
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

No. 66 c 1459 
Chief Judge Aspen 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

FEDERAL DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS' MOTION TO 
MODIFY CHA 1 S JUDGMENT ORDER11 

Plaintiffs' motion asks that the "order in this case be 

modified to provide that CHA's Section 8 certificatesZ1 be used to 

provide relief to plaintiff class families". Motion To Modify 

Judgment Order at 4. Additionally, plaintiffs ask that the court 

require CHA to use the certificates "in a manner comparable to the 

companion case's Gautreaux program". ~ The latter reference is 

11 The Department of Housing and Urban Development submits 
this response to present factors this court may consider in 
deciding whether to exercise its equitable powers to modify CHA's 
judgment order as requested by plaintiffs' motion. 

z; There are two forms of Section 8 Existing programs involved 
in plaintiffs' motion: rental certificates and rental vouchers. 
Under 42 U.S.C. § 1437f(b), which governs the certificate program, 
HUD is authorized to enter into annual contributions contracts with 
public housing agencies (PHAs) such as the CHA, which then would 
enter into contracts to make assistance payments to private 
landlords. The voucher program is authorized by 42 U.S. C. S 
1437f(o} and like the certificate program provides in subsection 
1437f(o} (5} for funding through an annual contributions contract 
with PHAs. The regulations governing those programs are contained 
in 24 CFR Parts 882 and 982. For purposes of this memorandum, HUD 
is referring to both programs when it uses the term "certificates". 



-
to the Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities• 

program under which HUD, pursuant to its consent decree with the 

plaintiffs, has provided a separate pool of certificates in 

addition to what has been provided in the normal course to public 

housing agencies in the Chicago SMSA. This program is available 

only to "eligible persons" as defined in the HUD consent decree and 

precludes recipients from using certificates to rent apartments in 

the racially concentrated "Limited Areas 11 • Plaintiffs' motion now 

seeks to apply this Gautreaux restriction to Section 8 certificates 

that have been given to CHA in the normal course of its business. 

A. Because Gautreaux class members living in CHA 1 s family 
public housing projects will be the primary recipients of the 7340 
certificates HUD has granted CHA recently and because the class has 
had equal opportunity to apply to CHA 1 s Section 8 program, it would 
be inequitable to require that CHA target any further certificates 
away from other applicants. 

Plaintiffs state that over 15,000 families are currently using 

CHA certificates. Motion To Modify Judgment Order at 3. However, 

plaintiffs fail to acknowledge that recently HUD has made available 

to CHA 7340 certificates for use by the tenants of the CHA's family 

public housing projects, which are primarily Gautreaux class 

members.~/ Declaration of Madeline Hastings at 2. Ex. 1. In 

addition, there is little likelihood, with a few limited 

exceptions, that if CHA receives additional certificates from HUD 

in the future they would be made available to anyone except the 

tenants of the family public housing projects. ~ 

l l Class members are defined as African American tenants in 
or applicants for public housing. Gautreaux y. Chicago Housing 
Authority, 296 F. Supp. 907 (1969). 
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Because so much of CHA's Section 8 program will be directed 

towards providing certificates to Gautreaux class members, it 

would, therefore, be inequitable to provide Gautreaux class members 

with any further special right to receive CHA's certificates.i1 It 

should be noted that class members have always had the same right 

to apply as other eligible tenants for_ assistance through the 

Section 8 program, if they were interested in receiving that type 

of rental assistance. Those that have applied and will appl~1 will 

be considered in accordance with the date and time of their 

application and any applicable preferences. 

If on the other hand, plaintiffs are seeking to move Gautreaux 

class members who are already on CHA's Section 8 waiting list or 

who apply in the future to the top of the waiting list (e.g., by 

creating a preference for them) it would run afoul of the court 

order in Latinos United y. Cbicago Housing Authority, No. 94-C1229 

(N.D. Ill. filed June 21, 1996), pgs. 14-17, see Ex. 3, which 

grants preferences to Latinos. Additionally, such a preference 

would be prejudicial to existing Section 8 applicants who have 

i / Because no new Section 8 funding is expected to be given, 
except for accommodating public housing tenants, families who have 
applied to the Section 8 program will essentially be offered only 
"turnover" certificates, i.e., funding that becomes available when 
Section 8 certificate holders leave the program, and any unused 
certificates that had been previously been awarded for CHA's 
regular Section 8 program. 

~1 The Section 8 waiting list which has been closed for a 
period of time, is expected to be opened in the near future. 
Gautreaux class members will, therefore, be able to apply to be put 
on the waiting list just like any other eligible family. 
Declaration of Jennifer O'Neill, Deputy Executive Director, CHAC, 
Inc. Ex. 2. 
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previously applied and have been waiting for years for housing 

assistance. In this regard, there are approximately 5,800 

applicants presently on the Section 8 waiting list and those with 

application dates of 1991 are presently being placed. Declaration 

of Jenn·ifer O'Neill, Deputy Executive Director, CHAC, Inc. Ex. 2. 

B. Because the law precludes certificate holders from being 
denied the opportunity to select where they want to live, the court 
should insure that class members are given the opportunity to 
object to having their legal entitlement waived. 

Besides seeking certificates for Gautreaux class members, the 

motion additionally seeks that class members who receive 

certificates be directed to use their certificates only in General 

Areas. Thus, the motion necessarily is asking that this Court 

endorse denying class members who receive the certificates the 

opportunity to choose where they want to live. Yet, no explanation 

has been provided as to why it would be necessary for this Court to 

mandate where a class member can live or why it will not have any 

adverse consequences. 21 Indeed, if a class member wants to live in 

~1 The Gautreaux program created through HUD's Consent Decree 
precludes families from using their certificates in Limited Areas. 
such a program, under which 150 certificates per year was provided 
by HUD separate from normal allocations, allowed families who want 
to move from where they were presently living and who were 
interested in moving to a General Area the opportunity to apply for 
the certificates. In contrast, unlike the Gautreaux program under 
HUD' s consent decree, the geographical restrictions here would 
apply primarily to class members who will be required to vacate 
their public housing units pursuant to the replacement and 
relocation program and who may not want to live in General Areas. 
This distinction may be critical, since there is a shortage of 
affordable rental housing. See, "Housing Affordability In The 
Chicago Metropolitan Area: A study Of The Potential Supply Of Fair 
Market Rent Units In Low Poverty Areas", dated August 2, 1995, by 
Paul B. Fischer, Professor of Politics, Lake Forest College (Ex 4). 
Therefore, restrictions that would limit where the 7340 families, 

(continued ... ) 
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a General Area he or she is permitted to do so under regular 

Section 8 program rules. 

Should the Court decide, however, to restrict where 

certificates can be used, the Court should consider changes that 

have been made in federal housing law. At the time the Court 

approved the HUD consent decree in 1981, there was only a HUD 

regulation, which could be waived, that established a "Finders­

Keepers" policy. 21 In 1988, however, Congress made certificates 

"portable" so that they could be used in areas outside of the area 

in which the issuing PHA can under state law operate (i.e., the 

"PHA' s jurisdiction") . ~1 That law guarantees that a certificate 

can be used anywhere in the same State as the issuing PHA and same 

or abutting metropolitan statistical area as the issuing PHA's, 

even in a different State. 42 u.s.c. S 1437f(r); 24 CFR S 982. 

353 (b) . Therefore, a court order directing where certificate 

holders may use their certificates outside the City of Chicago, 

which is essentially the CHA's jurisdiction, would violate federal 

law. On the other hand, persons can voluntarily relinquish their 

legal entitlement, if they so wish. Accordingly, if the Court 

§./ ( ••• continued) 
who must be displaced from their public housing units, could live 
would appear to adversely affect their ability to rent housing in 
the City if they wish to remain there, as well as their ability to 
rent in the suburbs. 

11 24 CFR § 882.103 ("Finders-Keepers" policy) ( 1981) ; 24 CFR 
§ 899.101 (Waivers) (1981}. 

~1 Section 145 of the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1987, Pub. L. No. 100-242, 101 Stat. 1815, 1852 (codified as 42 
u.s.c. § 1437f(r}). 
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believes it is a appropriate in this lawsuit to restrict housing 

choice, a process where all class members are given the opportunity 

to object to the restrictions would need to be afforded.21 

Carole w. Wilson 
Associate General Counsel 

Respectfully submitted, 

I DA A. WAWZENSKI 
Assistant U.S. Att ney 
219 s. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 353-1996 

for Litigation and Fair Housing Enforcement 

Howard M. Schmeltzer 
Assistant General Counsel 

Kathleen E. Burtschi 
Trial Attorney 

21 HUD's regulations also convey to certificate holders the 
right to receive assistance to lease a unit "anywhere" in the 
jurisdiction of the PHA that first issued the certificate. 24 CFR 
§ 982.353(a). Thus, a PHA "may not directly or indirectly reduce 
the family's opportunity to select among available units." 24 CFR 
§ 982.353(f) (61 Fed. Reg. 157 at 42131 (August 13, 1996). 

Since the "freedom of choice" entitlement within a PHA' s 
jurisdiction is regulatory, and not statutory, HUD can permit 
restrictions within a PHA's jurisdiction where HUD determines they 
are necessary to achieve desegregation goals under a court order. 
24 CFR § 982.353(a) (61 Fed. Reg. 157 at 42131 (August 13, 1996). 
On the other hand, HUD has no authority to waive the rights granted 
by the portability statute to families who want to use their 
certificates outside of Chicago. See 61 Fed. Reg. 157 at 41230 
("This rule does not revise the portability procedures set forth at 
24 982.353 (b). This final rule, therefore, does not authorize 
limiting the residential choice of a family renting outside the 
jurisdiction of the initial HA."). 
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Department of Housing 
and Urban Development 

451 Seventh Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 10410 
202-708-1067 

John Jensen, Associate Field Counsel 
u.s. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 
626 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60606-5601 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

Eastern Division 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al. 

Plaintiffs 

v. NO. 66 C 1459 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Defendant 

DECLARATION OF MADELINE HASTINGS 

I, Madeline Hastings, Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary 

for Public and Assisted Housing Operations, Office of Public and 

Indian Housing, United States Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), do hereby declare under penalty of perjury 

that I am familiar with the purposes and circumstances of HUD's 

recent funding of Section 8 certificates and vouchers to the 

Chicago Housing Authority (CHA), and that the following 

statements are based upon my personal knowledge or information 

provided to me by my staff. 

1. Pursuant to Section 14(p) of the United States Housing 

Act of 1937, 42 U.S.C. 14371, public housing agencies (PHAs) were 

provided with Section 8 vouchers and certificates to allow public 

housing families to move out of deteriorated or obsolete public 

housing developments. In addition to the vacancy consolidation 

certificates and vouchers, funds were reserved in the amount of 

$1,000 per certificate or voucher for the purpose of providing 

counseling to increase housing opportunities for families 

~ GOVERNMENT 
i EXHIBIT 
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receiving the certificates and vouchers, and to promote higher 

success rates in moving these families into low-poverty areas. 

2. In October 1995, CHA was granted approval for receipt of 

4,000 vacancy consolidation vouchers and certificates. Pursuant 

to the CHA's Vacancy Consolidation Plan, CHA plans to use the 

4,000 certificates and vouchers to provide-for the relocation of 

public housing residents living at six developments and various 

scattered site units. CHA also plans to use the $4 million in 

counseling funds that go with the certificates and vouchers to 

promote housing choices in low-poverty areas. It is HUD's 

present intention to have CHA contract out the counseling 

function to a separate entity. The low-poverty areas that are to 

be promoted under the vacancy consolidation program correspond 

substantially with the General Areas as defined in the Gautreaux 

Consent Decree. 

3. Under the Fiscal Year 1996 Appropriation, 42 U.S.C. 

14371 note, Congress mandated the conversion of certain 

distressed public housing developments to tenant-based Section 8 

assistance for those individuals living in the distressed units. 

4. On December 1, 1996, HUD and CHA executed annual 

contribution contracts for the funding of 3,340 Section 8 

certificates and vouchers given to CHA for the purpose of moving 

public housing tenants out of distressed public housing that is 

to be demolished. 

5. In the past several years, Congress has authorized very 

little incremental funding of new Section 8 certificates and 
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vouchers, except for limited purposes, such as HUD litigation 

settlements, family unification, witness relocation, and 

relocation assistance to families living in assisted housing 

projects or replacement housing for public housing units being 

demolished or sold. Based on current budgetary constraints, this 

trend is likely to continue. Accordingly, it is unlikely that 

there will be additional funds available to CHA for use in its 

regular Section 8 certificate or voucher programs. Should 

Congress appropriate funds for Section 8 assistance it will 

likely be only for specific purposes such as replacement housing 

or mandatory conversion which would offer housing assistance to 

the Gautreaux class of public housing tenants. 

