds and criteria set 

forth in 24 CF R, Pa rt 570 . 311. HUD must notify an applic a nt 

in wr it in g wit hin 75 days of the date of r ec eipt of the 

app l icatio n wnether tne a pplication -has been approved or 

disapproved; if a notification is not mailed within 75 days, 

the application is deemed to be approved. 42 CFR 5304(f) 

2 



3 

On September 27, 1978, the 74th day or' t he review 

period, HUD Chicago Area Office Manager Elmer C. Binford 

notified Chica bo Mayor Michael A. Bilandic that the City's 

application had been approved in the amount of 

$117, 8 03,631.93, and forwarded the grant agreement for 

execution by the Mayor. (Exhibit 2 ) In his letter 

informing the .Mayor of funding approval, however , Mr. Binford 

cautioned that, while HUD had determined the City's response 

to its prior recommendations concerning Chicago's Third Year 

Program had been acceptable and that the City had made 

progress toward achieving its Housing Assistance Plan Goals, 

HUD continued "to firmly believe that there are additional 

actions that the City can and shoul~ take to assure continu ed 

acceptabl~ performance." 

The Area Manager's letter continued: 

"We therefore find that while prog res3 has been 
made toward meeting Housing Assistance Plan Goals, 
the continuing need for housing assistance for 
families a nd lar ge families of low income requires 
action by the City of Chica go as provided for in 
Section 570.910 of the regulations for the 
Community Dev e lopment Block Grant Program. Action s 
begun by the City in resgonse to_ the s::ong_itions-- a-n-d 
rec-om~ationd- of HUD included a" part of the 
approval of the FY 1977 CDBG Program shall b~ 

· contjnued during the FY 1978 Pro g ram Year. The 
Crty shall re ort tQ_jilllLo.n-i--t-..8-pr~ss in 
carrying out recommendations on Janu a ry 15, 1979 
and on June 30, 1979. 

Not •..Jiths tanding any other pr~ovi sio n s of this 
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agreement, th e City must take the following actions 

during the FY 1978 prog ram year: 

The Cit shall take all necessary action s 
within its control, an 1n a 1me y as 1on, 
to bring a bou t the actual constructio n o f new 
Section 8 fami l and lar e famil units with 
resources to be allocate d to the ity of 
Chicago durin g the federal fiscal year 1979 . 
The City shall use CDBG funds as necessary to 
facilitate such construction. Moreover, the 
City must make substantially improved progress 
1n meet1ng the goals f or large family ne~ 
construction ana substantial rehabilitation of 
rental units identified in its Housing 
Assistance Plan. 

Failure to accomplish these acti ons may 
constitu te cause for the Sec retary of Ho using 
and Ur ba n Development to reduce .the Community 
Develop ment Block Grant of the City of Chicago 
for Fiscal Year 1979 as provided in Section 
570.911 of th e CDBG re gulat i ons." 

The ~revisions of this pa ragra ph ar e included ~rbatim 

as Item I of Paragraph 20, Spec i a l Conditions and 

Modificatio ns of Grant Agreements , HUD-7082 Fundin g Approva l 

Unde r Title I of the Ho using and Community Development Act o f 

1974 enclosed with th e let t e r. 

Plaintiffs apparen t l y are of the opinion that other, 

more stringent r equir eme nts ougnt to have been imposed on the 

Ci ty oy the Department, and r eq ue st judicial imposition of 

a dditiona l conditions they seek. 

4 
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III 

LITIGATION BACKGROUND 

In order to understand the context in which plaintiffs' 

motion is made, it is necessary to set forth a brief summary 

of certain features of the Gautreaux litigation. 

As Part II of plaintiffs' motion recounts, in February 

1969 this court found that defendant Chicago Housing 

Authority had administered its subsidized housing program in 

t he City of Chicago in an unconstitutionally discr im inato r y 

manner. The court subsequently entered an order which 

required new public housing units to be located predominantly 

in white neighborhoods of the City of Chicago, and ordered 

CHA to use its best efforts to increase the supply of 

low-rent public housing as rapidly as possible. 

