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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT v A
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT COURT OF ILLINOIS ('{
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
-VS=- No. 66 C 1459

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al_, Hon. Marvin E. Aspen

Defendants.

THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY’S MOTION TO STAY BRIEFING IN
FAVOR OF A CONFERENCE TO RESOLVE ISSUES RAISED BY PLAINTIFFS’
MOTION TO REQUIRE PROMPT TENANTING OF MIXED-INCOME PUBLIC

HOUSING UNITS
L INTRODUCTION

The Chicago Housing Authority (“CHA™) moves that this Court stay further briefing of
plaintiffs’ Motion to Require Prompt Tenanting of Public Housing Units Constructed Pursuant to
this Court’s Orders, and for Other Relief, and set this matter down today or at the Court’s earliest
convenience for a conference at which the Court can assist the parties in resolving the remaining
issues between them. In support of this motion, the CHA states as follows:

1. Plaintiffs filed their Motion to Require Prompt Tenanting of the Public Housing Units
Constructed Pursuant to this Court’s Orders (“Plaintiffs’ Tenanting Motion™), alleging that CHA,
through its developers and managers, were not filling the public housing units being developed
around the city as part of the mixed-income communities that are at the heart of CHA’s Plan for
Transformation.

2. When the matter was first heard on February 15, 2005, the Court set a briefing

schedule but encouraged the parties to try to resolve the issues raised as, in the Court’s words,

“the last thing the City of Chicago needs is another federal court order telling it what to do”. The
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CHA has enjoyed a very good working relationship with the Gautreaux plaintiffs over the last
several years. Based on this relationship, the CHA has been able to work through and resolve
essentially every issue that has arisen during the Plan for Transformation. We have entered Court
orders, always by agreement, only when such Orders were required to modify the original
Gautreaux injunction. CHA believes the issues raised in Plaintiffs” Tenanting Motion can
similarly be resolved and should be resolved in this cooperative fashion. To that end, CHA has
met and talked repeatedly with plaintiffs’ counsel, and shared all of the detailed leasing,
occupancy and other information plaintiffs have sought. We believe the parties are very close to
resolving all of these issues, without need for the Court to enter an Order.

3. The issues here are complex and usually turn on questions that are specific to each
particular development. Moreover, for the most part, the issues involve the actions not of CHA,
but of the various private developers and property managers who are building and leasing the
units at issue', as well as other non-parties to this action, e.g HUD, plaintiff tenant lawyers other
than the Gautreuax plaintiffs (who sometimes are prosecuting actions against the CHA before
other judges in this District and the City of Chicago). As such, these issues are uniquely unsuited
to resolution through this litigation or any litigation. Indeed, we believe that all parties to the Plan
for Transformation have learned, through expernience, that it is very unwise to rush in and enter
court orders that seek to control development, management and leasing, when these are dynamic

and changing processes that often raise unexpected challenges.

! Virtually all of these developers and their managers were selected, with the consent and
participation of the Gautreaux plaintiffs, through the various Working Groups that exist for each
of the mixed-income developments. Members of each Working Group include the Gautreaux
plaintiffs, the Receiver, the elected tenant leadership, CHA, the City of Chicago and often local
clected officials.

9.
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4. As described below, the parties appear to be in the following posture:

A. They acknowledge that the occupancy rate for completed mixed-income public
housing units is currently 95%, a very high rate comparing favorably with the
private market.

B. Nonetheless, there are two problem areas in terms of the leasing of current
units. One is at Lake Park Crescent, where this Court’s requirement to lease half
the public housing units to CHA residents eamning between 50 and 60% of the
area median income is causing great difficulty for Draper and Kramer, the
developer. The other is at Old Town Square (at Cabrini) where particular units
are proving difficult to Jease (and, if market units, sell) because of the location
of those units near large high-rises that Judges Coar and Hibbler have not
permitted CHA to demolish, and because of the nature of those units. The
Gautreaux plaintiffs and the CHA, working together with Draper & Kramer’s
counsel, as well as HUD, have uearly finalized an Order for this Court that will
deal with the first problem. CHA continues to pursue a resolution of the issue
at Cabrini before Judges Coar and Hibbler.

