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- 2nd all other persons who are. B "
—Similarly situated, i NTONAND ORDER

Pla:.ntitf-Intorvenor, . - 89 Civ. 5386 (MJL)

/am//x/
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CORPCORATI ON, JONATHAN woopNEr COVPANY,
IAN WOODNER, and ANTHONY D. AIELLo,

Def endant s.

APPEARANCES:

WESTCHESTER LEGAL SERVI CES

At tor neéls for Plaintiff-Intervenor
Plaintiff d ass

201 Palisade Avenue

Yonkers , New York 10703

BY: JERROLD M LEVY

SULLI VAN & CROWAELL

Attorneys for Plaintiff-Intervenor
and Plaintiff C ass

125 Broad Street

New York, New York 10004

By: DAVID B. TULCH N
JOHN E. KIRKLIN p
BOBROW, GREENAPPLE, SKOLNIK
& SHAKARCHY
Attorneys for Defendant
630 Third Avenue
New York, New York 10017

BY. LAWRENCE GREENAPPLE _.*

MARY JOI—NSON LOWE, D.J.
Before this Court is the request of ine plaintiffs' counsel
frCourt approval of tne Consent agreement roachedby the parties

insettlement Of this classactionlitigation. There have been no




.v
R

objections t O this propOSé'd settlement. For the reasons set forth

belowt he settlement i S approved.

BACKGROUND
This Court has issued three opionions inconnection with this

action, Bronson v, Crestwood Lake section 1 Holdina Corp., 724
F.Supp. 148 (S.D.N.Y. 1989); March 8, 1990 Qpi nion apd order; and
Glover V. Crestwood Lake Section 1 Holdina gorp., 746 F.supp. 301

(S.D.N.Y. 1990y, faniliarity with“which will be presuned.

. Thi s action, certified-as a Cl asps action by this Court in an
Qpinion of August 29, 1990, was brought pursuant to Title Vi of
the Cvil R ghts Act of 1968 (the Frair Housi ng Act). The
plaintiffs sought declaratory and injunctive relief in their
challenge of the rental policies of Crestwood Lake ("Crestwood"),
an apartment conplex located in the Gty of Yonkers, New York. tnq
plaintiffs specifically all_“eg‘e,d that Crestwood's rental policies -

of any person Wwho receives Section 8 federal housing assistance or
whose inconme is not atleastthree times the rent of the apartment
for which that person is apply&g-- dispeoportiongtely and
adver sel y impactupon bl ack ari d hispanic ("minority®) applicants
for tenancies in comparison to white applicants. Plaintiffs also
clai med gnat defendants relyon other inproper criteria for
sel ecting tenants such as the applicant's famlial status, marital
status, andage.

In aprior opinion, we prelininarily enjoined defendants from




-considering a number of factors in evaluating the then named

plaintifts' applications for apartments at 3,,(_'_;_;estwood, I ncl udi ng

whether t NEYhad ~“income “in excessS of three times ‘the rent o
whet her their tenancies required entry into the standard Section
8 lease. 724 F.supp. 148. when these initial plaintiffs, Ruth
Bronson and Lisa Carter, withdrew their applications, we granted
Gai | Glover's motiont0 intervene and, after consi deration of the
parties briefs on the issue, we granted plaintiffs' notion for
class certification. 746 r.supp. at 307.

The certified class is defined as all bl ack and hispanic
persons residing in the Gty of Yonkers, Ne;, York, who a) areor
will be determ ned eligibleto participate in the Seciton 8 Housing
Voucher Program b) can afford to pay the rents at Orestwood, and
c) are or wll be denied the opportunity to rent housing
acconmmodations at Crestwood because of their Section 8 status, the
terns of the Section 8 |ease, the source or anount of their incong,
their race, their famlial or marital status or their age.