In September 1971, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Seventh Circuit held that HUD's knowing acquiescence in the 

funding of CHA's admitted discriminatory housing program 

violated the Fifth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution 11 and the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

l/ Althou gh the issue of HUD liability was never presented 
for review by the U.S. Supreme Court and thus comprises the 
law of this case, in Washington v. Davis, 426 U.S. 229, 244 
and 245 f.l2, (1976), the Court identified the Appellate 
Court's finding rejecting HUD's "good faith" defense as bein ~ 
one which ''with all due respect, to the extent (it] rested on 
or expres sed the view that proof of discriminatory racial 
purpose is unnecessary in making out an equal protection 
violation we are in disagreement. ;r [Query whether further 
r elie f is warranted against HUD in this c~se on the oasi~ of 
nUD's "adjudicated liability to members of the plaintiff 
class." (Plaintiff's motion, p. 17)?) 
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Thi.s r'uJaing of llc..iDiltty was made notwithstanding the 

appellate court's recog nition that HUD had made numerous and 

consistent effor t ~ to p~ su~Je CHA to loca Le low-rent housin~ 

proj ects in whi te nei ghborhoo ds, and notwithstanding the 

court' s und erst 3nding that hUD 's deci sion was based on the 

pr e mise that it was better to fund a segregated housing 

system th an to deny housing altogether to the thousands of 

neeay blac k families of that City. The court remanded the 

case to the Dist r ict Court for ent ry of appropriate reli e f 

st3ting th3t by its hol ding it did not "in 3ny way wish to 

li:;Ji..t tt1 e exercise of (trte Sec retary's] discretion in housing 

r e L:u:. e d m a t ~ e t' s . '' It r u l't. ncr c aut ion e d t h a t i t s h o 1 ding o f 

1. iabi lit y 

11 :snoula not be con::>tn.:ed as granti n ~?; a broad 
license for interference with the programs and 
actions of an already beleaguered fede ral a gency. 
It may well be that the District Judge , in his wise 
discretion , will conclude that little equitabl e 
relief above the e ntry of a declaratory judgment 
and a simple 11 bes t effortsol cl ause will be 
necessary to remedy the wron gs which have been 
found to have been comrnitted. 11 

Almost immediat ely plaintiffs asked the court to prov ide 

''relief'' by enjoining HUD's funding of the t1odel Cities 

Program of the City of Chicago . On October l, 1971, Jud ge 

Austin granted plaintiffs' motio n a nd entered an order 

enjoin1ng rlUD from rel ea::;ing Second Year Model Cities funds 

u n l e s s a n d u n t i l s i t. e 3 t' o c .:H l c a s t 7 0 0 n e w- i1 o u s i n g u n i t s i n 

G 
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white areas of the city of Chi cag o were approved by the 

Chicago City Council. In Hare~ 1972 the Court of Appeals 

r·eversed Jud ge Austin a nd ruled that enjoining disbursenent 

of Mod~l Cities funds to the City of Chicago was not 

appropriate relief. 

The Seventh Circuit reiterated the caveat of its prior 

opinion and pointedly commented that "the District Court did 

not choose to follow our suggestions in this respect. 11 In 

ruling· that the Distri c t Cour t's injunction was an abuse of 

discretion, the appellate court observed s ome poignant facts: 

1. Under the Mo de l Cities programs, the Secretary of 

l!UD is authorized to grant funds for the purpose of 

ena oling cities to undertake various prog_rams for 

the benefi t of low and moderate income persons. 

2 . The chief beneficiaries of the Chicago Model Cities 

progr ~ms are the poor people of Chicago, many of 

who .n are black. 

3 . HU~'s decisi o n to re lease Lhe Model Cities funds 

1·1.:-ts b ~L3ed on 2 concern "a l the deva~tating im pact 

upon th e City's poor which would follow cutting off 

of the Model Ci ties Program and which . . would 

far out~eigh tne hope of sp urrin g the Chicago City 

7 
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Council int o action approving low cost pub l ic 

t1ousing sites in predominantly white areas . 11 

The court's opinion stated: 

'' I n t e r v en or-appella nts ·,.,r el l stat e the que s t ion 
before us to be : 11 But here one party (HUD) had 
been ordered to sto p financing a program, Model 
Cities, which is free from taint, in order to force 
a no n- party (City of Chicago) to comply with an 
order in a case i n which it was not a party, nor 
charged with anything, nor found to have done 
anything improper and of course , noL ordered to do 
anythi ng." 

