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OPPICE OY THY ASKITANT JRCRUT AS Y
OR FURLE AMD INDLAY SOUTG

Novetber 15, 1599

Honorable Richard M. Daley
Honorable Danny Davis
Hooorable Bobby Rush
Honarable Jesse Jackson, Ir.
Reverend Jesse Jackson

Ms. Mamie Bone

Resident Association Presideats

Dear Str or Madam:

The U.S. Department of Housing and L1ban Development (HUD) is sqongly
commireed o the Chicago community and bas waorked parucularly bard over the last few
years to advance the rransformation of the Chucago Housing Authoncy (CHA). Az such,
swe welcome the City's ideas, comments and cfforts in that imporiant cause. As you
know, the Deparcment has begun reviewing the City’s draft redevelopment plan apd has
had very productve witial consultation with community -esideats 12 be spunt of
sartnership and shared commignent to the cause of mmproving e uves o ke Caty's
aublic housing residents, this letier., i advance of the submission of 3 final pian. raises
those resident concerns we believe rezsonable and offers acceptable resoiunons. [tis ow
aim *hat if the coucerns rased by residents and addressed i this lenter are included in thg
foal CHA plan, HUD will be able o0 approve the City's plan on ar sxpedited hagis dus
year

HUD's position on the City's proposed plan is straghdforwarc aad supporuve.
{ndecd, HUD bas poumted out (o the residents who 0ppos< the demolinon proposed in the
Citv's plan that the plan is prumarily driven by oew changes in Federal Law. [n 1996. the
Department issued the “viability * policy which maudates 3 butldmg-by-building analysis
10 determuine if is betier to rehabilitate or demolish a structare. This anaiysis bas been
done at the CHA and the Ciry’s plan would implement those results. The City’s plan ©0
demolish is no doubt a bold action. Demolizon 1s an irreversible course  Moving
families is disruptive and anxiery produciag. But the City and we agree t is the only
prudent opton at this point. Years of patchwork solutions have failed. We applauc the
City's commitment. Ul will not be easy, but we firmly believe 1t wall work f done nght.

At the same time, we also strongly agree with Cangressman Davis. Congressman
Rush, Congressman Jesse Jackson, Ir., aad the Reveread Jesse Jackson. who bave argued
forcefully that resident concerns be fully and openly addressed in thus process, and that




the residents’ most significant concem - where they will live both dunng and after the
demolition and teplacemment of the existing housing stock - be paramouat in apy HUD
approval. In the dozens of communitics o which HUD has worked closely with aty
leadership, housing authorities and residents, we have coasisiently focused on the need (0
coswe 3 place (o0 live for residents when an overhaul is complete. We belicvz firmmlv in
resident empowerment and Inciusion throughout all phases of the plan aud its
iniplemeniation. The residents are the “customers™ of public housing and the process aod
product must serve their needs.

Backgmm@

We believe it is usaful to review the history that provides the backdrop for HUD's
review of the CHA plan. Almost S0 years ago. the Federnl Government embarked on 2
large-scale effort to provide clean and decent bousing. The effort in some places—
including Chicago-—created massive housing-projects concsniraied by race and poverty.
Public housing was too often designed 1o segregate and isolate the poor. It is often built
on the “other side” of wwn and then “walled off” from the rest of the Tty by an
expressway of indusuial cormdor.

At its peak, 97 percent of Chicago’s public bousing familics were African-
American. Today, Chicago's bousing projects contain 11 of ibe pagon’s 15 poarest
ccusus tracts, and remain 92 percent African-Americen. [ndeed, io e lsadmark case o
which CHA resident Dorothy Gautreaux lent her aame in 1966, a Federal court found that
the CHA “deliborately targeted only predominantly black acignborhoods i whies
build public housing, while HUD knowingly assisted CHA in carrying our da
discrimination.” A combination of fawed Feceral and local policies compounded by
years of mismanagemeot by the CHA rurned what was once hailed as tne "promused
land” of public housing into & aightmare of poverty. violence, segregation. and sub-
standard living cooditions. !

There is more than enough blame to go around for the situation 1o which low-
income Chicago families have beea relegated for the past 40 years Ciry fathers built the
original housing and oversaw management for 20 years, nmmng the CHA into faling
status 25 2 woubled housing authority. HUD took it oves three years ago and bas cleariy
not turned the situation around. It is time to accept that the tarnished legacy of public
bousing has had many authors. . We must move beyond finger-pointiag 1o join hands and
work together in a more productve effort.

lndeed, while Chicago is home o some of the worst public housing in the nation,
it is not unique. Four years ago, HUD embarked on an effort 1o remedy mistakes of the
past by setting as a goal the demolition of 100,000 units of the most severely disuessed
public housing in America. That effort, known as the HOPE VI program, bas
successfully ransformed distessed public housing into attractive, mixed-income
communities throughout the country. The program is working in Balumere, Wastungtoa.
DC. St. Louis, and dozens of other cities. And it can work in Chicago. lndeed. we have




N e e

'y begua. With $150 millior. HUD funding in the past three vears, HUD began
"1on of the first 6100 units in Chicago during our recently-ended three-year
~ardship over the CHA, including the demolition in 1998 of the notorious ‘Howe ™ -
the most oppressive section of the Robert Taylor Homes.