Executed on May ~3, 1997. 

ssociate Deputy 
Assistant Secreta for Public 
and Assisted Housing Operations 

Office of Public and Indian Housing 
U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 
451 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20410 

3 



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRTCT COURT 
FOR THE NORT3ERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EAOTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAU'I1U:;AUX, et e;tl . 

Plainti!fs 

v. NO. 66 C l459 

CHICAGO HOUSING AU'l'HORITY 

Defendant 

DECLARATlUN OF uENHIFEE LEB O'NEIL 

1 . I, Jennifer Lee O'Neil, DepuLy Executive Director of 

CHAC, Inc., do hereby declare ur:der p~;ua.lty of perjury that my 

responsibilities include overseeing the Chicago IIou3ing 

Authority's (CHA) Section 8 program which CHAC ha~, by contract, 

been adrr:inistering . since Jecember l, ~9515. Tll~; fo:.lowing 

statements are based upon my personal k..r..owledge or lnformat:ion 

provided to me by staff. 

2. The::-e are approximately 5,800 applicants on Lhe waiting 

list for CHA's Section 8 certificates ar!d. vouchers, and l.hose 

with application dates of 1991 a~e presently being placed. The 

waiting list for new applicants who wish to receive ~ect1on 8 

assisted housing has been closed for several years, but it 1s 

expected that the list will be reopened later this year. 

Gautreaux class members will be able to apply to be placed on the 

waiting list just as any other eligible 
_ _J -3 (tL 

family. 

Executed on this/~day of M 1997. (_/} () 
~ , . 1 Me_ 0 { )iLL, , 
~FER O'NEIL , Deputy 

~--~ecutive Director 
CHAC. Inc. 
1000 South Wabash Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60605 

; GOVERNMENT I EXHl~ 
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Lake Forest College 
August 5, 1995 

Mr. John Herold 
Associate General Counsel 
Office of the General Counsel 
United States Department ofHousing and Urban Development 
Washington D.C. 20410-0500 

Dear Mr. Herold: 

Depm171!c'llf of Politic.r 
S S) .\.onb Sbe1·ida11 Road 

Lo/.:e Fonrt, llli11ois (ioo4)-2J99 

-:-o8-2;.;-poo 
(fox) :vS--:-;s-6291 

En dosed you will find a copy of my paper titled, "Housing Atfordability in the Chicago 
Metropolitan Area: a Study of the Potential Supply afFair Market Rent Units in Low Poverty 
Areas". Alex Polikoff asked me to send it to you as soon as it left my printer. He and the 
Leadership Council staffhave read it over and approved its content. 

Ifyou have any questions I can be reached at 708-735-5127. 

Regards, 

Paul B. Fischer 
Professor ofPolitics 

~ GOVERNMENT 
f EXHIBIT 
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HOUSING AFFORDABll..ITY IN THE CI-ITCAGO METRO POUT AN AREA: A STUDY OF 
THE POTENTIAL SUPPLY OF F.AJR MARKET RENT UNITS IN LOW POVERTY AREAS . 

PAUL B. FISCHER 
August 2, 1995 

I. THE ISSUE 

Over the past twenty years, HUD has shifted its focus from financing the construction of 

new and rehabilitated low income units to providing rent subsidies for eligible families to be used 

in the existing private housing market . This shift is now accelerating, prompted by the severe 

departmental budget cuts pending in Congress. At the same time, HUD is trying to 

"deconcentrate" its low income housing and expand hou~ng choices for its clientele, particularly 

in low poverty areas where jobs are more plentiful, public services are better funded, and 

neighborhoods are safer. 1 The purpose of this research is to determine the potential supply of 

affordable units in the Chicago metropolitan area that, theoretically, could be utilized by low 

income families with Section 8 cenificates/vouchers in low poverty neighborhoods and 

communities. 

II . THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

For the purposes of this study, the Chicago metropolitan area includes the city of Chicago, 

suburban Cook County, and the fiye ·'collar" counties in Illinois; DuPage, Lake, Kane, Will, and 

McHenry. Affordable ho~sing is defined as units with rents that are at or below the fair market 

rent (fmr) maximum set by HUD. These limits vary, in part, based upon how much of the utilities 

1 A recent example is Moving to Opportunity (MTO), a HUD program that targets 
particular low-income populations Jnd facilitates their moves to low poverty areas in central cities 
and suburbs. 



cost is paid for by the tenant. The fair market rent situation chosen for this study is one in which 

the tenant pays for electricity for lights and gas for cooking. 2 In addition, in the Chicago area, fair 

market rents vary by sub-housing markets . For example, the fair market rent maximum for a two 

bedroom unit in most of Cook County is $686. In the more affluent north and northwest suburbs, 

the fair market rent maximum is $824. But outside of north and northwest Cook County, the fmrs 

do not vary significantly. To simplifY the study, two different sets of fmrs will be used, one for 

north and northwest Cook County and one for the rest of the metropolitan area.3 

The 1990 Census was used to determine the potential supply of fmr units. The Census 

organizes units by different bedroom sizes into six different rent categories from less than $200 to 

$1000 or more . ~ Since the fmr maximums are within a particular category, this Census variable 

had to be weighted 5 Unfortunately the Census combines all units, three bedroom or greater. into 

a single category whereas HUD has different fmrs for three, four, and five bedroom units. This 

issue was addressed by creating an fmr level for all three bedroom units and greater that was an 

2This configuration was considered most typical by the Gautreaux staff at the Leadership 
Council. 

30utside of the north and northwest suburbs the maximum fmrs vary by only $19 for two 
bedroom units, $25 for three bedroom units, and $34 for four bedroom units . 

~There is an additional no cash rent category with relatively few responses that was 
dropped for this study. 

5For example, the fmr for two bedroom units is $686. The rent category that includes 
$686 is five, ranging from $500 to $749. To determine the number of units within that limit of 
$686, the first four categories, beginning with units under $200 were added together. Since $686 
includes approximately 75 percent of the range from $500 to $749, I arbitrarily included 75 
percent of the units in that particular rent category, as part of the aggregation. Thus the formula 
to determine the number of two bedroom units within fair market rents is (C=Category) 
C I +C2+C3+C4+(C5 *. 75). 
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average ofthe three and four bedroom fmrs 6 Vacancy rates were also determined but they are not 

organized by rent levels so their usefulness is limited but useable in this study. 7 

The basic demographic unit of analysis utilized is the Census tract since it is the basis for 

much ofHUD policy governing housing mobility and the most accessible from the Census 

Bureau. Data was gathered enumerating the number of persons with incomes below the poverty 

level for each tract. Two low poverty variables were created from tracts defined as 10 percent 

poverty or Jess and 15 percent poverty or Jess. Data was also gathered on the number of African-

Americans in each Census tract. Census tracts with over 30 percent African-American were 

considered racially concentrated. 8 

Before describing the results it is important to state a number of caveats about the 

research methodology and the data . The original analysis for the study of the HACC service area 

was completed in 1992 when the 1990 Census information was fresh. Obviously that data is now 

over five years old. The rent structure has increased by at least a factor of inflation, so the Census 

data underestimates the actual rents by approximately 15 percent. 9 On the other hand, the 

6The three bedroom fmr is S860 and the four bedroom frnr is $966 so the three bedroom 
and greater fmr used was the mean of $913. It was assumed that, in low poverty Census tracts, 
the disproportionate number of large bedroom rental units would be three bedrooms which was 
why the mean of three and four bedroom frnrs was chosen rather than the one for three and five 
bedroom fmrs . 

70n vacancy rates, the Census includes vacant housing units by detached versus attached 
with categories of number of units in attached dwellings as well as vacancy rates by bedroom size 
but not by rent levels . 

8The 30 percent figure is based on the Gautreaux criteria for an impacted Census tract that 
is used to determine which areas cannot be used for Gautreaux placements. 

9 Assuming a conservative three percent per year inflation in rents over five years . 
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inflation factor has not affected fmrs very much since the 1995 finrs are very similar to the 1992 

fmrs . Thus the actual number of units that are within the finrs has probably declined and the totals 

discussed below probably overestimate the number of affordable units. But the results are still 

useful, particularly when comparing the number of affordable units in low poverty tracts with the 

remaining tracts . It should also be ryoted that the weighting of--the finr variables, while based upon 

careful and logical consideration, is still somewhat arbitrary. Small changes in the weighting 

formulas could change the resulting number of affordable units, although the general pattern 

should remain the same. Finally, the Census figures on affordable units do not take into account 

the vacancy rate. While the report does include some discussion of the vacancy rate by Census 

tract, the lack ofvacancy data by rent levels limits its utility. Given the general impression that the 

rental market in the Chicago metropolitan area has " tightened" since 1989 when this data was 

gathered, factoring in the 1990 Census vacancy rates probably overestimates the ·'available" 

affordable units. 10 

III. THE FINDINGS 

A. Poverty Census Tracts 

There are 1738 Census tracts in the six county area, ofwhich 1032 (59%) are 10 percent 

poverty and 1171 (67%) are 15 percent povertyl 1 Referring to Table One, Chicago has 50 

percent of the Census tracts but only 23 percent of the below 10 percent poverty tracts and 30 

100bviously many other factors are involved in determining whether an finr unit is actually 
available to a Section 8 family but those factors are beyond the scope of this study. 

11 For the sake or' readability, throughout the body of this report, all percents are rounded 
off to the nearest whole number. Ten percent or under in poverty will be denoted as 10 percent 
while 15 percent or under poverty will be denoted as 15 percent. 
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percent of the below 15 percent poverty tracts. Suburban Cook with 28% of the Census tracts 

contains 42 percent of the 10 percent tracts and 41 percent of the 15 percent tracts . 

TABLE ONE: LOW POVERTY /BLACK CENSUS TRACTS IN THE CHICAGO AREA 

CTS · % 10%< "/o RANK 15% % 
< 

CHT 851 50 234 2J 2 3-12 30 

CK 280 16 237 23 I 2-19 17 

NW 20-1 12 194 19 3 199 22 

DU 116 7 114 1 I 4 116 10 

K.N 64 4 51 5 7 55 5 

LK 97 6 88 9 5 92 8 

MC 26 I 26 J 8 26 2 

WL 79 5 67 7 6 71 6 

TOT 1717 10 I lOll IOU 1150 100 

SHARE%= SHARE OF THE METRO POUT AN AREA TOT J\L 
NW = NORTII AND NORTI-IWEST SUBURBAN COOK COUNTY 
CK =THE REST OF SUBURBI\.N COOK COUNTY 
BLK< = 30 PERCENT AfRICAN t\..\t1ERICI\.N OR LOWER 

B. African-American Census Tracts 

RANK BLK % RANK 
< 

1 475 38 I 

2 228 18 2 

3 200 16 3 

4 11 6 · 9 4 

7 63 5 7 

5 90 7 5 

8 26 2 8 

6 69 5 6 

1267 100 

There are 1267 (74%) of the Census tracts that are 30 percent African-American or lower. 

Slightly more than one-third are in Chicago and the rest in the suburbs. In fact, only 17 percent of 

the Census tracts in the suburbs have high African-American concenirations and almost all of 

those are in south and west Cook County. There is also a strong correlation of .67 between the 

percentage of African-Americans in a Census tract and the percent of the population in poverty. 

There are 61 Census tracts greater than 30 percent black and 10 percent poverty and 103 Census 

tracts greater than 30 percent black and 15 percent poverty. But they represent only four percent 

of tracts at the 10 percent poverty le\'CI and six percent at the 15 percent poverty level. On the 
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other hand there are 3 16 (I 8% )low black and high poverty tracts at the ten percent poverty level 

and 219 ( 13%) at the fifteen percent poverty level. 