The court answered that question accordingly: 

We think it was improper for th e District Court to 
threaten the terminat ion of a program which was no t 
tainted with discrimi natory action in 0rder to 
br ing about a cure of a separate program which was 
found to hav e been so tainted. 

Certainly, the District Court's order l a cked a 
balancing of the individual and collective 
interests :i nvolved . The Court ignored the interest 
of poor pe opl e, mostl y black, intended by Con gress 
to be the beneficiaries of th e Model Cities 
Programs while se eking enforcement of a timetable 
for th e erection of housing units in white area s 
which, although laudable, could not be achieved in 
time to prevent tne catastrophe threatened by the 
District Court's order terminating federal fund s to 
a program not found to be discriminatory. 

A strong parallel can be drawn to the CDBG program , whose 

fundi ng i s sought to be enjoi ned by pl ai nt iffs' pending 

motion. Title I of th e !lousi ng and Commu nit y Development Act 

of 1974 is a funding mccha~ism for a broad variet y of 

eligi bl e co mCilu nit y dev ~.: l c 'Jment activitie::; of rrincipal 
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benefit to low and mo de rate income persons, many of whom in 

the City of Chicago are black. It has never been either 

alleged or proven that there has been discriminatory 

administration of the CDBG program by either HUD or the City 

of Chicago (which, subsequent to the entry o: the district 

Court's injunction in th e Model Cities decision, was joined 

as a party defendant to the l'tigation for the purpose of 

relief) . 

HUD, however, reco gnizes that unlike the Model Cities 

program, the CDBG progr m by virtue of its component 11 :-lousing 

Assistance Plan" posse~ses a greater degree of 

"housing-relatedness" than the prior progr am . The housing 

assistan ce plan, of cours e, is a plan and not a funded Title 

I activity. !lo wever, it is o f great import ctn ce i n BUD's 

allocatj~n of fund s for subsidized housin g programs including 

the Se ction 8 program which constitutes the pri~ary federal 

program for· addr essing the City's housin g needs for low and 

mode r a t e income p e r so n s . Sec 4 2 U . S . C . § 1 !I 3 9 . 

Having f3ilcd in tneir attempt to enjoin the release of 

Model Cities funds to the Ci:y of Ch1cago, the plaintiffs 

filed a motion for ruling on the propriety of ~et ropoli tan 

relief. The federal defendants opposed that motion. On 

September 11, 1973 Juage Austin entered a final judgment 

9 



10 

order aga1nst HUD. The order, which had been proposed by the 

Department, provided tnat HUD "use its best efforts to 

cooperate w1th CHA in its best efforts to increase the supply 

of low-rent public housing on a non-discriminatory basis." 

Plain tiffs appealed from the order denying consideration 

of its proposal to require HUD to implement a program of 

metropolitan wide relief. After appeals to the Seventh 

Circuit and the Supreme Court, the Order was reversed and the 

matte r r~manded for consideration by the District Court. 

However, with res pect to 1ntra-city aspect of the Gautreaux 

litigation, the "best efforts" order continues to constitute 

the final order against HUD. ?J 

IV 

A RG U:--i t:N T 

A. 

HUD' s decisio n to approve the FY '78 CDOG application 

subQitted by the City of Chicago was neither arbitrary, 

capricious no r unreasonable , but ra ther an exe rcise of 

di3cretion by HUD in full accord with law and regulations. 

a; This intra-city order ha3 been amended on several 
occasions upon motion of the parties and recommendation of 
tne SpecL:d !·l aster . 