Current Siuasion

The question today is not whether 1o bring down the worst failures of the nagon’s
public housing, Residents are incorrect if they assume demolitwon s the City’s choice. It
is not a City option, but a Federal directive. Uader President Clintoa aod Secremary
Cuomo, Federal policy now mandates that this demolition be donc—in Chicago and
acrass the land. The “viability policy” clearly says that if it is more cost effecrive to
demolish, that course must be taken.

The real question today echoes the one raised. by Doruthy Gauteaux in ber
landmark civil rights litigation some 33 years ago: where will poor, mosty African-
American residents live after their bomes are d2molished and what say will they bave .o
the decisions? HUD recognizes that demoblinon does not a ransformation make. The
zansformation of public housing entails *wo equally vual steps—dzmolion and
reconstruction—and the first step is often the easier of the rwo.

The quettion of where families will live afier thew homes are demolished must be
answered convincingly before dynamite 1s placed beneath the foundations of Chucug?’s
public housing. [t would be a deep tragedv if, failing 10 aeeq the lessors of past uskes.
the Federal and City govermments cTeate a pian ioday that sumply repiaces. as the Lngago
Yrbuge ooce put 1L “yesterday's ghertos with tomorrow's

ln short, the City 18 pOW L0XIOUS (0 take action 10 umprove the wntolerable
conditions at the CHA. We applaud the Mayor's dirext involvemeans aoc achon. We
agrec with the Mayor that demolition of buiidings what are “not viable” is the correc:
course. We also agree with the Mayor that 2 pew plan of reconstruction will be more
productive in the long run. Al the same lume, resicents question what theur futare wi be
oace their homes are demolished. Theu cooceras are legitimate and understandable, and
these concemns are heightened by a skepticism that is, in their view, the fruit of years cf
broken promises. '

Rather than merely repoating the resicent concems we find valid, we believe 1
would be most constructive (o also provide recommended resolutions that we believe
satisfy the concern and improve the plan.

Becommendanions for Resoluuon

The Secretary has asked us to develop a resolunion that recognizes the imponance
f both sets of concerns—those of the City and of the residents of public bousing—and
addresses both n a reasonable way Toward thal end, we bave beard the residents’ issues




and developed a series of recoramendations to address the legitimate core concerns. The
adoption of these regziutions would enasle HUD to approve the City's plan

expeditiously.

The main components of the City/resiceat resiiw icns ars’

1. “Housing Seqarity”: Tae residents ask the same quesuor wepzatedly:
“Where will I live after my home is demolished and what it ! can't find an aparument with
a Section 8 voucher?” The question is valid. The plan needs to ensure that the
demolition of CHA properties does not displace more families than the housing market
can accommodate at any given time. The Federal Government and the CHA have an
obligation (o ensure that a safe and suitable living environment is assurcd for all current
public housing residents dislocated as a result of demolition or rebabilitatioa.

The key factor in determining the pace of demolition must be the ability of ti
CHA to ensure tha there are sufficient housing opportunities for displaced families.
HUD cannot approve a plan in which the CHA will displace more families than the
howsing market can accommodate. No one would want to make families homeless.

There is no doubt that the current rental market for affordable units in Chicago 1s
perceived by maay 10 be tight. As noted wn the report recently released by Cardinal
George, The Housing Crisis in Our Neighborhoods, 245,000 low-income renters compete
for 115,000 untts of affcrdable housing. The repornt siates:

“Wiile we agree that severely distressed public houawng wuss be replacec,
Catholic Charities is particularly concerned aboul how the demolition of
public housing units will impac the housing situation o Chucago. As a
projected 17,060 units of public bousing come down in Chicago over the
next 10 years, the demand for affordable housing will increase as
thousands of families enter the private housing market. Although they
will receive Section 8 subsidies 10 help cover rental costs, former public
housing residents must contend oot only with racial and class
discrimunation, but also with & honsing market that has litde neea for their
Section & subsidies when housauds of peoyle can afford record hugh
renfs.”