C. The Supply of Affordable Units 

There are over 3 12,000 two bedroom units and over 162,000 three bedrooms plus units 

within finrs in the -Chicago area. Chicago contains the most for both categories of units followed 

by Cook County outside of the north and northwest suburbs, then north and northwest Cook 

County. (Se~ Table Two) 

TABLE TWO: AFFORDABLE UNITS IN THE CHICAGO METRO AREA 

2BRMS AVG "'o RANK crs 3BRMS AVG 

Cl-ll 175,121 202 56 . I 865 106,889 124 

CK 49.597 175 16 2 283 18,288 65 

NW 33,118 162 10 3 20-t 13 ,329 65 

DU 17,842 154 6 4 116 4,880 42 

KN 10,773 158 4 6 68 5,369 79 

LK 12,006 124 4 5 97 6,285 65 

MC 4,0-t I 155 I g 26 1,973 76 

WL 9.570 121 3 7 79 5,286 67 

TOT 312,068 180 100 1738 162,299 93 

A VG =MEAN NUMBER OF FMR UNITS WITHIN EACH CENSUS TRACT 
NW =NORTH AND NORTHWEST COOK COUNTY 
CK =THE REST OF COOK COUNTY 
CTS =NUMBER OF CENSUS TRACTS 
3BRMS =THREE BEDROOMS OR MORE 
AFFORDABLE= UNITS WITHIN MAXIMUM FMRS 
TOT= CHICAGO METRO PO LIT AN AREA 
%=PROPORTION OF METRO AREA FMR UNITS IN THAT REGION 

% RANK 

66 1 

II 2 

8 3 

3 7 

3 5 

4 -t 

I 8 

3 6 

99* 

*THE TOTAL IS LESS THAN l OO'Yo BECAUSE OF ROUNDING TO NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER 

For Census tracts I 0 percent poverty_ the Chicago metropolitan area has close to 152,000 

two bedroom units and almost 58.000 three bedroom plus units within fmrs . By region, at I 0 
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percent poverty, Cook County, outside of the north and northwest has the most two bedroom 

units within finrs, followed by Chicago, north and northwest Cook County, DuPage, Lake, Kane, 

Will, and McHenry. For three bedrooms plus units in 10 percent poverty or less tracts, Chicago is 

first, followed by north and northwest Cook County, the rest of Cook County, Lake, DuPage, 

Will, Kane, and McHenry. (See Table Three) 

For Census tracts 15 percent poverty, the Chicago metropolitan area has almost 184,000 

two bedroom units and over 73,000 three bedrooms plus units within fmrs . (See Table Four) By 

region, at 15 percent poverty, Chicago has the most two bedroom fmr units, followed by Cook 

County outside of the north and northwest, then north and northwest Cook, DuPage, Lake, Kane, 

Will, and McHenry. For three bedrooms plus fmr units in the 15 percent tracts, the pattern is the 

same except that Lake has more than DuPage and Will has more than Kane . 

TABLE THREE: AfFORDABLE UNITS IN 10 PERCENT POVERTY CENSUS TRACTS 

2BRMS AVG 0/o 10\NK crs 3BRMS AVG % RANK 

CHl 3.t.275 138 23 2 2.t8 15,259 62 26 1 

CK .t0,080 167 26 I 2-tO 11 ,847 49 21 3 

NW 30,990 160 20 3 19-' 11 ,950 62 21 2 

DU 17,605 !54 12 --1 11-t 4,747 -'2 8 5 

KN 7,72-t 140 5 ( , 55 3,405 62 6 7 

LK 9,565 109 6 5 88 4,778 54 8 ... 

MC .... 0-'l !55 3 X 26 1,973 76 3 8 

WL 7,.t90 112 5 7 67 3,780 56 7 6 

TOT 151.770 147 100 1032 57 ,739 56 100 
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TABLE FOUR: AFFORDABLE UNlTS IN 15 PERCENT POVERTY CENSUS TRACTS 

2BRMS AVG o/o RANK crs 3BRMS AVG % RANK 

CHI 58,352 64 32 I 356 26,716 75 37 1 

CK 43,003 I 7 I 23 2 252 12,98 I 52 I7 2 

NW 32,634 I64 18 3 199 12,914 65 17 3 
~ 

DU 17,842 54 10 4 116 4,880 42 7 5 

KN 9,146 155 5 6 59 3,987 68 5 7 

LK 10,622 I I5 6 5 92 5,492 60 8 4 

MC 4,041 155 2 8 26 1,973 76 3 8 

WL 7,980 I I2 4 7 71 4,093 58 6 6 

TOT 183,620 I 57 100 I ,171 73,036 62 100 

A VG =MEAN NUMBER OF FMR UNITS WITHIN EACH BELOW POVERTY CENSUS TRACT 
CTS =NUMBER OF CENSUS TRACTS AT PARTICULAR POVERTY LEVEL 
NW =NORTH AND NORTHWEST COOK COUNTY 
CK =THE REST OF COOK COUNTY 
3BRMS = THREE BEDROOMS OR MORE 
AFFORDABLE= UNITS WITHIN MAXIMUM FMRS 
TOT =CHICAGO METROPOLITAN AREA 
% =PROPORTION OF METRO AREA FMR UNITS IN THAT REGION 

D. Vacancies and Affordability 

In order to determine the actual number of frnr units available, vacancy rates have to be 

considered. Unfortunately, given the limitations of time and other resources, it is impossible to 

determine the current vacancy rates by census tract. The only readily available data is from the 

1990 Census but that data also has problems. It is obviously out of date and it is not organized by 

rent category. Yet it does provide a rough estimate of what is rentable, keeping in mind the other 

problems limiting the supply like limited landlord participation and HUD health and safety 

reqUirements . 
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There are over 178,000 vacant units in the Chicago metropolitan area, of which almost 

108,000 (61%) are located in Chicago. Most ofthe remainder are in north and northwest Cook 

County and DuPage. (See Table Five) 

TABLE FIVE: VACANT UNITS IN THE CHICAGO METRO PO LIT AN AREA 

NUMBER % AVG RANK 

CHI 107,865 61 125 1 

CK 19,413 II 69 2 

NW 15,067 8 74 3 

DU 13,193 7 114 4 

KN 4.320 2 64 7 

LK 9.317 5 96 5 

MC 3,045 2 117 8 

WL 5,937 3 75 6 

TOT 178,157 99 102 

For two bedroom units within fmrs , the total number of vacancies is almost 28,000 with 

Chicago having the bulk, followed by the rest of Cook County, the north and northwest suburbs, 

and DuPage. (See Table Six,) For three bedroom units within fmrs, the total number of vacancies 

is over 13,000, with the overwhelming number in Chicago (85%) and most ofthe remaining in 

suburban Cook County. 

When limiting the analysis .to low poverty Census tracts, the number of vacant units within 

fmrs drops dramatically. In I 0 percent poverty tracts there are just over 9,000 two bedroom fmr 

units and only 1700 three bedroom plus units compared to 28,000 and 13,000 for all tracts. In 15 

percent tracts the numbers improve to almost 12,000 two bedroom units and almost 2500 three 

bedroom units within fmrs . (See Table Seven) 
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TABLE SIX: VACANCIES AMONG FMR UMIS BY PLACE 

2BRMS AVG % RANK CIS 3BRMS AVG % RANK 

CHI 18,953 23 68 1 841 11,274 13 85 1 

CK 2,904 10 10 2 279 769 3 6 2 

NW 2,181 11 8 
.., 

202 302 1 2 4 j 

DU 1,385 12 5 4 116 109 1 I 7 

KN 590 9 2 7 64 175 3 I 6 

LK 879 9 3 5 97 338 3 2 3 

MC 252 10 1 8 26 69 2 I 8 

WL 642 8 2 6 78 260 3 2 5 

TOT 27,786 16 99 1,703 13.296 8 100 

TABLE SEVEN: VACANOES AMONG FMR UNITS BY TEN PERCENT POVERTY 

2BRMS AVG 0/o RANK CIS 3BRMS AVG % RANK 

CHI 1,946 8 11 3 130 553 2 32 l 

CK 2,047 9 22 2 236 294 1 17 2 

NW 2,058 11 22 I 192 245 1 14 4 

DU 1,373 12 15 4 114 106 1 6 6 

KN 422 8 5 7 51 79 2 5 7 

LK 689 8 7 5 88 253 3 15 3 

MC 252 10 3 8 26 69 3 4 8 

WL 442 7 5 6 66 118 2 7 5 

TOT 9,229 9 ]()() 1,003 1,717 2 100 

In 10 percent poverty tracts by place for two bedroom units within finrs, north and 

northwest Cook have the largest number of vacant units, followed by the rest of suburban Cook 
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and the city of Chicago. DuPage and the other counties only have approximately 3300 vacant 

affordable two bedroom units in I 0 percent tracts . For three bedrooms plus, the number of 

vacancies are quite small with Chicago having 550 and the Cook County suburbs about the same, 

representing .1100 of the 1700 two bedroom fmr units in ten percent tracts for the metro area. 

At the fifteen percent poverty level for two bedroom units within fmrs, Chicago has the 

most vacant units followed by north and northwest Cook, the other Cook County suburbs and 

DuPage. (See Table Eight) For three bedroom plus fmr units, Chicago once again has the most 

vacancies, followed by suburban Cook, and Kane County with the other counties having 

approximately 500 vacant three bedroom plus units within fmrs . 

TABLE EIGHT: VACANCIES AMONG FMR UNITS BY 15 PERCENT POVERTY 

2BRMS AVG o;o RANK crs 3BRiv1S AVG % RANK 

CHI 3,845 I I 33 I 338 i099 3 45 1 

CK 2.296 9 20 2 248 342 2 14 2 

NW 2,172 I I 19 3 197 282 2 12 3 

DU 1,385 12 12 4 116 109 I 4 6 

KN 513 9 4 (, 55 97 2 4 7 

LK 763 8 7 5 92 280 9 12 4 

MC 252 10 2 8 26 69 3 3 8 

WL 477 7 4 7 70 145 3 6 5 

TOT 11,703 10 100 1142 2423 2 100 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 

The number ofvacant affordable units, both two and three plus bedrooms, that are located 

in low poverty census tracts are few in number and represent a very small segment of the total 
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rental market in the Chicago area. There are only II ,000 two bedroom or more vacant affordable 

units in I 0 percent tracts in the Chicago area, which represents just 2.3 percent of all of the 

affordable units. At the 15 percent poverty level, the number of vacant affordable two bedroom or 

more units increase to 14,000, representing three percent of all affordable units . It is important to 

note that these figures probably overestimate the actual supply of low poverty tract units, because 

the vacancy rates are probably lower than in 1989 when the Census was taken, particularly in low 

poverty tracts . 

In the Housing Authority of Cook County (HACC) service area, there are over 6,000 

families on the Section 8 program and roughly another 6,000 families in the other suburban 

Section 8 programs. In 1991 there were approximately 13 ,000 families in the CHA Section 8 

program and the number is probably higher today, bringing the total number of Section 8 families 

in the Chicago area to over 25,000. Previous research indicates that most of those families do not 

live in low poverty tractsi 2 Assuming a turnover rate of at least ten percent, 2,500 returned famil y 

Section 8 certificates/vouchers are available for families to use in low poverty areas each year. 13 

An additional I ,000 new famil y certificates/vouchers on average have also been available in the 

Chicago area over the past few years . 1 ~ Assuming roughly 3,500 family certificate/vouchers 

available for new moves in a given year and a preference that these families move to ten percent 

12See Paul Fischer, A Racial Perspective on Subsidized Housing in the Chicago Suburbs, 
1992, South Suburban Housing Center. It is also commonly known that most of the CHA families 
do not live in low poverty tracts. 

13This figure is based on the experience ofHACC and may not be generalizable to other 
housing authorities. · 

1 ~Although the CHA did not get an allocation this year, it's allocation was added to that of 
the HACC Section 8 program. 
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or less Census tracts, Section 8 families would have to rent approximately 3,500 out of the 9,000 

(39%) vacant two or more bedroom affordable units in those tracts. If efforts were made to 

encourage the existing Section 8 families to move to low poverty tracts, there are almost three 

times as many families as their are vacant units. (9,000 units for 25,000 families) That assumes 

that all of these units meet HUD heal~h and safety standards and that the landlords would be 

willing to rent to Section 8 families. The situation is a little better at the fifteen percent poverty 

level but the number of affordable units is still far below the number of Section 8 families . 

It is clear that a successful housing mobility program that covers all Section 8 families 

must take the limited supply of vacant units into account. It is unrealistic to rely on this housing 

market to provide housing choices for low income families in low poverty areas. Even a vo luntary 

program, focusing on new certificates/vouchers, will probably be constrained by the limited supply 

of available units . If a serious attempt is to be made to expand housing choices and provide 

housing opportunities for Section 8 families in low poverty areas, new units must be built, older 

dilapidated units must be rehabilitated. and greater efforts must be undertaken to involve more 

low poverty tract landlords in the Section 8 program. 
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IN 'rHE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CotJRT 
FOR 'rHJS NOlmiDN DISTRICT 0!" ILLINOIS 

EAS~ERN DIVISION 

LA'l'INOS WI'rED I ElGHT!ENTH &1'U!:'l' 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, HISPANIC 
HOOSDfC: DEV'ELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
aiCURDID UDEVELOPM!NT 
CORPORATION, and COMITE LATINO; 
.and ROSALIA RIVERA, RAQUEL 
GONZALEZ SYPIEN, GLORIA CAlU)ONA 
QtTINONES, ancl HILDA OM'IZ, 
individ~ally and on ~ehalf of all 
p~ons aiailarly situated, 

- ··· - -Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOOSING AUTHORITY, UNITED 
STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVEI.OPM!:NT, . VINCENT LANE, 
ROBOT D. WRI'I'P'IEt.D·, and HENRY 
CISNEROS, 

Oef enC:a.nt:a. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

. ·) -
) . ) 
) 

: ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

----------------------------> 

No. 94 C 1229 

- -Judqe ··Lindberg 

-.. 