10 
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Th e stan~ards for j udi:iai revi e w of discretionary agency 

v. ~QJ__ Q.~ , 4 0 l u . s . 4 0 2 ( 19 71 ) . That suit was brought to 

r estrain the Sec~etary of Transportation from authorizing the 

use of fed e r3l funds to finance construction of highways 

through public parks . The statute prohibits such assistance 

if a fe asi ble and prudent alternati ve exists. If no su c h 

route is available , he may approve construction only if there 

/ has been meticulous planning t o minimize t he harm to the 

park. Plaintiffs contended that the Se cr e tary's 

autnori~ation of e.,penditure of funos for construction of a 

hi Gh way tnrough a par k violated these st a tutes procedurally, 

i n t l1 a t n .i.. :.> an nou n c c u1 c n t o r a p r1r· o v a l o f r o u t e and d e s i g n w a s 

not accv tcpLnied by factual f ind i n gs, and sub s ta nt ively, since 

tn ere we re in fact feasible a nd prudent alternatives. 

With r ega rd to th e substance of the decision , the court 

soue nt tv de termine wh e ther tn e challen~ed nge ncy action was 

a rbi trar·y , capr ici ous, an ab use of discreti o n, or otherwise 

not in a .~-..: ,n· dance with t.ne law. Th e court considered '.-l 1 \1:!thcr 

the .J.c tion that was challen~ed was based upon a clear error 

v i' jud ,!;m •;nL, and stated tn at ''Although this inquiry into the 

facts is to be searching and caref ul, the ultimate standard 

of r eview is a narrow one. The court is not empowered to 

suostitutc i ts jud g:ne nt for tnat of the agency . '' Qvert on 

ll 
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The standard establi s hed by 

the Court for rcv1~w ot compliancd with procedural 

requirements was more stringent: the court must deter~ine 

whetner the 3e cretary's actions ~ere in compliance with 

procedural r eq uirements. See also So uth East ChicagQ Com'rn . 

v . _Q_sill a r t me n t o f H . & iJ . D ~~ 4 8 8 F . 2 d 111 9 , 112 7 - 11 2 9 ( 7 t h 

Cir. 197~). 

In the present case there is no ctlallenge t o the 

pr oce dures followed by the Department ; plaintiffs are 

cr allenging substantively the decisions of the De pa r t.rnent in 

arproving the FY ' 78 CDBG application submitted by ~he City 

of Chica~o, in particular HUD's approval of the component 

HAP . Applying the standards of review set forth in Overton 

e.J. r Z. v . V o lP ~ t o t h i s c a s e , i t is c l e il r t h a t H U D 11 as no t 

acted arbitrari ly, capriciously, or unreasonably, or 

otherHise in violation of la •,..r .. 

As t he District Court for the Western District of 

Pennsylvania recognized in the recent case or Bro£den v. 

!:J~rris, 451 F. Supp . 1215, ·..,r ith respect to HUD ' s approval of 

C~8G appl1cat1ons submitted by the City of Pittsburgh : 

.JQf course, in determining \.Jhet:.her· t he agency 
decisio n was arbit r ary or an abuse cf dis cretion, 
one must consider the role delineated by Co ngress 
for that agency in the administrative proc ess . 
l!ere, t hat role is a very limited one in 

12 
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a~p l icatio n approvJl. The Secrct~ry 's functio n in 
this regard i~ to app r ove unles s she determines the 
need~ and obje~tives in the applicati on are QUinlY. 
inco nsiste nt with facts and data ge nerally 
available, th e proposed activities arc Ql£inlY 
irr£~Pr oo riate to meeting these needs and 
object ives, and the applicatio n does not contain 
th ose compon ent s req ui red by the Act and the 
activities are not eligible under the Act. Secti on 
5304(c). The Sec r eta ry has a mor e active role in 
annual pos t-audi t revi e w and t a kin g remedi al 
action. But, again, the Court's role in reviewing 
t hese functions is merely to discern whethe r the 
Sec retary has ab used her discretion in the exercise 
of he r j ud gment in this role." 451 F. Supp. a t 
1225 (Emphasis in origi nal) 

Thus, un li r3 1' Title [ o f t 18 Housing and Cuwn unity 

Deve l opment Act of 19 ~11, the Secreta ry is given affirmative 

dil'ection to ap pr· ov e CDJJCi applicatio ns from £!ntitlement 

communities , exce pt und er· defi ned, limited circumstances. 