‘There are other studies that suggest there is more availability in the market placs.
We believe that the market--while tight--can accommodate a gumber of new Secticn 8
voucher holders. More important, the market is dynamic and will change year 10 year.
Counsidering this is a 10-ycar plan, we need 2 mechanism to accurately momtor the
availability of units and changes year 10 year. Successful relocation will require a
constant balancing of the number of units demolished, the number of Section 8 vouchers
issucd and the number of available onits. We believe such a calculation, while difficult,
can be dcvc Opcd and executed. Thercfore, the Dcpa:m}ent reoommcnds wmm




" This means tbe aumber of
displaced families in any year cannot exceed a factor of the numbes of units availabk 1o
Secnion 8 voucher holders. Unlike most rental market studies, which merely survey
vacancies and rent levels, the study should determine the actual volume of vacancies
acsong landlords. HUD will conduct such a housing study on an annual basis. We
believe housing counseling and mobility strategies may also locate avuilablc uaits ourside
e City and widhin the me(ropolitan region. In sum, the residents’ conceras about e
limited availability of units to Section 8 voucher holders is legitimate. However, the
Dopartment believes the market can gustain & significant number of new Section 8
voucher bolders and that the Department can develop an index 10 balance the number of
units demolished with the number of units available in the market. The Departmen!
believes this recommendation is & suitable action to allay this valid resident concern.

2. No Forred Relocations to the Suburhs: Residents express the concern that
they will be forced 10 move out 1o the suburbs against their will. Inidally, suburban
locations may offer certain advantages. The Department believes these locanons should
be marketed to Section 8 voucher holders as options (0 be considered. Housiag
counselors should compile an array of all available locations. However, the final
determination is lo be made by the resident. No one is o be forced from the aity. An
wformed choice by the residents is the goal.” In addition, the Department’s policy 15 that
mn the case of resident who wants (o return Lo their original complex or neighborhood they
should be given a prefercace in “re occupamcy” of that bullding.

3. Resident Participation: As some Members of Congress have noted, many
residents fee] that they have not been sufficienty icluded or consulted in the process.
Cotug forward, residents must be assured that their involvercent sl be consisteot and
meamngiul throughout both the planning process and the umplementation of the plan.

For example. resident management corporations should be encouraged as part of the
planned privatization of property management; resideat employmeas opporiumiaes should
be provided in the construction and minority business entrepreaeurs should be included

as contractors and subcoantractors. HUD has assured the residents that they will be fully
wvolved in all aspects of the plan and thel HUD will safeguard their nghts.

v

in addrnex., CHA 0weds 10 provde 2 betiar casoals of U numnber of tarmilics © e displacsd tnc B Dwnder of WL D bn
demolishod. The THA plon ncludes e “ner” dermoliope of & feast 16.404 wnia. The plan acsally agpean & odude damaiton o
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sddmional Unxs Ml wil be dewotished wiich aro not nchudsd in the figures statcs 21 desolltion. o addioon, ¢ Mumboy af wais
wiualy searolithed 1ppecs W be further andersexted © that the *0at™ number af uans Qugzied lor demeohinon Joes 30! waude uvo
cemoished ap0 Lex recotarucied. CHA nesds 0 provids 3 @ore procise accovating of ae oumbet of war (o de denaindred. The
CHA his estioaied s approxnasery 6150 bowssbokds Wil ased o be rolocyisd 1 2 resuit of deamnalinon of disotetr Righ mses o
oher redevelopment profeca. This csUTAS appean (o be saderuned. For cxnmpie, 5 Category | ang Categwry § loge, Were e
approxanasely 7400 andies occupyng wum O be demalished. This Sguwen doss aot nrdiude Tencent  Be rebocatad 38 3 resull o
Dodermzalion. which diotld be anticipeed 10 induds several ouwsand sddiional families  In pudiiebed ropores, CHA has sQted tho
at many & 20,000 persons mayv peed 10 be refocied.

Section § voucher hakisn maving frors peblic Rousizg m ¢ Gy out © suburbon locsuans have usesd CCAToverty 11 e pas (Sex
Thar puon v Cuorea and e Huutiag Audoray of the City of Belrimory




4. Federal Guarantee of Development Funds: The City has requested that

HUD provide a gusrantee of Pederal funding of future year development funds to assist
the financing of the capital needs iasatified in the CHA plan. The Department, under this
Administration, has fought hard each year to obtain a strong budget {or public housing
and cxpects that if Congress contnues to fund al the Administration’s requests, Chicago
will be sble to access the full $150 mullion annually. However, public bousing funds are
subject 1o yearly appropriation by Congress. Absent specific congressional authorizagon,

.a Federal Agency cannot pledge the full faith and credit of the Uruted States 1o provide a
guarantee for a local government’s assumption of debt obliganons. Because HUD so
strongly shares the city's commitment to the redevelopment of this housing, HUD will
approve a funding guarantee of up to $545 million through the Commumity Development
Block Grant (CDBG) program subject © annual limits set by Congress. HUD will also
provide all legally permissible waivers (o permit the broadest possible use of CDBG
funds for CHA development expenses.