C. Apart from these two current issues, the parties agree that future leasing needs
to be carefully monitored and, as in the two instances above, when problems
appear, the parties must work together to resolve the issue. Monitoring will flag
these issues promptly. Therefore, the parties have met at length to clanfy the key
steps involved in the marketing and leasing process. There are sixteen components
that CHA has identified and with which the plaintiffs’ agree. Based on these key
steps, the parties have worked hard to develop a monitoring report, called the
Move-In Timeline Report, pursuant to which CHA will apprise the Gautreaux
plaintiffs as to how preparation for lease-up is proceeding. Various drafts have
been exchanged. It is fair to say that the parties are 99% in agreement on this
form, and CHA is prepared to begin reporting, once the plaintiffs’ current motion
is resolved. A copy of the latest draft of this form is attached as Exhibit A. In
addition to this form, CHA has developed, with the plaintiffs, a Replacement
Housing Leasing Report, which shows current leasing, vacancies and progress
toward lease-up, broken down into various components. The parties appear to be
in virtual agreement with respect to this form. A copy is attached as Exhibit B.

D. The key issues between the parties seem to be that: 1) plaintiffs want written,
narrative lease-up plans for the varnious developments where units are now coming
on line. CHA believes that these plans are burdensome to prepare and relatively
useless in trying to get at the leasing problems that we will encounter. Nor does
CHA believe that the Court should be involved with this level of detailed
administrative planning by CHA; 2) persistent, yet seemingly minor issues
regarding the format of the various reports; and 3) the Gautreaux plaintiffs want

A
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all of the information provided, and all of the reporting and cooperation CHA has
promised, but still want to litigate their pending motion. CHA believes that a good
faith partnership requires the plaintiffs to withdraw the pending motion, so that we
might go forward with the monitoring and problem-solving plan the parties have
developed.

5. CHA looks forward to working with the Court to resolve these issues through a
conference, to be scheduled at the Court’s earliest convenience.

IL. THE CURRENT LEVEL OF VACANCIES AT MIXED-INCOME
DEVELOPMENTS DOES NOT PRESENT A CRISIS

6. As of March, 2005, 1057 public housing units had been completed at CHA’s various
mixed-income developments. Of these 1057, 1003 were leased----a 95% occupancy rate. Exhibit
C sets forth the units by development. With respect to the fourteen developments where units

have been turned over most recently, i.c. in the last twelve to fourteen months, CHA records

show that as of March, 2005, 411 units of 450 are leased, a rate of 91%. Exhibit B breaks this out
by development.

7. These vacancy ratcs compare favorably with the private market. Hendricks & Partners
publishes the widely-read Apartment Update periodical quarterly. In January of 2005, it showed
that occupancy rates for private market apartments in the Loop were only 92%, in the City
West/Uptown area were 94.7%, and in Oak Park were 93%. See, Exhibit D hereto. Indeed,
CHA'’s developers and managers are building and leasing (or selling) new market rate and |
affordable units at the same time as the public housing units are being developed. CHA’s most
recent statistics show that 88% of the affordable units are leased and 95% of the market units

sold or leased----again, rates that are about the same as the public housing units.
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JOHNSON, JONES, SNELLING, GILBEKT & DAVIS, P.C.

Attorneys At Law
36 S. Wabash Ave., Suite 1310
Chicago, IL 60603
(312) 578-8100
(312) 422-0708 Fax
Email: JJSGD@aol.com

FAX TRANSMISSION

Number of pages including this one: 21

TO: Eddie Feldman (312) 263-3270
Alex Polikoff (312) 641-5454

FROM: Thomas Johnson

DATE: April 26, 2005

Confidentiality Notice

This facsimile transmission is intended for the addressee(s) named above. It contains information that is
privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from use and disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient,
or the employee, or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any review, disclosure, copying or dissemination of this transmission, or the taking of any action in reliance
onits contents, or other use is strictly prohibited. [f you have received this transmission in error, please notify
us by telephone immediately so that we can arrange for its return to us. Thank you for your cooperation.
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8. Ordinary private market developers do not face nearly the same challenge as CHA’s
developers and managers. CHA’s developers are: 1) engaged in perhaps the most ambitious
effort to develop and Jease mixcd-incémc projects ever undertaken in this city, marketing
simultaneously to urban market rate purchasers and families who have lived their entire life in
high-rise public housing; 2) required to handle leasing in accordance with the detailed Relocation
Rights Contract signed with the CHA tenant leadership, and often in accordance with detailed
prioritics set out in the Hormer and Cabrini consent decrees, as well as in accordance with this
Court’s orders; 3) leasing newly constructed units, not merely units that are tuming over because
of evictions or tenants who leave----such new construction presents managing agents with the
challenge of leasing units where tunover dates are constantly changing due to the exigencies of
development, e.g. plaintiffs point out in their motion that the turnover dates at Lake Park
Crescent have slipped by almost a year;” and 4) leasing not in the Loop or Oak Park, but in
neighborhoods long associated with crime, drugs and traditional public housing.’