The D~pJ rt me nt 's inplementing r egulati ons ; 24 C.f .R. 

~ 5 r 0 . 311 ( c ) ( 2 ) ( p r o m u l s :lt e d a t L\ 3 F e d . R e g . f\ 4 3 3 ~_t 2.~Q . 

Marcn l, 1978) provide seve r al examples of situations in 

wni~n activities may be determ·ncd to L>e 11 pl,Linly 

inapp ro pri ate" to meetin~ the identified needs of app licants. 

Amorq the clted examples, whi~n arc: alluded to jn pla in tiffs' 

( i ) Ex p e !1 i e r1 c e o v e r, a p e r i o d o f t i rJC.! has 
demonst r ated tn2t tne tyoes of activities prop osed 
have no t been or ar~ unlikely to be effective in 
al levi a ting the conditio ns they wer e de si gned to 
arr.::ct ; 

13 
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meet t n e c r it~~· i :-: -: r' ~57 0 . 3 0 6 ( c ) ; 

(vi) Actions esse~tial to accomplisn housing 
assistance goals, including supportive development 
activities, are not proposed; 

(vii)The proposed program does not reflect previous 
requirements of the Secretary for corrective or 
re~edial actions, or activities proposed have 
previously been the basis of such requirements. 

within tne pararnete~s of those disapproval criteria, ~UD 

Area Manager Elmer C. Binfora applied the standards and 

criteria set forth at 24 CrR 570.306(c) to his re view and 

determination of accep t 3oility of the housing assistance plan 

submitted by the City or Ch1cago as part of it~ Fourth Year 

CDBG application. Mr. Binford carefully considered the 

Ci:y's past performanc e in providing assist ed housing 

pursuant to the performance sta ndards for implementing 

housing assistance plans ana the City's r esponse to the 

housing performRnce recommendations th at HUD had insertea in 

its approval letter of the City•s Third Year FY '77 

application. 

The r equi remen ts set fortn by HUD in its Third Year 

application 3ppr·o va.l. letter were diviaed into two general 

categories coveri ng: 

1. Activities to stimul2te the development of Section 8 
Ass1stcd !-lousing t-hrau~h new construction and 
subs~antial rehabi lita ti on anct 

2 . Ac tivities to s 1mulate the occupancy of uni t s unner 

14 
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Lhc Section S ~xisting Housing Program. 

In t he new construction and substantial rehabilitiation 

area the HUD requirements were as follows : 

A. The City was required to approve under Section 213 
Procedures major variations to its annual housing goals 
for any housing proposals received by HUD that exceeded 
current annual goals by more than 20% or 20 units. 

B. The City was r equired to consider establishi ng a 
requirement that a portion of all nonelderly units 
developed as part of any Planned-Unit-Development (PUD) 
be reserved for Section 8 eligible families. 

C. In its Fiscal Year 1977 HAP, the City identified 
three project areas in the general public housing area 
(areas where Section 8 projects could be developed 
without Gautreaux restrictions) namely; 
Haskins-Hermitage, Armitage-Kedzie and the Uptown 
conservation are~, where special efforts w~uld be made 
to provide sites for Section 8 new construction and 
buildings suitable for Section 8 substantial 
t•ehabilitation. The City was required to report on its 
activitie~ in these identlfi ed a reas -- said reports 
~ere r equired to include specific timetables for: 

(1) Th e a cqu isition a nd sale of hou0ing sites, a nd 

(2) The acquisition and sale o f structu res 
suitabl e for Se c tion 8 rehabilitation. 

D. The Cit y was r equi r ed to develop and implement a 
program that woul d lea d to the accomplishment of all 
housing goals pursuant to Section 570. 909(e)(2) of the 
Regul a tions. The following were rec omme nded for 
inclusion in the program: 

(l) An active pro gr am of housing site 
identificat ion and acquisition using CDBG 
funds, 

(2) The conv eni ng of conferences with developers 
to ident1fy any impediments to their 
submitting of proposals for hou~ing 
develo pments in the City, 

15 



E. Reguir·er.1ent : 
A pro g ram to assure actual oc cu panc y of units u~ter 
the Sectior 6 Existing Housing Pro~ram to achieve: 

(l) Full occupanc y of 100% of tne first year goal 
in the fiscal Year 1975 HAP by April 1, 1978. 