Gauucau.x the CHA has 0o autbomy o dzvelop new publxc b.ousmg The CHA remaigs
under the jurisdiction of Federal Court mn regards to development and siting of public
housing. HUD’s approval of the plan is contingent upon the appropnate review and
approval under the terms of the Consent Decree.

We belicve these points respond to reasonable resident 133ues and recognize
unportant aspects of successful demolition/reconstrucuon efforts undertaken by other
cities  Lf these changes are incorparated, HUD wll take the position to the residents that
their primary concerns are addressed and that HUD will move forward with the City on
an expedited basis.

{t should also be understood that other issues, such as mwed come cCLupancy.
employee linkages, housing counseling, homeownership opportunities, and resident
empowermment, are amoog the key components of proven successful models.

While we believe the areas raised in this lerter 10 be the most crincal issues
piesenied by the draft plan, there may be additional techaical 18sues which should oe
considered by CHA and which will be forwarded by the Depaniment as our discussions
" with the CHA procsed. In addition, the Department has scheduled a public hearing with
Congressman Rush oo November 29, 1999, and may update this response wth
mnformadon from that hearng.

If the CHA determines that it desires or necds additional ume beyooc
December 1, 1999, to submit the final plan, the Department will accommodate that
request.

[n sum, Secretary Cuome'’s directive 10 us was to “expedite a plan for the Cury
which will work long term to turn the CHA from un historic blunder 10 a natonal model,




and which protects the residents’ rights n the process. The plan must work for the City
and the residents or 1t wall ultimately work for neither *

We believe (his approach resoives and compromuses thoss issues and we are
prepared to move forward—together.

Sincerely,

| Harold L(:%—/
Assistant Secretary

s
Mr. Phil Jackson, CHA
Ms. Julia Stasch, Office of the Mayor




ADDRESSEES:

Honorable Richard M. Daley
Mayar of Chicago

121 N. LaSalle Street, Room 507
Chicago, [L 60602

Honorable Danny Davis

JU.S. House of Representatives
1222 LHOB ﬂ
Washington, DC 20515-1307

Honorable Bobby L. Rush

U.S. House of Representatives
2416 RHOB :
Washington, DC 20515-1301

Honorable Jesse L. Jackson, Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives
313 CHOB

Washington, DC 20515-1302

Reverend Jesse L. Jackson
¢/0 Honorabie Jesse L. Jackson, Ir.

Ms. Mamie Bone

President, Citywice Advisory Councu
1935 W Washington, Apt. 105
Chucago, IL 60612

Rzsident Assocate Presidents
(see separate address list, attached)

CC.

Mr. Phil Jackson

CEO, Chicago Housing Authority
626 West Jackson

Chicago, [L 60606

Ms. Julia Stasch

Chief of Staff, Office of the Mayor
City Hall, Room 509

121 North LaSalle Street

Chicago, IL 60602

LI



c:
Ms. Sharon Gigt- -Gilliam
Chairperson, Board of Commlssiorer
Chicago Housing Authority
626 West Jackson

Chicago, Illirois 60606

Ms. Deverra Beverly
Presidenz, ABLA Resident Assocxa
1284 §. Loomls

Chicago, IL 60608 .

Ms. Esther Wheeler
President, Altgeld Hurray
922 E. 131" St, First Floor
Chicago, IL 60827

sgoclation

Ms . Cora Moors
President, Cabrini-Greem Reside
1161 Larrabee, Apt. s
Chicago, IL* 60610 -

socration

Ms. Thneresa Ricks
President, Dearborn Homes Resx
2840 8. State 8t. . Apt. 108
Chicago, IL 60616

‘Asgociation

Ms. Maner J. Wiley .
President, Hilliard Homes
2031 8. Clark, Apt. 338
Chicagc, IL 60613

Mg, Gloria Williams
Presidenz, Ickes Resident A &¢
2326 §. Dearborn, 2™ PFloor .
Chicago, 1IL 60616

Mg. Juanita Stevenson -
President, Lathrop Homes)Resident: Association
2800 N. Leavitt, Apt.s37

Chicago, 1IL 60618 U

Ms. Brenda Bolden .
President, Lawndale Ar encanacc1ac1on
2910 W. Harrison, Apt.-2 R

Chicago, IL 60612

Ms. Ruth Todd
Pres:.dent, LeClaire Ccurt
4843 W. 44" St. Firse Floor
Chicago, IL 60618

iation




Ms. Martha Marshall .

- Prasident, Senior Central Resident Associatisn
3030 West 2.°* Apt. 224 R
Chicago, IL 60623

_Mr. Willie Burrell . PRI
President, North Eagt Resident Association
4429 N. Clifton IR
Chicage, 1L 60640

Ms. Maria Forseca ‘ R

President, North Central Resident Association

1224 N. Campbel] L

Chicago, IL 60622