WHEREAS, ~laintiffs have filed a Co~plaint in this 

action alleging that, as a r=sult of actions and inactions of the 

Chicago Housinq Authority ("CHA") and its officials, in the 

operation, administration, &upervision and funQing of hou5inq 

a5mistance pro9rams in Chicago, Latinos have been and are being 

deprived of housing assistance on tha basi& of race, color and 

national origin, in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the 

United States Constitution, Title VI of tha Civil Riqhts Act of 

1964 (42 U.S.C. 5 2000d), Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 

..: 

; GOVERNMENT 
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~· , t •• t 

19el (42 u.s.c. SS 3604, 3501), and 42 u.s.c. SS 1981, 1982 and 

1983. 

-·' 

wmm.na, the court has determinec:1 that plaintitts msy 

m~intain this action as a class action pursuant to Rules 23(a) 

and 23(b)(2) of the Federal Rules o~ Civil Procec:1ure. Tha class 

certi~ie4 ~Y the Court consists of all Latino residents of 

Chicago who were, have bean, or will be denied participation in 

or equa~ access to any C!A proqram as a result ot the policies 

aM practices -chal-lenqeci· i-n the -compla-int. - - -

WI%RBAB, the plaintiffs have previously entered intc a 

consent Dacraa in this action with the United States Department 

of Hcusin9 anc:1 Urban oavelcp1nant ("HOD"), and th.is consent Decree 

(tha "HOD Decree") was approved by tha Court on July l:J, 19,5. 

The HUD Decree states, ~mon~ cther, thinqs, that HOD will 

tundinq fer soo rent-subsiay vauchers under the section 8 proqram 

:cr the exclusive use of mambers ot the plaintiff class , toqather -with $1,100,000 of fun~in9 over five year~ for outreach and 

counseling to promQte the use by Latinos of these vouchers anci of 

,.,.1 

any vouchers that ~ay be made available to class nembers as part ? 

of the relief o~tained from the CHA. 

the facts set forth i 

CHA has not admitted 

to 

Stipulation") •. 'l'he 

ate4 the Fourteenth. Amendment to 

~~e united States CQnstitution, Title VI of the civil Riqhts Aat 

o! 19~4, Titl~ VIII of the Civil Riqhts Act of 1968, cr 44 u.s.c. 
ss 1981, 1982 and 1983; however, the CHA aeknQvledqes that the 

stipulat~cn sets forth facts from Which the court may infer a 
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violation of these constitutional and statutory provisions as set 

forth in tha complaint, and the CHA does net object to a findin; · 

by the .court that ·it violated these constitutional ana statutory 

previsions as sat forth in tha Complaint. 

1IOW, 'l!ll:lmDOJll, the plaintiffs and tha CHl aqree as 

fcllcva: 

1. J9risdic1:ion. This Court has jurisdiction eve: 

~laintitfs' claims aqainst the eRA pursuant tc 28 o.s.c. 5 13l1, 

28 o.s.c:. -5 1:143,-and 42 tJ.s . .c. -5· 3612 • . 

2. Iojun;tion Against Discrimination. The CHA and 

its officers, e=ployees, aqents, suc~essors and assigns are 

hereby enjoined from discriminating aqa~nst LAtinos in the 

operation, administration, supervision and fundinq cf housinq 

aasistance proqrams in Chica~o, in violation of the Fourteenth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution, Title Vl of tha 

Civil Riqhts Act ot 19e4 (42 u.s.c. 5 2000d), Title VIII or the 

civil Ri~hts Act of 1968 (42 u.s.c. SS 3604 ana 360S), and 4~ 

u.a.c. ss l9Bl, 1982 and 1983. 

3. . Tr&nslat~op 91 ¥orms and Telephone Messag~s. The 

CHA shall ensure that all forms, written materials and recorded 

telephone mes&ages used now and in the future in dealinqs with 

current and prospective tenants and registrants are avai1a~le in 

both the !nqlish lanquaqe and the Spanish languaqe. Without 

limiting the qanerality of the toreqoinq, the CHA shall take the 

fo1lowinq actions: 

t2"d 

(a) The translation requirements of Paragraph 3 

shall apply to to~s, leases, notices, posters, brochures 
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and mailinqs ralateg to reqistratian, intake, eligi~ility 

and suitability datar.minations, marketing, outreach, certit­

icaticn and recertification, inapactians of hauain;, reten­

tion ot tenants ana reqis~ants, comm~nications with pro­

spective tenants and registrants, tenant services and public 

safety. The translation requirements o~ Paragraph 3 eha~l 

apply to all current and future housing assistance proqrams, 

includinq but not limite4 to conventional hausinq, el~arly 

__ hcusin; 1 _the Sec-;i_cm It p;-Qg~alll _ &qt(i ;be _ Ci_C&tt.Jlr.e~ liita . pro-

22"d 

qram. 

(b) In order to co~ply vith this Paragraph, the 

CHA shall contract vith a professional t~anslator or 

translation firm; whieh will be selected thrcuqh a Raqu•st 

For Propa&a 1 pracel515 fa~ an annual requiraments contraci: t:o 

meat the CHA's translation needs. Tha first &uc:h contract 

shall take effect within mix months from the entry of this 

consent Decree. The translation af all materials described 

in liUbparagraph (a) that are in use as of the time that the 

CHA enters into the first such contract 5hall be completed 

by the contractor selected as soon ae reasonably feasible 

followinq tha effective date of tha contract. The ability 

cf a potential contractor to compl•te t~anslation ot such 

materials within 90 days from tha effective date of the 

contract shall be one of the selection criteria on which 

potential contractors are evaluated in tha procurement 

process. 

-4-

~l..:l HLS ~ilt:J sn W1::151 : 11: 96 , 92 1'-rlf 



--· 

(c) To the extent feasi~le, the Spanish-lanquaqe 

version will appear on the same document as the Enqlish• 

lanquaqa version. 

(d) The ~ shall require in all contracts 

entered into or renewed fcllowinq t.h.e entry of jud91Dent in 

this matter that all its contractors and aubccntractora 

provide and use Spanish-language translations of the forms 

and written materials described in s~araqraph (a). 'l'he 

_ CHA shal"l_ request that. ..$Xistinq ~cntractors ancs 

wu~contractors provide ancs usa Spanish-lanquaqa translations 

of such forms and written materials as soon as such 

translations are availa~le. 

(a) The CHA shall provide Spanish-lanquaqe ver­

sions of all recorded telephone messa~es. In any !nqlish­

lanquaqe version, within the first tan seconds, the listener 

shall be informed what to do in order tc hear the Spanish­

l&nquage version (e.g., to wait or call a different n~ar). 

4. Bilingual staffi~g. The CHA shall ensure that an 

adequate bilingual (Spanish•English) &taft at all levels of 

employment is available in those offices and locations where 

spani&h•speaking individuals resi~in9 in or reqistering fer 

public houainq may need assistance in Spanish; provided, with 

respect tg manaqament offices servinq residents ot specific 

buil~inqs and developments (or qrgups of commonly manaqed 

buildinqs and aevelopment5}, that the CHA's obliqations to 

maintain bilingual staff shall ee ·as statad in subparaqraph 

E2"d ~..:! HlS A3N~01W Sfl W'tf02: H Sj6, 92 1-Jnf 
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(a)(vii). Without limiting the qenerality of the fcreqoinq, the 

CHA shall take the following actions: 

v2"d 

(a) The CBA shall provide employees fluent in 

Spanish in the tollowinq positions en cr before August 1, 

1996 or six mcnth_s from ent:zy of this cons11nt Ceeree, 

whichever is later: 

. (i) At laast one telephone systea oper-
ator to assist Spanish•lan9Uaqe speakers who 
call durinq normal business hours; 

_ __ _ (.ii) - At . least ..tcur. staf.t employees in . - -
occupancy to assist persons applyinq tor 
conventional public housing; 

(iii) At least five in~ividuals on the 
CRA' s !:merqenc:y services dispatch staff~ at 
least one o~ whom is seheduled for ~uty at 
all times; · 

Civ) At least five indivi~uals en the 
Police Services dispatch staff, at least one 
of whom is sche~uled for duty at all times; 

(v) At least one administrative staff 
employee at the Operations Office (currently 
located at 47th and State Streets) I 

(vi) At least one staff employee in any 
offica.responsible tor perfcrmin; outreach 
functions; ancl 

(vii) At least one administrative sta~f 
employee at the manaqement office for each 
aevelcpment (or qroup of commonly manaqad 
builclinqs or developments) with a rc5idant 
population that is at least lD% Latino or has 
~t least 20 Latino leaseholders. Upon 
implementation, this requirement shall apply 
to Lathrop, Bridqeport, 'l':'WDl:Nll Park, and 
any elderly development (or qroup of commonly 
managed buildinqs or davalopments) meeting 
the criteria in the precedi~q sentence. 
Beqinninq one year after implementation, ancl 
at annual intervals thereafter, the CHA shall 
redetermine the manaqament offices to which 
this subparaqraph applies, using the most 
recent available data. 
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(b) In selectin; parscnnal fer p~lice, security 

and maintanance pcsiticns, the CHA (and ita muccassora, 

ccntractors and administr~tcrs) shall qive dua reqard tc the 

need for Spanish-speakinq personnel in those cevalcpments 

with a significant Latino resident population. 

(c) Within six mcn~hs trc~ the entry of thi• 

Ccnsant Decree, the CMA will open tvo sita reqistration and 

information offiees, ~hieh vill ba s~atted at all lavela 

~ith · bilinqual personnel, and ~hich will ~ssiat -individUals - -

seeking information about or wiahinq to reqi&tar for CHA 

prcqramD. one cff iee vill be in the Wast 'I'ovn, Humbolclt · 

Park or Loqan Square area. 'l'he c~ar will be in the Lover 

wast Side (Pilsen) or South Lawndale (Little Villa9a) area. 

(d) The Latino community L~aiaon da&ignatad 

pursuant to Paragraph 10 of this Consent Decree will, on an 

annual basis, evaluate and report Qn (i) areas within the 

CHA where additional bilinqual staff may be necessary, and 

(ii) the need for additional site reqiGtration and inform~­

tion offices. 

(a) ~o the extent the CRA contracts with on• or 

more outside contractor(s) to provide any cf the functions 

. addrass;:d by subparaqraphs (a) or (c) , the CBA shall %aquire 

such contractor(&) tc adhere to the bilin9Ual stattinq 

requirements contained herein. 

5. Updating gt Waiting List§. Not later than six 

months tollowinq the execution ct a contract between the CHA and 

the translator or professional translation firm ae required bY . 

_,_ 
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Paragraph 3(~) of this Decree, the CHA will ccnduet surveys ct 

~~• registrants on its waitin9 lists tcr c=nvantional and Section 

s houainq to determine whether those re~istrants are still 

interested in eRA hcusin9. All forms and notices sent to reqis­

t%a~~s in connection with such surveys shall be in both Enqlish 

and Spanish, and &hall clearly and conspicuously notify reqia• 

trants ct all actions they must take tc avoid bai~q removed from 

the waiti~g lists. Th~se raqistrants vill also be notified that 

-they -are required -to- notify -the CHA of any -chanqe in- addrel!ls. 

Any reqistra~t who does not raspon4 or vho responds by sayin9 

that ha or she is no l~nqer inte~es~ad will ~e rRmoved from the 

pertinent wai~inq list. 

t. ~einst.abement 2,! Purqed LatitlgB. Within 90 days of 

the entry of thi5 Consent De~ae, -the CHA will take all steps 

:easible to identity and prepare e list (the "Purqa ListR) 

shovinq the names (in al~habetical order) ana last known 

addl:'essas ot individuals who have been 11 purqed" or removad frcm 

any CHA waitinq list since January 1, 1980, cecause of their 

failure t= raspcnd to any notitication from the CHA or to nQtify 

the eRA ct chanc;es in address, 'l'he CHA shall inform a dasiqnated 

representative ot the plaintitfs about all steps taken to create 

the Purqe List. The individuals on the Purqe List shall be rein­

stated en the pertinent waitinq list, in the same posi~ions and 

with the eame priorities as if they had never been r~oved trcm 

the ~ist, in accordance with the provisions of this Paragraph. 

92"d 

(a) Any Latino en the PU%qe List (and any Latino 

who establishes that he or sba was relllcved from any CHA 

~a-
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vaitinq list since January 1, 1980, because cf his cr bar 

failure to respond to any notification from the eRA or to 

notify the CHA ot chanqes in addrass) shall, upon &Uch 

person's request, be reinstated if that person can 

aftirmatively establish that his or her removal from the 

list was dua to the failure of tba CBA to provide bilinqual 

notification reqardinq that peruon's obli~ations and not tor 

some other reason not attriwtable to tha CHA. A parson can 

- satisfy the for~qoinq bur4en of- proof by establishinq that 

he or 5he did nat have s~!ficiant Enqlish lanquaqe skills tc 

understand the CHA's notifications. 