(2) Full occupancy of 100~ or tne first year goal 
in the fiscal Year 1976 HAP by September 30, 
197 8 . 

~i~Pet'formance: 
Despite its objection to this requirement, the City 
has performed under this requirement. The program 
to improve occupancy was developed as requi red and 
in the final report on this requirement the City 
reported that as of June 30, 1978 , 4,057 units had 
been leased surpassing the requirements of HUD by 
262 units. HUD records as of August 31, 1978, 
ind ica te occu pancy of 4,070 units. 

In addition to tne foregoing, the City car r ied out 

action s beyond those specifically required by HUD during the 

current program year. Mo3t important of these actions has 

oeen t he following : 

( l ) A solicitation o f proposals from devel o pe r s on a 
national scale utilizing both trade journal s and 
ne wspapers. 

1 

( 2 ) A~sist.:1nce to cj~.-v<:!lopers in obtc:.inir...; exceptions to~~ -
trle ~S.!::!trG_ , _L_:__;s_ Orders f :H~ iliL at. ne the development 
or· assisted housing in the Black community. 

(3) Coope ration with tne HUD Area Office in the 
pr0vision of ~ection 8 a~sistance to existing 
22l(d)(3) and 236 projects through the special 
set - as ide pro~ram for Loan Management and Proper ty 
Dispos it ion. 

Having rev iewed prosress toward achievement of its HAP 

~oals , the HUD Area Manager reviewed the City•s Housing 

20 
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A ~si stance Plan component of 1ts FY 1978 CDGG application fo r 

c o mpl ian ce with the regu l atory provisions set fort h in 24 

C.F . R. §570.306. 

In v1ew 6f th e City's HAP, and its performance 

thereunder, t he Area Manage r determine d tnat the response of 

tne Ci ty to HUD ' s prev ous r eco~rnenda tions had been 

acce ptabl e and he made a finding tnat the City had a 

co ntinuin g cap ac ity t 0 carry out its program . Based upon his 

dete rmin at ion a nd find i ngs , Mr. Binford app r oved the City's 

Fiscal Year 1978 CDBG application. 

As noted previous ly , howev er·, while dete rmining the 

C L t y ' s r es p a n s e t a p r 2.. o r' li U D r· e q u 1 r e !~ e n t s t a t1 a ve bee n 

acce ptaol e a~d whil e determining .h.1t th e City had made 

progre~s t oward achieving its Housing Assi s tance Plan Goals, 

the Ar' .,a Manage r' s lett e r advised that "we co ntinue to fir!Jlly 

be l1 e ·: c t h a t ttl e t' ~ are add i L .. on a. l actions L 11 at L he Ci ty ca n 

.1nd should tnke to a0sure continued a cceptable performance". 

Due to tne continuing need ror housing assistance for 

i':::uuilies dnJ la r ge ramllles at' low income , the /\rear-tanag er 

di r ected tn u. t "act ions ::Jegun by tt1 e City i n response to t he 

c ondit i ons and rec ommenda ti ons of HUD included as part of the 

app roval ol· th e FY '77 CDBG program shall be continued durin g 

t n c F i s c a l Y c .::.u ' l 9 7 S P r o g r ::1 m Yea r " . 

2) 
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Alexander Polikof£ 
109 North Dearborn Street , 
Chic~go, Illinois 60602 

Earl L . Ne al 
111 ~vest \'/u.s hi ng ton Stree t, 
Chicago, Illinoi s 60602 

Patrick W. O'Brien 
231 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Calvin I! . Hall 
22 West Madison Street, 
Ch i c ag o, Illinois 60602 

by p e r s onztl d e livery of s ucl1 !•lc:-mor u. nd un to Lhc i r offices on 

thi ~. 24th c ~!J" c>f Oct:.:>bo( , 1978. 

C. - _J~hn J;.el}s.~n 
"\ 