9. In their motion, plaintiffs only identify two developments where they say leasing was
inadequate----Lake Park Crescent and Rockwell. Plaintiffs fail to note the unique problem at

Lake Park Crescent related to their own insistence upon leasing half the units to a narrow income

2 At other developments, the delays in turnover have been greater, thus making it difficult
for CHA residents in temporary Section 8 placements to move, as they must know when to
terminate their leases, and making planning for 2 move extremely difficult, given the realities of
raising children, and working, etc. As one example, because of the delay in the turnover of the
Lake Park units, residents planning to move in the spring were told to wait and therefore enrolled
their children in school in the fall. They were then told in the late fall that their new units were
ready and they had to move.

? To be sure, these neighborhoods are revitalizing, as this Court has found, but that is a
process that is far from complete.

-5-
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sliver (50-60% of median income) discussed below. At Rockwell, all 14 of the units tumed over
are leased. The suggestion that new public housing units are standing empty throughout the city
is therefore not true.

III. THE LAKE PARK CRESCENT EXAMPLE

10. To be sure, the CHA’s developers and managers have encountered particular
problems at particular development sites. Lake Park Crescent, featured in the plaintiffs” motion,
1s a good example. In its Order of June 3, 1996, as modified by its Order of April 11, 2000, this
Court authorized the development of up to 241 new public housing units in the Lakefront
Revitalizing Area. 150 of these public housing units were to be developed on the Lakefront and
Drexel sites, as identified in the Court’s order. The Court, at the insistence of the Gautreaux
plaintiffs and others, reserved one-half of these 150 Lakefront and Drexel units for public
housing families with incomes between 50% and 80% of the Chicago area median income.

11. The Lake Park Crescent development is the first of the on-site Lakefront
developments to get off the ground. Sixty public housing units have been turned over. Thirty are
for the 50-80% group.

12. The Lake Park Crescent development is spearheaded by a limited partnership led by
Draper & Kramer. They are leasing and managing the units as well. The developer, as has
generally been the case throughout the city, is using Low-Income Tax Credit financing to develop
the public housing units on site. Federal law prohibits families making more than 60% of the area
median from occupying Low-Income Tax Credit financed developments. The effect of this is that
the Court’s 50%-80% income group has shrunk to a very limited income slice of CHA families

who make between 50% and 60% of the area median income.

v
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13. Draper & Kramer has found it incredibly difficult to locate eligible families for the
50%-60% units. While the plaintiffs, in their motion, complain that these units are not leased,
Draper & Kramer is very motivated to use its maximum efforts to lease the units, as every month
they are unoccupied, CHA is withholding its operating subsidy from Draper & Kramer, and
Draper & Kramer’s investors (who expected lease-up by a fixed date) are drawing down funds
from Draper & Kramer’s financial guarantees.

14. In a continuing effort to solve this problem, CHA has contacted: 1) every Lakefront
CHA relocatee family; 2) every family at any CHA development whose income is near the 50%-
60% threshold; and 3) more than 3500 families from the CHA scattered-site community waiting
list and the CHA general waiting list, to locate eligible families. Insufficient families have been
found. CHA then met earlier this year with Draper & Kramer to see what else could be done.
CHA and the developer settled on a two-part strategy. Without going into detail, Draper &
Kramer wanted to reduce the flat-rent it charged to make these units more attractive to these
50%-60% families, and wanted to open up site-based marketing to public housing eligible
families, and use a site-based waiting list. CHA then arranged discussions with all interested
parties, including the Gautreaux plaintiffs, and HUD. Draper & Kramer then altered its position
and indicated it did not want to reduce the rent, but only to use a site-based waiting list. After
further meeting with the interested parties, CHA has now circulated a proposed court order to
Draper & Kramer’s counsel, the Gautreaux plaintiffs, the Receiver, and HUD that would make a
site-based waiting list possible. CHA still awaits concurrence from these interested parties.

