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(Reserved for use by the Court)

ORDER

Now before us is the "Receiver’s Emergency Motion for Entry of Order Implementing CHA"s Duty
of Cooperation." In it the Receiver asks that we order the CHA to cooperate with the Receiver and
other parties in preparing and filing a 1998 HOPE VI application with HUD and to provide the Receiver
with the information it needs to proceed with this project.

This motion is the outgrowth of three of our earlier decisions. In the first, issued August 14,
1987, we appointed the Receiver on the joint motion of the plaintiffs and the CHA. We gave the
Receiver "all powers of CHA" with regard to the development and administration of the Gautreaux
scattered site program, which included "all CHA non-elderly public housing development programs
which may in the future be authorized by HUD during the pendency" of the Gautreaux litigation. In the
second, issued February 23, 1998, we held that the Gautreaux "judgment order governs the CHA's use
of HOPE VI funds" distributed by HUD. Our conclusion was compelled by the clear language of the
judgment order and our view that there was no conflict between its requirements (as later amended)
and those of the HOPE VI program. The CHA appealed this order. In the third, issued May 12, 1998,
we denied the CHA's motion to stay our February 23 order pending appeal. The CHA filed today a
motion to stay with the Seventh Circuit.

The CHA, in open court this morning, made clear that the basis for its objection to the Receiver's
motion is its view that our February 23 order did not directly address the Receiver’'s status with regard
to the HOPE VI program and that the Receiver’s status is not obvious from our prior orders in this case.
We disagree. HOPE VI is a "non-elderly public housing development program[] . . . authorized during
the pendency" of the Gautreaux litigation, and it therefore fits entirely within the Receiver’s jurisdiction.
On February 23 we held that there was no reason to treat HOPE VI funds differently than any other
funds for purposes of the Gautreaux judgment order, and we similarly see no reason to treat those
funds differently for purposes of the order appointing the Receiver. Moreover, the Receiver has
indicated its willingness to work with CHA to ensure that the 1998 HOPE VI proposal meets the
requirements of both the HOPE VI program and the Gautreaux judgment order, as well as to assist in
making that proposal as competitive as possible. The Receiver even indicated its interest in the CHA's
thoughts on decisions which are ultimately the Receiver’s responsibility. We hope that this open-
minded and enthusiastic offer of cooperation sets an example for everyone involved in this case.

We denied the CHA’s motion for stay pending appeal, and unless and until the Seventh Circuit
issues its own stay or reverses our underlying order, the parties must comply with our orders. Our
order of August 14, 1987, appointing the Receiver, obligates the CHA to cooperate with the Receiver
and to provide the Receiver with the information it needs. Itis now clear, if it was not before, that this
means that the CHA is to coordinate its 1998 HOPE VI application with the Receiver and to provide the

Receiver with the information it has requested.
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It is so ordered.
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