(b) The Purqa List shall be furnishe~ to all 

offices that accept raqistrationD for eRA proqram5 (whathar 

operated by the CHA or ~y any contractor or other 

administrator) , and the indivi~uals responsible for 

prcviding information to prospective reqistrants shall be 

instructed to inquire whether they have registered 

previously, and if so advise th~m that they may be eligible 

for reinstatement. 

(c) The CHA shall mail a bilingual (English an~ 

Spanish) letter to (i) all persons on the Purge List 

identified in CHA records by race co~e or &elf­

i~entificaticn as Latino, Hispanic, cr Spanish-surnamed, and 

(ii) all other Spanish-surnamed persons on the Purqe List. 

~his letter ehall notify such persons of their right to 

reqUest reinstatement and shall include a form to request 

reinstatement. The CHA shall also arranqe for the 

-9-
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publication ot advertisements (in English and Spanish 

lanquage newspapers) that contain a list of such parsons and 

a notification of their riqht to request reinstatement. 

7. Remedial Section 8 Waiting List. As a ~emedy tor 

the discrimination _aqainst Latinos in the-Section B proqram 

(de~criced in the complaint), a separate "R~edial !action 1 

waitinq List" shall be createa tor tha distriDution of Section B 

vouchers. The term "Voucher" as used herein refers to section s 

vouchers an~ certificates. 

BZ"d 

(a) Eligibility. The Remedial Section s Waitinq 

List shall be limited to (i) he&d5 of household of Latino 

familie~ and Latino expectant mothers ("Conventional 

Reqi5trants") who would have registered tor the CHA's 

section 8 proqram between 1974 and 1985 if the CHA had not 

unlav!ully discriminated aqainst Latinos and had taken 

affirmative steps to market the Section 8 program to Latinos 

and Spani~h-speakinq persons as required by federal 

regulations, and (ii) Latino single persons who are 62 years 

of aqe or older or handicapped, disabled, or di&placad as 

defined by applicable requlatioris ("Elderly Reqistrants") 

who would have registere~ tor the CHA's section B proqram 

between 1974 and 1994 if the CHA had not unlawfully discrim­

inated aqainst Latinos and had taken attirmative steps to 

market the section e proqram to Latinos and Spanish-speaking 

persons as required ~y federal regulations. 

(b) certif!gatiop pf E;ligihili~. 'l'o be inclu~ed 

on the Remedial Section s'waitinq List, a conventional 

-1o~ 
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Registrant :ust certify that he or aha would hava registered 

fer the Section 8 p~oqram between 1974 and 1985 if he or she 

had bean adequately informed about it. ~a be included an 

· the Remedial section 8 Waitinq List, an Elderly Reqistrant 

must ce:rtity that he or ahe would have re9istered for the 

sac:tion 8 proqram between 1974 and 1994 if ha or she had 

been adequately infonled about it. 

(c) Blolsinq of Eligible persons. 'l'he 11l!!liqibili-

- ty Year'! tor _a reqistrant shall be .tha _ea:rl_iest . year_ (but _ . 

not prior to 1974) as to which the reqist:rant certifies that 

he or she would have reqistared -fcr the Section 8 proqram if 

he or she had bean adequately informed about it, 

62 "d 

Reqistrants for the Remedial Section 8 Waiting List shall be 

ranked in acccraanca. with their Eli;ibility Years, startinq 

with the year 1974. Persona with the same Eli;ibility Year 

shall be ranked in random order. 

(a) Registration, Pursuant to Paraqraph 4 of the 

HOD Decree, HUD or a HOD-approved deei;nee will enter into 

one or ~ore contracts with fi~ that will conduct marketinq 

and outreach desi9ned to in~orm Latinos about the 

availability of Section 8 Vouchers un4er both this consent 

Decree and the HUO Decree and provide counsalin; for the usa 

ct such Vouchers once they are i5sued, The contractor 

selected (or one of the contractors selected, if multiple 

contractors are selected) will alae be responsible tcr (i) 

accapting and precessing reqistration forms submitted by 

person5 seeking placement on the Remedial Section 8 Waitinq 

..:. 
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List; (ii) ~etarmininq each reqiatrant's Eliqicility Year; 

(1i1) ccmpilinq ana maintaininq the Remedial sectien a 

waitinq tist7 (iv) examininq each reqistrant's preef of 

eli;ibility under the tar=s of this consent Decree and 

~aking a final determination of eliqibility fer each 

reqistrant~ and (v) providing to the section 8 

Administrator, as datinad in Paraqraph 8 ef this Censent 

Decree, on a rolling ~asis, the names ot eliqible 

Conventional Registrants and !laerly.Reqistrants ~rom -tha 

Remedial section 8 Waitinq List, ranked in accordance with 

the provisions of subparaqraph_- (c), for tha Section 8 

Administrator's use in distributinq Section a Vouchers 

pursuant to Paraqraph 8 of this Consent Decree. The-terms 

Mali;ibla" and "aligibility~ · as used herein refer to the 
. . 

criteria set !orth in Paraqraph 7(a) and ~o not refer to any 

qanerally applicable .feaeral requirements fer receipt of 

Section 8 Vouchers. 

(e) Ptoof of Eligibilitv. Prior tc beinq placea 

on any list provided to the Section 8 Ad=inistrator, a 

conventional Reqistrant fo~ the Remeaial section 8 Waitinq 

List must present to the centractor performing the functions 

listed in subparaqraph (d) proof of the reqietrant's 

res~danae in Chicago between 1974 and 1985. Prior ta bainq 

place4 on any list provided to the Section s Administrator, 

an Elderly Registrant for the Remedial Section s Waitinq 

List must present to the contractor performinq the !unctions 

listed in subparagraph (4) proof of residence in·Chicaqo 

~ru HlS A31-JCJOHt:J 91 Wl£2 : t t 96, 92 mr 
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between 1974 and 1994. Acceptable proof of residence shall 

include documentary evidence (such as a lease, &chool 

records, work records, utility bills or visa dQCuments) or 

affidavits fro: the registrant and another person unrelated 

to the registrant attesting to the reqistrant's ~esidanca in 

Chic•qo durinq such period. xt is not necessary fo~ a 

parson to estaglish proof of eliqi~ility at the time he or 

abe first reqisters tor the Remedial section a Waiting List; 

however, - such -proof of eli-qibility must -be provide<:! -before 

such person is placed on any list provided to the Section 8 

Mministratcr, . 

8. Distribution of Vguchers, All functions 

related to the actual distribution of section 8 Vouchers to 

persons placed on tha Remedial Se~ion e W~iting List, including 

the respensibility fer certifying that registrants are eligible 

for section s vouchers under HUD and CHA requlations, shall ~e 

performed by the CHA's Section 8 Administrator. As used harein, 

the term "Section a Administrator11 refers· to the CHA or any 

entity eelecteel by · the CHA or HOD to aeminister what is currently 

the CHA's section s certificate and voucher proqram. 

1E.d 

· (a} vouchers Subject to Tbis pecree. Beqinninq 

as ot the date that this consent Decree is executed ~y 

plaintiffs and the CHA, all Section 8 Vouchers that ara then 

available or subsequently made available to the CHA (or any 

successor, administrator or contractor) or to any proq.ram 

that heretofore has been administered by the CHA 5hall be 

distributed in accordance with this Paragraph, except for 

~l~ HlS A~ll~ 51 ~€2:11 96, 92 Nnf 
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sectien 8 Vouehers not available fer distribution to eurrent 

r~qistrants on tha section a waiting llat because of 

restrictions imposed by tecleral law. 

(b) Manner ot Distr~b9tion. The recipients ot 

the vouchers shall ba. selactad beth fro= the existin~ 

section s waitinq li•t (a• updated, and as supplemented if 

the waitinq list should be re-opened) and from the Reme41al 

section s Waitinq List, in acccrdanee with the following 

-rules: · -

(1) A conventional ~eqistrant en the 

Remedial Section e Waitinq· List with a particular 

Eligibility Year may not ce awarded a Voucher betore 

any perscn on tha existinq Section 8 waitinq ;1st who 

reqistered fer the Conventional Section 8 prcqram prior 

to that year. An Elderly Reqistrant en the Remedial 

Section a Naitinq List with a particular Eliqibility 

Year may not be awarded a Section 8 Voucher before any 

person who reqistere~ for the Elderly Section a proqram 

prior to that Eliqibility Year. For example, a person 

who re9is~ered tor the conventional Section 8 program 

en Cecember 31, 1981, will hava priority over all ·· 

Conventional Raqistrants en the Reme~ial Section B 

Waitinq List with an Eliqicility Year of 1982 or later. 

· (ii) SUbject to rule (i), the percentage of 

Vouchers distributed to person& on the Remedial section 

8 Waitinq List with a qiven Eliqibility Year shall ba 

no qreatar than the Latino parcenta9a ct ·poverty-level 

- .14-
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ChicA9C re5idant& for tha relevant yaar•; p~cvided, 

however, that it the Remedial Section s Waitinq List 

contains a sufficient nu=har cf reqistrants in a qiven 

cateqory (Conventional or Elderly) who are eliqiDle 

~~er this Consent Decree and are otherwise eliqibla 

to% Vouchers in either the Conventian~l ar ' Elderly 

Section B Praqram under applica~le CHA and HOD 

requlations, then the percentaqe of Vouchers 

- distributed by the -section 8 -Administrator under that . 

program (conventional or Elde~ly) to persons en the 

Sections Remedial Waitinq.List shall equal the Latino 

percantaqe ot poverty-level Chicaqa residents fer the 

relevant year. 'l'hose parclimtaqes, Nsed en linear 

extrapolation from the 1970 Census (9.0,), the 1980 

Cansu5 (15.9,), and the 1990 Census (~1.7~), are a• 

fellow~: 

Reqistratior. Year 

1974 
l97S 
l97G 
1977 
1978 
1979 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 

Latinc ' af Chicaqoans 
Below the ~oyerty Line 

12.1 % 
12.9 " 
13.7 ' 
14.5 It 
1!.3 ' 
15.1 ' 

16.9 % 
17.4 ~ 
l?.g ' 
18.3 % 
18.8 t 

. .. 

• The "relevant year" refers to the year of reqistraticn tor the 
persons who are next en the existinq Section 8 waitinq list. 

-15-
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1985 19.3 ' 
1986 19.8 ' 
1987 20.3 ' 
1988 20,7 ' 
1989 21.2 ' 

1990 21.7 ' 
1991 22.2 ' 
1993 22.7 ' 
1993 23 .l ' 
1994 23.6 ' 

lllustration: As cf the date cf the execution ct 
this Consent Ceeraa, Vouchers under the 
Conventional Section 8 Prc~am are ~einq issued tc 

. indiv.iciuals on -the -existinc;-Sectian-8 waitinq list 
who ~eqistered in 1981. Thu&, tbe "relevant year" 
is 1981, and ~erefare 17.4t of tha Conventional 
section a Vo~chers issued after ~e exacution of 
this consent Decree ·shall be distriDuted ta . 
Conventional Ra;istrL~ts on· the ~&medial Saotion 8 
Waitinq List, provided that s~ch list contains a· 
sufficient n~r ct eli~ible parsons with an 
Zliqibility Year of 1981 or earlier. When the 
Section 8 Administrator begins issuinq Voueh•rs 
under the conventional Section 8 PrcCJram to 
individuals on the exi~tin9 Section 8 waittnq list 
who reqiater=d for that proqram in 1982 -- in 
ether wer~s, when the "relevant year" is 198 2 -
the ~ercenta;e of Conventional Section a Vcu~ers 
distributed to Conventional ~e9istrants on the 
Remedial Secticn B Waitinq List shAll be 17.9%, 
again provided that such list contains a 
sufficient number of eligible persons with an 
Eligibility ~ear ct 1982 or earlier. 

(iii) Any lceal preferences adopted by CRA 

for use in awarding Section 8 Vcuchsrs shall not apply 

to registrants on the Rem-edial Section a Waitinq List. 

(iv) For purposes of c.alculatinq percantac;es 

and dete~ininq the number of Vouchers to be ~istri­

buted tc parsons on the Remeaial section 8 Waitinq 

List, the 500 Vouchers to be provided by HUO pursuant 

.to the HOD Decree shall not be taken into account. The 

• 
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500 Vouchers p~ovided ~y BUD constitute a remedy in 

addition to the reMdies prcwidad tor under this 

consent Decree. 

~e Section 8 Administrator shall ~e responsible for 

developinq the specitic procedures and mechanisms tcr the 

distribution of Vouchers consistent with the toreqoing 

rules. 