15. The problem at Lake Park Crescent, however, is not a problem of CHA’s making. It is

a unique challenge, stemming from the nature of this Court’s order. Before there is any effort to

K 3
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modify that order, the parties are working in good faith to try alternative approaches to
implement the Order.

16. CHA recounts the Lake Park Crescent puzzle in some detail to illustrate the
development-specific problems associated with timely leasing, and the fact that virtually always
there are significant players mvolved who are not before this Court. The Lake Park Crescent
example also illustrates why the plaintiffs’ proposed court order is too blunt and simplistic a
solution. The plaintiffs have offered (with their motion) an order that would require CHA to
“take all steps necessary to move plaintiff class families within 30 days of the date of this order
into all public housing units newly constructed in mixed-income developments pursuant to this
Court’s orders and available for occupancy but still vacant as of the date hercof”. What steps
might those be in the case of Lake Park Crescent? How could such a complicated problem be
resolved so quickly? A snap of the fingers will not do it.

17. At other developments there are other very distinct and particular problems. So, for
example, at Cabrini, leasing has gone well, except for at the Old Town Square development,
where the new units sit in the shadow of the Green Home and Larrabee high-rise buildings.
These units have been slow to sell (to market familics) and to lease because of their location and
other factors. CHA is working to empty out these high-rises and demolish them, but this process
is carefully monitored by Judges Coar and Hibbler in two separate federal cases filed by the
Cabrini tenants, who have opposed such consolidation and demolition.

18. Each development has its own unique problems. Gautreaux counsel can be helpful in
working through each of these problems, and has been helpful. None, however, are amenable to

prompt resolutjon through litigation.
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IV.  WHILE CHA IS COMMITTED TO WORKING WITH GAUTREAUX COUNSEL
ON LEASING ISSUES, THERE ARE LIMITS ON THE FEDERAL COURT’S
AUTHORITY TO MANAGE THE DAY-TO-DAY ADMINISTRATIVE EFFORT
OF CHA TO COMPLY WITH THE GAUTREAUX DECREE
19. CHA is committed to finishing the Plan for Transformation, which includes building

and occupying the mixed-income units. This is an extraordinarily complex and demanding

endeavor, filled with details and problems.

20. While CHA recognizes the relationship between the Gautreaux judgment order and
the Plan for Transformation, nothing in the original Gautreaux judgment order or in subsequent
orders has addressed the details involved in marketing and leasing the new mixed-income units,
much less the details of how CHA reports to the Gautreaux plaintiffs on the agency’s progress in
marketing and leasing. In the past, this Court has left such matters to the discretion of local
government administrators, absent a violation of federal law. Gautreaux v Pierce, 101 F.R.D.
704, 705 (N.D. [l11. 1984) (“Nothing in the consent decree requires this Court to approve or reject
proposed marketing plans for housing projects. We will not shirk our full responsibilities as set
forth in the consent decree. However, where not expressly provided by the consent decree,
reviewing the day-to-day managerial and administrative decisions of others charged with
implementing the decree is not one of these responsibilities. We decline to assume without such
express authonty functions that belong to others.”).

21. This approach is consistent with our Circujt’s repeated admonitions that while
the courts sit to enforce the provisions of federal law, they are not to micromanage the work of

local government, even in the context of administering federal judgments and consent decrees.

Evans v City of Chicago 10 F3d 474, 479 (7™ Cir. 1993) (“The court must ensure that there is a
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substantial federal claim, not only when the decree is entered but also when it is enforced and

that the obligations imposed by the decree rest on this rule of federal law.” Within these

constraints, the public interest and considerations based on the allocation of powers within our

federal systemn, require that the district court defer to local government administrators, who have

primary responsibility for elucidating, assessing and solving the problems of institutional reform,

[and] to resolve the intricacies of implementing a decree.); Alliance to End Repression v City of

Chicago 237 F3d 799, 802 (7™ Cir. 2001) (emphasizing the need to leave local functions to local

government, absent compelling federal law violations).