--· 

(c) Dt~ays in Implementation. The plaintiffs and 

-the -CHA .recoqnize that .a period ot time . will ))e required .to 

put this Section 8 ramedy into effect, and that tor a · paricd 

of time the Section 8 Administr~tor will not ba able to 

distribute Voucher5 to parsons on the Remedial Section 8 

waitinq List. The parties ac;ree that ·the time raquirecl to 

implement this rBmsdy should not be to the prejudie• of tha 

plaintiff clase. To the extant that the section a 

Administrator issues Vouchers after the date of execution of 

this Ccnsent Oecree and prior to the time that it begins 

distri~utinq Voueher5 to individuals on the Remedial Secticn 

B waitinq List, the Section 8 Administrator shall held back 

or otherwise ensure the availability cf the percentage of 

vcuchers to· ce ~istributed to Conventional and Elderly 

Reqistran~ en the Remedial Section 8 Waitin9 List. 

(d) Bilingual Statting, The cHA will ensure that 

the Section a A~inistrator has sufficient bilinqual staff 

to carry cut its responsibilities and provide services, ~oth 

with raqard to individuals on· the Remedial Section B Waitinq 

-17-



LE .d 

-.. 

(b) Within 90 days of the entry of this c:cn•ent 

Decree, the CHl will prepare and issue a Request for 

Proposals to perform outreach functions with respect to CHA 

hcusinq programs. The firm selected ("OUtreach Contrac:tor") 

aust have prior experien~e performing outreach in the Latino 

community. Not-for-profit organi:satic:na shall be qive.n 

preference in tha selection process. The OUtreach 

contractor will be re~ponsi~la for infcrminq individuals in 

- the -Latino community about the ~·s -housinq -pr~ams, ­

maetinq with and makinq presentations to the constituencies 

of church, schocl, an4 other community qroupa and 

orqaniz~tions, and actively encouraginq the raqistration of 

eligible Latinos for all of eRA's housing programs. 

(c) The REPs issued for the contracts descri~ed 

in subparagraphs (a) and (b). shall qive preference to 

prcposals that coordin~te tha outreach and marketin~ 

functions into an inteqratad, cooperati~s e~~ort. 

(d) The CHA will consult with a desi~nated 

representative of the plaintiffs about the contents of thQ 

Requests ~or Proposals described in this Paraqrapn, about 

the selection or the Markettnq and outreach contraetor8, and 

.about the marketinq and outreach plans developed by those 

contractcrs1 provided, however, that nothing in this 

subparaqraph shall be construed as requirinq the CHA to 

reveal the contents of the Requests for Proposal or to 

otherwise discuss the contents of the proposals in a manner 

that would violate end state o~ federal laws or regulations 

-.19-
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ralated to the procurement process. This consent Oeeree 

shall not be construed to prevent CHA from desiqnatinq-tha 

sue fin to fulfill the fWlctiona ot both the Markatinq 

contractor and the outreach Contractor cr from issuing a 

single request fer proposals combininq both functions. 

... ... 

10. Hgrdt9+'ing. ~e CHA will da&i9f'ate a Latino 

community Liaison, who (a) must be fluent in Spanish, (c) shall 

be a full-time employee of th• eRA, and (c) must have a direct 

reporting relationship -with and access -tc the senior-eRA otticer · 

responsible fer day-to-day operations (currently, the deputy 

executive director of operations), Amcnq other remponsi~ilities, 

tha Liaison shall monitor the eompliancs by the CHA and its 

contractors with the -provisions of this Consent Decree, _ and shall 

prepare quarterly·reports reqarding such ccmpliance. fbe Liaison 

will ~e availa~le to meet with tha plaintiffs regarainq 

compliance with this Consent Decree. 

11. Cgpsultaticn with Plaintiffs' Represeptatiye,. 

The leadership of the CHA shall meet with one or more 

representatives designated by the organizational plaintiffs in 

this action on a regular basis, at least quartarly, to ai~cuss 

the implemantation of this Decree and other matters of concern to 

Latinos in Chicago, and shall consult with such representative(s) 

before proposinq or announcinq any major initiative or prQ9ra~. 

12. Retention of :Uricgiction. The court vill retain 

jurisdicticn ever th1s matter fer the purpose cf enablinq plain• 

tiffs or the CHA to apply to the Court for such further orders as 

may ~e necessary or appropriate fer the eonstructiori, i=plementa-

-20-
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ticn or enforcement of this consent Decree; however, this Conaent 

Oacraa may be ~odified only with the p~icr written consent ot 

plaintiffs and the CHA. In addition, at least 21 days prier to 

submission of any dispute under thia Consaftt Decree to the court, 

the parties shall consult in an effo~ tc resolve the matter 

informally. 

13. Termination of Oeereg. The CHA's obligations 

under this Dec~ee shall terminate as follows: 

- - - - - (a) - The injunction -issued pursuant to ~araqraph 2 -

ahall terminate tan years after this Consent Decree is 

approve4 ~y the Court. 

(b) ~he obligation to previae translations purs~­

ant to Para~aph 3, =ilinqual sta!fin~ pursuant to Para~aph 

4, ancl monitoring pur5uant to Par·ag-raph l.O may t;,e tandnatad 

after January 1, 2006, upcn motion ot the CHA if the Court 

deter:ines that these reme4ies are no lonqar ne~essary tor 

the CHA to ~erve the need5 of the Latino. community. Tha 

specific provisions of Paragraphs 3, 4, or 10 may be 

modified after January 1, 2000, upon motion of the CKA if 

the court determines that equivalent relief will be 

proviclecl. 

(c) The distribution o~ Section 8 Vouchers to 

persons en the Remedial Section B Waiting List shall termi­

nate when the Remedial Section B Waiting List is exhausted. 

14. ~ntire Agreement. The terms of this consent 

oecr~~ eonDtitute th~ entire under5tanQin9 cf the Parties, and nc 
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statament, remark, aqreement or understanding, oral or writtan, 

which is nat contained herein, sball ~. recognized or entorced. 

lS. Fees and pgsts Reserved• Tha issue o! the CHA'a 

.liability for attorney's fees and costs, including the costs ot 

nctice, is reserved tor later ~esolutioniDy the parties or 
. . 

determination by the Court. Kothinq contained in the stipul•tion 

attached hereto as Emibi t A or in the thirc! tull paragraph on 

paqe a ( continuinq onto paCJe 3) l:lecJinninq, "WH!REAS, the 

pl~intifts and the-CHA hava - ~tipulatad to. tha facts sat forth in ­

Exhibit A," shall be construed as conterrinq "prevailin9 party" 

status upon the plaintiffs for the purpoea of an award of 

atto~ey's faas. Notwithstandinq this reservation and the 

retention ot jurisc!iction in Paraqraph 12, this Consent Decree is 

a final juagMent en all claims between the plaintiffs and 

~efenaant CHA, pursuant to Rule S4(b) ot ~e Fec!eral Rules of 

Civil Procedure, and the court hereby determines that there is no 

just reason fer delay and directs tha entry of judqment. 

16. Binging Effeg5. This Consent Decree is bindinq on 

the CHA, · its officers, employees, aqents, successors and assigns, 

as well as any person or entity that, by contract or ctherwiaa, 

admini5ters, manages or supervisem any proqram currently under 

the jurisdiction of the CHA, or any program that. is tha successor 

to or replacement of such a proqram. 

!XEctrrED TH:IB /~th DAY OF A,,. ;! , 1996, IN CHICAGO, ILLINOIS. 
I 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

LATINOS UNITED, EIGHTEENTH STREET ) 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, HISPANIC ) 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, ) 
BICKERDIKE REDEVELOPMENT ) 
CORPORATION, and COMITE LATINO; ) ' 
and ROSALIA RIVERA, FILOMENA SEDA, ) 
RAQUEL GONZALEZ SYP!EN, GLORIA ) 
CARDONA Q~NONES, and NILDA ORTIZ, ) 
individually and on behalf of all ) 
persons similarly situated, ) 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, UNITED 
STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, VINCENT LANE, 
ROBERT D. WHITFIELD, and HENRY 
CISNEROS, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) ________________________________ ) 

' No. 94 C 1229 

Judge Lindberg 

CONSENT DECREE 

WBEREAS, plaintiffs have filed a Complaint in th) ,;.~ 

P.2/24 

action alleging that, as a result of actions and inactions of the 

Chicago Housing Authority and its officials ("CHA 11
), and tt~e 

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development and its 

Secretary, Henry G. Cisneros ( 11 HUD 11 ), in the operation, 

administration, supervision and funding of low rent housin~ 

assistance programs in Chicago, Latinos have been and are being 

deprived of housing assistance on the basis of race, color and 

national oriqin, in violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the United States Constitution, Title VI of the 
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Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. § 2000d), Title VIII of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1968 (42 u.s.c. §§ 3604, 3608), 42 u.s.c. 

§5 1981, 1982 and 1983, and the Administrative Procedure Act (5 

u .. s.c. §706). 

WHBREaB, in 1990 HUD prepared an Occupancy Audit of CHA 

(the 11 1990 HUD Audit Report"), and in 1991 HUD prepared a 

preliminary Final Investigative Report after an investigation 

conducted pursuant to Title VI and HUD implementing requlati ons 

(the 11 1991 HUD Preliminary Title VI Investigative Report"); these 

reports contain factual findings resulting from investigations 

made pursuant to authority granted by law. 

WHEREAS, in its answer to plaintiffs' complaint, HUD 

adMitted: (1) that the representation of Latinos in CHA programs 

and on the waiting lists for CHA programs is much lower than the 

percentage of persons of Hispanic origin in the income elig i ble 

population as reported by the Bureau of the Census, and has been 

so for at least 10 years, and that HOD has been aware of this 

fact for at least 10 years; (2) that the 1990 HUD Audit Report 
\ 

found that CHA was administering its waiting lists and transfer 

lists improperly and that some of the discrepancies between CHA's 

actual practices and its tenant assignment plan produced 

"seriously inequitable results"; (3) that the 1990 HUD Audit 

Report found that CHA was assigning units through improper ad hoc 

procedures which 11may have had the effect of excluding certain 

groups from participation in Public Housing;" and (4) that the 

1990 HUD Audit Report found that CHA was not properly 

administering the Gautreaux scattered site units, including the 
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Neighborhood Preference for those units, which may have had the 

effect of discouraging Latinos from applying for such housing. 

WBBREAS, the 1991 HUD Title VI Preliminary 

Investigative Report concl~ded that based on 1980 census data, 

Hispanics constituted approximately 11 percent of the population 

in Chicago eligible for low income housing assistance, but that 

as of 1984, Hispanic families occupied only 1.6 percent of public 

housing units, and only 2.2 percent of Section 8 units. 

WHEREAS, the 1991 HUD Preliminary Investigative Report 

contained the following conclusions: 

"The Chicago Housing Authority is in violation of 
Title vr of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and HUD's 
implementing regulations,- 24 CFR 1.4(a) and (b) (1 ) (vi) 
and (2) (i) as follows: 

o "Failing to provide adequate Spanish language 
telephone services to limited or non-English­
speaking Hispanic persons. 

o "Failing to provide Spanish-speaking persons to 
conduct eligibility and suitability interviews 
with limited or non-English-speaking Hispanic 
persons, and placing the burden on these 
applicants to provide their own interpreters or 
run the risk that their inability to give or 
receive relevant information may impede thei r 
opportunity to obtain housing. 

o 11 Disadvantaging limited or non-Enqlish-spea~:ing 
Hispanic registrants and applicants by fail i ng to 
provide written material, letters, notices and 
other forms of written communication in Spanish. 

* * * 
o "Discriminating against limited and/or non-English 

speaking Hispanic persons, by failing to ust<: 
Spanish language versions of forms for, and 
correspondence with applicants for scattered site 
housing in the Uptown, North Center and Lake View 
community areas andjor conducting eligibility and 
suitability interviews in Spanish. 
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* * * 
o Se1ecting and assigning tenants on the bases of 

race and national origin violates Title VI and 24 
CFR l.4(a} and (b)(v)." 

WBIRBAS, given the risks and uncertainties of further 

litigation, the plaintiffs and HUD desire to settle plaintiffs' 

clai~s against HUD in order to avoid the expense, inconvenience 

and burden of protracted litigation and to put to rest 

plaintiffs' claims against HUD and the Secretary asserted in this 

action: 

BOW, 'l'BEREFOllE, the undersigned parties (''Parties"} 

agree as follows: 

1. Jurisdiction. This court has jurisdiction over 

plaintiffs' claims against HUD and its secretary, Henry G. 

Cisneros, pursuant to 28 u.s.c. § 1331 and 28 u.s.c. § 1343. 