22. In light of this authority, CHA believes the precise manner in which CHA reports to

the plaintiffs on the marketing and leasing activities of its developers and managers should be left

(F

One of the Attorneys for the CHA

to the discretion of the CHA.

GAIL NIEMANN

General Counsel

Chicago Housing Authonty
200 W. Adams St., 21* Floor
Chicago, IL 60606

(312) 744-0366

-10-

THOMAS E. JOHNSON

Johnson, Jones, Snelling, Gilbert
& Davis

36 S. Wabash, Suite 1310

Chicago, IL 60603

(312) 578-8100
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NOTICE OF FILING AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Thomas E. Johnson, one of the attorneys for the CHA, hereby state that the foregoing
Motion to Stay Briefing In Favor of a Conference to Resolve Issues Raised by Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Require Prompt Tenanting of Mixed-Income Public Housing Units was filed with the Clerk of
the U.S. District for the Northern District of Illinois on April 26, 2005 and served, by fax and

mail, on opposing counsel at the following addresses:

Mr. Alex Polikoff

Business and Professional People for
the Public Interest

25 East Washington St., #1515

Chicago, IL 60602

Fax 312-641-5454

Mr. Edward Feldman

Miller, Shakman & Hamilton
208 S. LaSalle St., #1100
Chicago, IL 60604

Fax 312-263-3700

(T

Thomas E. Johnson

-11-



VLY

vLwuUuLv dJdoual

A dir VamTEmEmVIVY

Move - In Timeline

ABLA (Roosevell Square)

Cabrini (Old Town Village)

Cabrini (River Village
Ny

Ca..ini (River Village
South)

[Henry Homer

Hilliard (Famny)

Hutchinson's Row

Jazz on the Boulevard [

Lake Park Crescent

Madden / Wells (Oakwood
Shores)

Roben Taylor (Mahalia
Piace)

Rockwell (1 S. Leavitl)

Rockwell (Archer)

Rockwell (West End) |

S ray (The Pershing)

Washington Park (St.

Edmund's)

Jan-05

Jun-03

EXHIBIT
A

S2/qq8)
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Move - In Timeline

e L fon ek )| - ‘BeginsLeuse - ' - | * Property Manager |.:Begins Making Final - | .- Property Manager .
- HOP Falr . - |- Compliance Review | . Beging Smﬂlm g o ___E_l_l_glbllity Determinations| -~ Extends Offers -
At Least 12 Months Between 6 and 4 months' '
Befare First Unit : . 11-9 Months Before First: before first unit i 3 months before first ‘1 Month Belore First Unit:1 Month Before First Unii|
Transferred Unit Transferred transferred ; unit transferred Transferred : Transferred
i
Jul-04 Aug-04 Jul-04 - Sep-04 Nov4)4§ Dec-04 Jan-05
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REPLACEMENT HOUSING LEASING REPORT

*HANGE.

ASLA (Roosevell Square|

Cabrinl {River Vilage)

Jazz on the Boulevard

Robert Taylor [Legends South|

Stateway [The Pershing)

Weekly Service Pravider and Relocaian Team reelings laking pace 42

1e TS Assesyments onssting of ther Rzlozation Plans are campieled Nexn
sesxion of Transdinnal Jobs prog'am o beamn bist week al Febuary.

o 200 Corsent Deaes and Tenand Selection Plin s<nl 1o UPA oo 311403
Refocaion Team Kick Off meeling o lake pl=ce 1721705,

7 125 Relozlinn has provided poopeity maniger with a Bsting of >0 AML.
Services have kv <50 7as dien in plaoe for over ayedr

54 170 MOP Fairs soheduied lor Marmh 16 2t Boys 2d Girls Chb. Lease
Caomplanoe reviews have stared and ae nasr comphtion.

2 5 Outrezah is being pondiuded to on and aff ske t2mbas. Lense Corpdanze

reviews have stated and & odr corplelion. Atleast

Cabaini (O1d Yown Village| L3 4) M 3 9 15 ° M
Lake Park Crescont <59 . 0 3a 16 N 4 i 1 32
t‘k! Park Crescent >50 pLJ Jo € 7 1 1 6 157
MaddenWells {Oawoad Shores| 5} 1m | &) 15 1 L] n 120

Z mesves 1ok plao Lhis mees. On sHe ouirzach ook plzce on 2723 and U1
wifi an Opan FHouse on 32/05. 15 new applicafons mere submzd and are|

20 baing processed by OTV. An adcilianal 71 names have bzen lcwadzd o
Ox fof lpase npl rRENS

e Cortiving Lo nuieach to amiizs wahin incom? rnge. .

i 5 movas Lk paze. A Leasing evenldowr s scheduled 19 taks plaoe on
406

s 2residents maved in 2728 On: resident scheduted to move N1 ard one

on 317

TOTALS
Summary of changes

450

3 units transferred (Oakwood Shores - 3)
2 leases signed this week (Horner - 1,0akwood Shares - 1)
12 moves this week (LPC-5, Oakwood Shores - 2, OTV - 2, SI. Edmund's - 3)

42

36

Payge 1

348

2470

EXHIBIT
B

S#qqn

Reglacament Hausing-Bi-weekly Tewry ARepon 3-4 -05.xis




I VLY

vVwwLu JJdoaav

A iEer VamTmEaVIVY

‘Chicago Housing Authority / The Habitat Company
Closed Acquisition & Mixed Finance Transactlon Summary

Units Closed, Constructed and Leased

Develop

1 |Robert Tayior Homes  |Langston (OFF-Site 1) / [12/23/1999 29 116 100% 2 29

. 2 |cabrini-Green Narth Town Viltage I v | 11/15/2000 3 116 100% 39| 39

3 |Cabrini-Green Mohawk Partners /| 12/15/00 5 1 100%! 5 5

4 |Robert Taylor Homes  |Quincy (Off-Site 2) 7/ |12/21/2000 271 107 100% 27 27

| s [CabriniGreen North Town Village I |3/21)2001 40) 10 100%, 40 40|

' 6 |Kenwood/Oakland Shakespeare 6/29/01 12 12 100%) 12 12

" | 7 |CabriniGreen Renaissance North  / [11/30/2001 18] 18 100% 18 18

- 8 |Cabrini-Green Otd Town Square 8/9/2002 16 16 100%, 16 16

. 9 |Cabrini-Green Orchard Park 7 |9j23/2002 13 13 100% 13 13

| 10 |Hilliard Homes Phase 1 11/6/2002 153 153 100%, 153 153

11 |Henry Hormer/Westhaven (Phase HA-1 12/20/02 87 87, 100% 87 87}

12 lLake Park Crescent Phase 1 4/9/2003 60, 60 100%! 60 31

13 |Rockwell Gardens Phase 1-A offsite 8/22/2003 14 14 100%! 14 14

3 14 |Cabrini-Green ** Old Town Village € I & 11|8/29/2003 2 97%| 19 17

; | 15 [Cabrini-Green ¢ OTV West 11/7/03 38) 3 60% 24 17

16 |Cabrini-Green Domain Lofts 12/12/03 16 1 100% 16 16

17 |Madden Wells ** Phase 1-A 3/30/04 63 162 54% 18 16

18 |1 5 Leavitt B8/31/04 2 2 100%| 2 2

o 19 |Archer Courts / linyjos 1 g 100% q 4

" 77T 20 |Homer/West Haven Phase 1 461 447

T 664 1056 1057 1003
- * Number of Units initially occupied upon transfer

- ** Development still under construction

3/9/05

EXHIBIT

A30q0
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THIRD QUARTER 2004
Chicago's economy stepped
towards recovery on a slight
(0.1%) increase in employment
over the year ended September
2004. Losses continued in the
area's sizable trade, transporta-
tion, and utilities sector over this
period, along with its information
industry. However, another major
employment sector, the profes-
sional / business services category,
demonstrated growth, as did the
education, healthcare, and leisure/

hospitality industries.

Local apartment properties main-
tained fairly stable vacancy rartes
in the third quarter of 2004
compared to a year prior, while
rents began to show signs of
strength. The market continued
to compete with condominiums
for residents, as well as, to a lesser
degree, with single-family homes.

Existing home sales in the region

dipped by a slight 1% in the third
quarter over a year prior, while
the more affordable condomini-
um segment noted a 4% increase

in sales.