2. class Action Settlement. The Parties stipulate to 

the certification of a settlement Class, as defined in the 

Complaint, pursuant to Rules 23(a} and 23(b) (2) of the Federal 

Rules of civil Procedure. The Settlement Class consists of all 

Latino ·residents of Chicago who ~ere, have been, or will be 

denied participation in or equal access to any CHA program as a 

result of the policies and practices challenged in the Complaint. 

HUD agrees that the certification of such a Settlement Class is 

necessary and appropriate to achieve a fair and reasonable 

settlement of the claims asserted in the Complaint on behalf of 

such class. The Parties agree, and the Court finds, that the 
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Consent Decree is fair and equitable and in the best interests of 

the Settlement Class. 

3. funding for Vouchers. HOD will provide to CHA or a 

HUD-approved designee funding for 500 five-year Section 8 

vouchers, for use by eligible Latino applicants in accordance 

with a plan to identify the recipients to be determined by the 

Court. The plan shall be developed by plaintiffs and submitted 

to the court within 30 days of the entry of this Order. HUD 

shall have 15 days following submission of the plan to file 

comments or objections with the Court; provided that HUD wi ll 

have no objection to any determination by the Court to provide 

vouchers to the individual plaintiffs. 

4. Funding for Outreach and Counseling. HUD wi:l 

provide $1,100,000 in funding, to be routed through CHA or a HOD­

approved designee, to be utilized over a five-year period : or 

outreach and counseling to promote use by Latinos: (1) of the 

vouchers provided in paraqraph . 3 above, in accordance with the 

plan to identify the recipients that will be developed under 

paragraph 3; and (2) of additional vouchers or section 8 

certificates that may be provided or made available to members of 

the Settlement Class in connection with any relief granted by or 

against CHA in this litigation. It is anticipated that 

approximately $350,000 of such funding will be utilized during 

the first year, and the remainder of the $1,100,000 will be 

utilized in approximately equal increments over the next f our 

years. The outreach and counseling will be performed by one or 

more not-for-profit entities, which will be identified by 

-s-
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c::ompeti ti ve procurement under terms and condi ti·ons to be approved 

by the Court. HUD shall consult with the organizational 

plaintiffs in the preparation of, and provide them with an 

opportunity to review and comment on, the proposed Request for 

Proposals (RFP) to · invite applications from not-for-profit 

entities to perform the outreach and counseling. The cost of 

providing notice to the Settlement Class of this Consent Decree 

pursuant to an order of the court under Rule 2J(e) will be 

considered outreach, and payable out of the funding provided 

under this paragraph, without prejudice to any claim by 

plaintiffs that such expenses should be taxable against HOD as a 

cost of litigation, pursuant to Paragraph 13 hereof. 

5. Other Assisted Housing. HUe will provide t o the 

not-for-profit entity or entities selected pursuant to paragraph 

4 above the names and addresses of all privately owned HOD­

assisted and/or subsidized housing projects in the Chicago SMSA 

(including project~based Section 8 developments, buildings 

receiving assistance under .the .Section 22l(d) (J) Below-Market 

Interest ~ate Program and the Section 236 Program, and oth6r MUD­

assisted or subsidized housing programs that may be established 

in the future) , together with the name and address of the manager 

of each such project, for use in promoting the availability of 

such housing to Latinos. This paragraph does not apply to CHA­

managed projects. 

6. Monitoring. Upon request by plaintiffs, and 

subject to any privileges that may apply, HUD will provide to 

plaintiffs documents that HUD prepares or develops through 
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monitoring of the CHA's HOD-assisted housing programs that relate 

to CHA's utilization of funding provided under paragraph 3 above, 

or generally as to Latino participation in the programs or CHA 

efforts to promote such participation. Representatives of HUD 

shall meet with representatives of plaintiffs semiannually 

(beginning in the second half of 1995) to review the status of 

Latino participation in the programs of the CHA and efforts to 

promote such participation. 

7. Scope of Settlement. This Consent Decree, upon 

its approval by the court, resolves all claims alleged in the 

Complaint brought on behalf of the settlement Class against HUD. 

This Consent Decree does not affect or limit any claims asserted 

in this action against CHA' or its officers. HOD agrees that it 

will respond to discovery requests in this action as thougl' .. it 

continued to be a "party" pursuant to Rules 26-37 of the Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure. 

8. Limit on HUD Obligations. Nothing in this Decree 

shall be construed to require HOD to perform the obligations of a 

public housing agency. In addition, HUD shall not be obligated 

to provide any additional funding to carry out the terms o f this 

Decree. 

9. Retention of Jurisdiction. The Court will r etain 

jurisdiction over this matter for the purpose of enabling 

plaintiffs or HUD to apply to the Court for such further ol.'ders 

as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction, 

implementation or enforcement of this Decree; however, thi~ 

consent Decree may be modified only with the prior written 
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consent of counsel for all Parties. In addition, at least 21 

days prior to submission of any dispute under this Consent Decree 

to the Court, counsel for the Parties shall consult in an effort 

to resolve the matter informally. 

10. Termination of Decree. HOD's obligations under 

this Decree shall terminate on December 31, 1999, except (a) 

HOD's obligations under this Decree with respect to providi ng 

funding for vouchers will end thirty days after the conclusion of 

the five-year term of the last of the 500 vouchers made available 

pursuant to paragraph 3 hereof, and (b) HOD's obligations under 

this Decree with respect . to providing funding for outreach and 

counseling will end 30 days after HOD's disbursement of al l funds 

made available pursuant to section 4 hereof. 

11. Entire Agreement. The terms of this Decree 

constitute the entire understanding of the Parties, and no 

statement, remark, agreement or understanding, oral or writ ten, 

which is not contained herein, shall be recognized or enforced, 

nor does the Decree reflect any agreed-upon purpose other than 

the desire of the plaintiffs and HUD to reach a full conclusion 

of this action as between them and to resolve this matter without 

the time and expense of further litigation. 

12. Binding Agreement. This Consent Decree, upun its 

execution by the Parties, is an enforceable agreement bind5.ng 

upon the Parties. The Parties recognize that Rule 23(e) of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires Court approval of class 

action settlements. The Parties shall use their best efforts to 

obtain such approval. In the event that the Court decides not to 
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approve· a settlement on Dehalf of the Settlement Class on 

substantially the terms set forth in this Consent Decree, the 

Parties shall have no further obligations pursuant to this 

consent Decree and the plaintiffs shall be entitled to continue 

asserting all claims, and HUD and the Secretary shall be entitled 

to continue asserting all defenses, in this action. 

~3. Fees and Costs Reseryed. The issue of HUD's 

liability for attorney's fees and costs, includi~g the costs of 

notice, is reserved for later determination by the Court. 

Notwithstanding this reservation and the retention of 

jurisdiction in paragraph 9, this consent Decree is a final 

judgment on all claims between the Parties hereto pursuant to · 

Rule 54(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and the Court 

hereby determines that there is no just reason for delay and 

directs the entry of judgment. 

EXECUTED THIS DAY OF , 1995, IN CHICAGO, 

ILLINOIS. 
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LATINOS UNITED, EIGHTEENTH 
STREET DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
HISPANIC HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION, BICKERDIKE 
REDEVELOPMENT CORP. and COMITE 
LATINO; and ROSALIA RIVERA, 
RAQUEL GONZALEZ SYPIEN, 
GLORIA CARDONA QUINONES, 
and HILDA ORTIZ, on behalf of 
themselves and all persons 
s~ilarly situated, Plaintiffs 

David M. Schiffman 
Linton J. Childs 
SIDLEY & AUSTIN 
One First National Plaza 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 
(312) 853-7000 

Roslyn c. Lieb 
Attorney at Law 
suite 863 
221 N. LaSalle St. 
Chicago, Ill. 60602 
(31.2) 609-6600 

Clyde E. Murphy 
Karen M. Berman 
CHICAGO LAWYERS' COMMITTEE 

FOR CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER LAW, INC. 
185 North .Wabash Avenue 

suite 2110 
Chicago, Illinois 60601. 
(31.2) 630-9744 

on Behalf of the Plaintiffs 

Date: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT and HENRY G. 
CISNEROS, Defendants 

JAMES B. BURNS 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

NELSON A. DfAZ 
General counsel 
United States Department 

of Housing and Urban 
Development 

451 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.c. 20410 
(Of Counsel) 

on Behalf of secretary 
Henry Cisneros and the 
u.s. Department of 
Housing and Urban 
Development 

ENTER: 

George w. L~ndberq 
United States District Judge 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

P.12/ 24 

LATINOS UNITED, EIGHTEENTH STREET 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, HISPANIC 
HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
BICKERDIKE REDEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 1 

and COMITE LATINO; and ROSALIA RIVERA, 
FILOMENA SEDA, RAQUEL GONZALEZ SYPIEN, 
GLORIA CARDONA QUINONES, and NILDA 
ORTIZ, individually and on behalf of 
all persons similarly situated, 

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

EXHIBIT _A_ 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, VINCENT LANE, ROBERT D. 
WHITFIELD, and HENRY CISNEROS, 

Defenc;tants. 

STIPULATIONS 

No. 94 C 1229 

Judge Lindberg 

Plaintiffs, by their attorneys, and defendant Chi cago 

Housinq Authority, by its attorneys, hereby stipulate to t.he 

following facts and agree that these facts are supported by 

substantial evidence. 

1. CHA operates several distinct housing programs 

("CHA Programs"), including: 

(a) apartment developments operated by CHA directly 

("Conventional Family Program 11
); 

(b) apartment developments for senior citizens and 

handicapped persons ( 11 Elderly ·Program••) ; 

(c) programs established under Section 8 of the Housing 

and Community Development Act of 1974, 42 u.s.c. § 1437f, and 
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similar provisions, subsidizinq rental of units in privately 

owned apartment buildings to families and to elderly persons 

("Section 8 Program"); 

P.13/ 24 

(d) development of new small-scale projects on 

individual sites throughout the city (!'Scattered Site Proqrarn11 ). 

Latino Participation in CIA Programs 

2. Eligibility for CHA Programs is restricted to 

Chicago residents with incomes. below an eligibility level 

established pursuant to federal regulations. This income level 

is higher than the federal poverty level as defined by the Bureau 

of the Census. 

3. According to the 1980 census, Latinos constituted 

approximately 16.9% of all Chicago residents with income below 

the federal poverty level. 

4. According to the 1990 census, Latinos constituted 

approximately 21.7% of all Chicago residents with income below 

the federal poverty level. 

s. As of December 14, 1995, there were 21,605 family 

units rented in CHA's Conventional Family Program. Of these 

units, 265 were rented to Latinos. This amounts to 1.23% of all 

units in the Conventional Family Program. 

6. All but 15 of the 265 Latino leaseholders l i ved in 

one of three Conventional Family projects (Bridgeport, TrumbUll 

Park, and Lathrop Homes). Most of CHA's Conventional Fami ly 

projects have no Latino leaseholders. 

-2-
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7. Vincent Lane, while Chairman of CHA, stated in 

testimony given to the United states Commission on Civil Rights 

on 3une 24, 1992, that the participation of Hispanics in CHA's 

Conventional Family Program was 11 remarkably low ... 

e. As of December 14, 1995, there were 9,244 housing 

units rented in CHA's Elderly Program. Of these units, 334 were 

rented to Latinos. This amounts to 3.61% of all units in the 

Elderly Program. 

9. As of March 3~, ~995, there were 15,664 vouchers 

and certificates issued and in use under CHA's Section 8 Program. 

Of these vouchers and certificates, 302 were held by Latinos. 

This amounts to 1.93% of the total vouchers and certificate s. 

10. According to the most recent records available as 

of December 14, 1995, there were 1,297 housing units rented in 

CHA's Scattered site Program. Of these units, 210 were rented to 

Latinos. This amounts to 16.2% of all units in the scattered 

Site Pr'ogram. 

Latino Representation on CHA Program Waiting Lists 

11. CHA maintains waiting lists for each of its 

programs · ("CHA Program Waiting Lists") and uses those lists to 

fill vacancies in CHA Conventional Family and Elderly Program 

buildings, to fill vacancies in Scattered site Program buildings, 

and to issue vouchers and certificates to families and elderly 

persons under the Section B Program. 

12. HUD conducted an occupancy audit of CHAin ~990 

and prepared a report that contains factual findings result ing 

-3-
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from an investigation made pursuant to authority granted by law 

("1990 HUD Audit"). The 1990 HUD Audit found that CHA's waiting 

lists did not "include applicants from all racial and ethnic 

groups represented in the low income population" --"e.g., 

Hispanics." 

13. The Latino percentage of persons on each of CHA's 

various waiting lists is substantially lower than the Latino 

percentage of the eligible population. 

£11 lractiqes Relating to the Administration of its Program 
Waiting Lists and the Effect of Those Practices on Latinos 

14. on one or more occasions from 1980 to the present, 

CHA, using its own personnel or through subcontractors, ha ~ 

conducted purges of its Conventional Family Program Waiting 

List(s) designed to remove registrants who cannot be located or 

do not indicate a continuing interest in remaining on such lists. 

15. CHA or its agents sent English-only communi cations 

to persons on the conventional Family Program waiting List(s), 

requiring them to respond in writing within a specified t i me 

period. 

16. The communications contained no Spanish language 

instructions and made no reference to the availability of 

Spanish-speaking CHA personnel to answer questions. 

17. Numerous persons were removed from these waiting 

1ist(s) as part of the foregoing purge or purges. 

18. These actions diminished the number of Latinos on 

the conventional Family Program Waiting List(s). 

-4-
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19. On one or more occasions from 1980 to the pre~ent, 

CHA, using its own personnel or through subcontractors, has 

conducted purges of its section 8 waiting list designed to remove 

registrants who cannot be located or do not indicate a continuing 

interest in remaining on that list. 

20. CHA or its agents sent English-only communications 

to persons on that waiting list, requiring them to respond in 

writing within a specified time period. 

21. The communications contained no spanish language 

instructions and made no reference to the availability of 

Spanish-speaking CHA personnel to answer questions. 

22. Numerous persons were removed from that wai~ing 

list as part of the foregoing purge or purges. 

23. These actions diminished the number of Latinos on 

that waiting list. 

24. CHA is required to fill units in its Scattered 

Site Program pursuant to the provisions of a tenant assignment 

plan approved by the court on November 24, 1969 in the Gautreaux 

litigation, and amended thereafter from time to time (".Tenant 

Assignment Plan11
). 

25. Since its inception in 1969, and until it was 

amended in October 1994, the Tenant Assignment Plan provided that 

"eligible applicants who reside at the time [a unit is filled] in 

the community area within which the project is located shall have 

a priority to occupy 50% of the dwelling units in such project," 

less the number of units, if any, occupied by tenants 

transferring thereto from certain formerly segregated proj~cts. 

-s-
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This provision is commonly referred to as the "Neighborhood 

Preference.•• In October 1994, the Neighborhood Preference was 

revised so that applicants residing in the census tract where the 

project was constructed were qiven a priority to occupy 50% of 

the dwelling units in the project. 

26. Until 1990, CHA interpreted the Neiqhborhood 

Preference as establishing a preference only for community area 

residents who were already on CHA Proqram Waiting Lists. 

27. This interpretation of the Neighborhood Preference 

was criticized in the 1990 HUD Audit, which noted that "the 

Court-approved plan clearly calls for ... the maintenance of 

Gautreaux waiting lists completely separate from the Gener al 

Waiting List." 

28. CHA's interpretation of the Neighborhood 

Preference had the effect of reducing the availability of public 

housing to persons, such as Latinos, who have historicall~ been 

underrepresented on CHA Program Waitinq Lists and have 

historically been disco~raged from applying from public housinq 

and thus securing a place on a CHA Program Waiting List. 

29. The 1990 HUD·Audit found also that CHA was 

administering its waiting lists and transfer lists improperly and 

that discrepancies between CHA's actual practices and the Tenant 

Assignment Plan were producing "seriously inequitable results." 

30. The 1990 HUD Audit also found that CHA was 

assiqning units through improper ad hoc procedures such a~ 

referrals from aldermen and ward committeemen and that sur~:ll 
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' . 

steps to market such programs to such families. 24 C.F.R. S 

882.207. 

P. 18/24 

36. A HUO manual for the administration of Section 8 

programs, entitled Public Housing Agency Administrative Practices 

Handbook for the Section 8 Existing Housing Program, states that 

Latinos may be less likely to apply and recommends specific 

marketing techniques and procedures to encourage Latinos to 

apply, including use of Spanish language radio stations, Spanish 

language newspapers, and Spanish language brochures, and 

enlisting assistance from community organizations, including 

interpreters for the application-taking process. 

37. The CHA closed the Section 8 waiting list ~o new 

registrants for its Family Participation Program in 1985 and 

closed the Section 8 waiting list to new registrants for the 

Elderly Participation Program in 1994. Since those dates, 

persons eligible for those programs have not been able to secure 

places on the waiting lists for these programs. As of April 25, 

1995, there were 48,347 persons on the waiting list for Section· 8 

vouchers and certificates. 

38. During the time period that the Section 8 waiting 

list was open, CHA never used the specific marketing techniques 

and procedures recommended by the HUD handbook for outreach to 

Latinos in a systematic and onqoing manner. 

39. During the time period that the waiting list was 

open, CHA Qever used, in any systematic and ongoing manner., any 

marketing techniques or procedures designed to encourage Latinos 

to apply. 
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4_0. CHA's 1985 section 8 Equal Opportunity Housing 

Plan does not identify Latinos as a group less likely to apply. 

4~. CHA received a copy of the Equal Opportunity 

Monitoring Review report prepared Dy HUD in 1985 stating t hat all 

groups represented in the community were not applying to CHA's 

program and specifically reporting that "(o]nly 2% of Section 8 

units are currently utilized by Latino families.!' 

42. CHA's 1986 Section 8 EXisting Housing and Moderate 

Rehabilitation Equal Opportunity Housing Plan does not identify 

Latinos as a group less likely to apply. 

43. CHA's 1987 Section 8 Existing Housing and Moderate 

Rehabilitation Equal opportunity Housing Plan does not identify 

Latinos as a group less likely to apply. 

44. CHA's 1989 Section 8 Existing Housing and M~derate 

Rehabilitation Equal Opportunity Housing Plan does not identify 

Latinos as a group less likely to apply. 

45. CHA's current Section 8 Administrative Plan does 

not identify Latinos as a group less likely to apply. 

46. CHA's current S~ction 8 Administrative Plan 

prescribes certain procedures for outreach to potential 

registrants, but does not include procedures for outreach t o 

Latinos. 

47. Prior editions of CHA's section 8 Administrative 

Plan do not identify Latinos as a group less likely to app l y. 

48. Prior editions of CHA's section 8 Administr ative 

Plan do not address marketing CHA's Section 8 Program to Latinos. 

-9-
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49. The 1990 HOD Audit found that CHA had not properly 

publici~ed the availability of new scattered site Proqram housing 

units. 

SO. In conducting outreach ~ith respect to the 

Scattered Site Program in November 1990, CHA sent English 

language versions of advertisements to Spanish language 

newspapers and asked them to translate the advertisements. 

51. CHA never checked the accuracy of the translations 

before those advertisements were published. 

52. The translations printed by Spanish language 

contained some language that was inaccurate and could therefore 

have conveyed misleading or unclear information regarding the 

availability of housing in the Scattered Site Program. 

53. The 1990 HUD Audit found that following thi s 

outreach program, CHA failed to obtain sufficient applications to 

fill units in newly available Scattered Site Program housi ng. 

Failure to Prcvide SpaDish-LaDguaqe Forms aDd Assistance 

54. From at least 1980 through 1990, CHA had nQ policy 

of staffing its switchboard with Spanish-speaking operato~s and 

did not consistently have any such operators in its employ, nor 

did it advise members of the public that a Spanish-speaking 

operator was available in the event that such assistance was 

needed. 

55. HUD investigators visited four CHA central offices 

in 1991: the CHA headquarters office, the Central Rental Office, 

the Scattered Site North Development Office, and the Senior 
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Housing North Development Office. At the time of HUO's 1991 

investigation, none of these offices provided Spanish language 

information and assistance telephonically on a methodical and on­

going basis. Spanish-speaking callers were routinely told to get 

their own interpreters. 

56. CHA currently has no policy of ensuring the 

availability of Spanish language personnel to answer telephone 

inquiries. The assistance and information available to Spanish­

speaking callers remain far inferior to that available to English 

speakers, and there is frequently no one available to speak with 

Spanish-speaking callers. 

57. Since at least 1980, CHA has required registrants 

for CHA programs to come in to a CHA office for a personal 

interview before a housing unit, voucher, or certificate is 

offered. Prior to 1990, this interview function was conducted by 

project management personnel at CHA's development offices. CHA's 

current procedure is to contact registrants by-letter, sent in 

the English language only, and require them to call to sch~dule 

an interview at a central office. The application of a person 

who does not schedule an interview is treated as withdrawn. 

58. In 1991, HUD investigators spoke with project 

· management personnel who had been responsible for personal 

interviews. The manager of CHA's Trumbull Park development told 

HUD investigators that Hispanics "don't apply because they don't 

want to live with Blacks ... At CHA's Scattered Sites North 

Office, a CHA employee told HUD investigators that the off ice had 
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no Spanish-speaking staff, but that the s~aff's practice was to 

find a janitor to help if Spanish translation was necessary. 

59. HUD found that as of February l, 1991, CHA had 

nine full-time interviewers, none of whom spoke Spanish. 

60. CHA still has no policy of ensuring ·the 

availability of Spanish language personnel at offices at which 

tenant registration forms are accepted, application forms are 

completed, and suitability and eligibility interviews are 

conducted. 

61. At all relevant times, and continuing to the 

present, CHA's applications for housing have b~en printed 

exclusively in English. 

62. CHA has never had a policy requiring the 

translation into spanish of forms and written notices. 

63. CHA has no policy of ensuring that the l imited 

number of fo~s and notices that have been translated into 

Spanish are available at CHA offices where such forms a nd notices 

are used and distributed. 

BUD Pindinqs 

64. HOD prepared a preliminary Final Investiqative 

Report after an investigation conducted pursuant to Titl e VI and 

HUD implementing regulations (the "1991 HUD Preliminary Title VI 

Investigative Report"), containing factual findings resu lting 

from investigations made pursuant to authority granted by law. 

65. The 1991 HUO Title VI Preliminary Investi gative 

Report concluded that based on 1980 census data, Hispani cs 
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constituted approximataly ll percent of the population in Chicago 

eligible for low income housing assistance, but that as of 1984, 

Hispanic families occupied only 1.6 percent of public housing 

units, and only 2.2 percent of Section S units. 
''·' .. 

66. The 1991 HUD Preliminary Investi~ative Report 

contained the following conclusions: 

"The Chicago Housing Authority is in violation of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and HOD's 
implementing regulations, 24 CFR 1.4(a) and (b) (1) (vi) 
and (2) (i) as follows: 

• "Failing to provide adequate Spanish language 
telephone services to limited or non-English­
speaking Hispanic persons. 

• "Failing to provide Spanish-sp~aking persons to 
conduct eligibility and suitability interviews 
with limited or non-English-speaking Hispanic 
persons, and placing the burden on these 
applicants to provide their own ·interpreters or 
run the risk that their inability to give or 

.receive relevant information may impede their 
opportunity to obtain ~ousing. 

• "Disadvantaging limited or non-English-speaking 
Hispanic registrants and applicants by failing to 
provide written material, letters, notices and 
other forms of written communication in spanish . 

• • • 
• "Discriminating against limited andfor non-English 

speaking Hispanic persons, by failing to use 
spanish language versions of forms for, and 
correspondence with applicants for scattered site 
housing in t~e Uptown, North Center and Lake View 
community areas and/or conducting eligibili ty and 
suitability interviews in Spanish . 

.. .. 
• Selecting and assigning tenants on the bas~s of 

race and national origin violates Title VI and 24 
CFR 1. 4 (a) and (b) ( v) • " 
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AGREED TO: ' 

LATINOS UNITED, EIGHTEENTH 
STREET DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
HISPANIC HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION, BICKERDIKE 
REDEVELOPMENT .CORP. and COMITE 
LATINO; and ROSALIA RIVERA, 
RAQUEL GONZALEZ SYPIEN, 
GLORIA CARDONA QUINONES, 
and NILDA ORTIZ, on behalf of 
themselves and all persons 
similarly situated 

By: u~aJL 
one of their Attorneys 

David M. Schiffman 
Linton J. Childs 
SIDLEY & AUSTIN 
One First National Plaza 
Chicaqo, Illinois 60603 
(312) 853-7000 

Roslyn c. Lieb 
Attorney at Law 
Suite 863 
221 North LaSalle street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
(312) 609-6608 

Clyde E. Murphy 
Karen M. Berman 
CHICAGO LAWYERS' COMMITTEE 

FOR CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER LAW, INC. 
100 North LaSalle Street 

suite 600 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
(312) 630-9744 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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P.24/24 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

By: --::-:::-:~l ~~(~~""":...:...P~~ ·..;o::...Ji_sn____.:,rL~·~· _ 
of its Attorneys 

Jonathan A. Rothstein 
Matthew 3. Piers 
GESSLER, HUGHES & SOCOL, 

LTD. 
Three First National 

Plaza, Suite 2200 
Chicaqo, Illinois 60202 
(312) 580-0100 

Attorneys for Defendant 
Chicago Housing Authority 