* Net move-outs toraled 392
units in the third quarter, similar
to the negative absorprtion of 230
units in the third quarter of 2003.
® No new apartment units
entered lease-up in the third
quarter, whereas a ycar ago, 260
units came online. The slowdown
in development has precluded

further increases in

Loop itself, and more than 800
in South Cook Councy.

e  Multifamily permitting activi-
ty subsided in the third quarter,
as permits were pulled for 2,330
units, down from 3,12 units in
the year-earlier period.

® The overall average vacancy
rate registered 6.1% in the third
quarter, virtually unchanged from
the 6.0% rate of one-year prior.
® The marker's average rent
advanced 0.7% over the year
ended third quarter, up from

HISTORICAL VACANCY AND RENTY

vacancy rates. However, -
although developers

remain concentrated on  °%
for-sale condominiums, 5%
some rental projects are gy

still being planned or

%
constructed, including 2T%
. 1% '
over 1,600 units in the
1%

North of Loop submar-
ket, nearly 1,000 in The 0%

6.4%
on L% 61%

VACANCY
RATE

RENT
GROWFH

0.7%
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THIRD QUARTER 2004 VACANCY AND RENT )

40+DNITS VACANCY AVG. RENT INCREASE ~ AVERAGE RENT
SUBMARKETS 2004 2003 2004 2001 2004 2003
The Loop B.1% 97% 0.7% 1.3% $1475 $)1464
North of Loop 40% 37% 1.5%  0.1% | $1,102 '$1,086 "
Clry West/Uptown 5.3% 48% 0.0% 2.2% SITR.,.
Ock Park 6.9% 6.2% 1.2%  -0.6% il
South Cook County 5.5% 5.3% 0.0% 3.4%
Northwest Cook County 72% 7.5% 22% -3.5% i
Northeast Cook County 5.3% 59% 0.2% 0.5% L
Far Nerth Cook County 7.4% 6.6% -0.1% -1.8% $1,019 $1 _};.‘.'"
Loke County 6.1%  6.1% 0.6% -1.7% $873
MeHenry County 4.1% 7.5% 0.1% 0.6% o 3026
Kane County 6.0% 7.6% 2.5% -1.1% $895: . $673.
Du Poge Counry 7.2% 6.8% 0.8% -0.9% $927 3919
Napervilla/Aurora 58% 7.3% 1.6% -4.3% $959 . §944 -
WIIl County A7% b60% 0.0% 0.4% §739  $736
Totals 6.1% 6.0 0.7% 0.2% 959 952

Wisterical vacancy ond ren? growih ligares in the chari obove ralian year-and avmbars, For the Inkie abovs
the vatancy rale ligores sre shind quarter, ond ten? growth flguras raflact ihe lust 17 months. Mislaricol smployment rowih figures ae sonus! averepey, 2004
amplaymani figures ere from Seplember J0, 2003 through Smpsembar 30, 7004. Farmits raprasant ol molilamily praducs, 5+ onits.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION
DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., )
Plaintiffs, *7Y
) bog 7.4
-Vs- ) No. 66 C 1459
)
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al., ) Hon. Marvin E. Aspen
Defendants, )

NOTICE OF MOTION
TO: SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on Thursday, April 28, 2005, at 10:30 a.m., or as soon
as counsel may be heard, I shall appear before the Honorable Judge Aspen in the courtroom
usually occupied by him, at the U.S. District Courthouse, 219 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,
I1linois, and then and there present THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY’S MOTION
TO STAY BRIEFING IN FAVOR OF A CONFERENCE TO RESOLVE ISSUES

RAISED BY PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO RE OMPT TENANTING OF
MIXED-INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING UNITA. % '«U///
One of the attorneys for CHA
Gail A. Neimann Thomas E. Johnson
General Counsel Johnson, Jones, Snelling,
Chicago Housing Authority Gilbert & Davis
200 W. Adams St., Suite 2100 36 S Wabash Ave_, Suite 1310
Chicago, IL 60606 Chicago, IL 60603
(312) 744-0366 (312) 578-8100
Attorney for CHA Attorney for CHA

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thomas E. Johnson, an attorney, hergby certifies thata copy of this Notice and attached
Motion was served upon the parties on the attached Kervice List, by facsimile and U.S. mail, with
proper postage prepaid, eh April 26, 2005.

Thomas E. Johnson