In addition to their notion for class certification, the
plaintiffs moved forpartial summaryjudgment alleging that certain
criteria defendants relied on i ng%g;avori NQ plaintiff apd o&her
membersOf the Cl ass, violated federal and state laws. e grant ed
that motion in part and fgund that the defendant's practice of
ref usi ng &d rent an apartment t0 a Section 8 voucher hol der sol ely
on the basis onthat household' s size when they woul d rent that
same apartment to the same sized household where there is t he
presence of an adul t instead of aehild constitutes discrimnation
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" on the basis Of familial status. 1n making that decision we held
that *{1jandlords may NOt ref USe applicants apartments which t hey
can afford and desi re solely because’ these househol ds do not

conformwith the landlord's traditional notions of 'what constitutes
afamly unit." 746 P.supp. at 310. as to“the plaintiffs other
claims in their notion for partial summary judgnment, we found that
there were factual disputes precluding summary judgnent and
requiring resolution at a trial on the nerits.

Fol | owi ng the issuance of our Opinion and Order granting class
certification and granting in part the plaintiffs* notion for
partial summary judgment, defendants appealed to the United States
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit on Septenber 27, 1990.
Prior to a decision on the appeal, the parties agreed to settle the
clainms of the plaintiff-intervenor and menmbers of the plaintiff
class finally and conpletely, with prejudice and without costs, on
terns submtted to this Court in a Stipulation dated January 15,
1991.  On February 28, 1991, we issued an order instructing the
parties to post notice of the proposed settlenment forreview by the
cl ass members and setting April 5, 1991, as a date for a hearing
on the fairness and adequacy of the proposed settlenent. Any
objections to the proposed settle- were to e filed ‘x}ith&the
Court no laterthan March 26,-1991. No obj ections to the proposed

settl enent nave been subnitted.
S




DISCySSION

 ——

The exact terms of t he proposed class settlement are set forth - -

in the Stipulation dated January 15, 1991, 'which is incorporated

herein by reference.  In sunmary, the settlement provides that
defendants nust give full and fair consideration to the tenant

application of anymemberof the certified plaintiff class when
filling a vacant apartment at Crestwood of the size and type for
which the class menber has applied. |n addition, a class menber
who offers to pay rent from governnmental sources or through a
third-party source shown to be reliable nmust be considered
financially able to pay the rent at Crestwood on tine. When
considering a tenant application from a' class member, defendants
cannot consider (a) theperson's status as a Section 8 voucher
hol der; (b) thesource of the person's income: (c) the person's
race, sex, marital status; or (d) any other factor which may not
be considered under applicable law.  pefendants have al so agreed
t hat one-bedroom apartnments at Crestwood will be available to an
adult and one child and two-bedroom apartnents will be available

to an adult and three children. Finally, the pagties have aggeed

that the defendants may --require'?ﬁz inclusion of a jury waiver

provi sion in the Section 8 -Goucher | ease or renewal |ease with a
particular plaintiff Ccl ass member only if the public housing agency
issuing t he voucher has the authority to permitajury wai ver
provirion to be included in the |ease of that class member pursuant
to authorization granted bythe United States pepartment of Housing

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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and Ur ban Devel opment (“HUD"). As authorized by Hup, inthe second
yearof the initial |ease, Crestwood may collect a rent increase — -
al | owabl e during the tirst year of the lease based on approval of

a Major Capital | nprovenment (MCl) application.

The Standards for Judicial Approval of dass
Action Settlenents Under Fed.R.Civ.P.23(e)

The standards to be applied in determning whether to approve
settlenent of a class action -are well| established. Courts
consistently favor settlenent of lawsuits in general. city of
Detroit V. Grinnel1Corp., 495 F.2d 448 (2d Gr. 1974); Jones V.
Al aamat ed Warbasse Houses, Inc., -97 F.R.p. 355, 358 (E.P.N.Y.),
aff'd, 721 r.2d 881 (2d Gr. 1982), cert, denied, 466 U S. 944

(1984). This policy promotes the interests of the litigants by
saving themthe expense of trial of disputed issues and reduces
t he stainupon an al ready overburdened judicial system  Newran

v. Stein, 464 F.2d 689, 691-92 (2d Cr.), cert. denijed, 409 U.S.
1039 (1972); armstrongV. Board of School Directors, 616 r.2a 305,

33 (7th Cir. 1980).

In deci di ng v;hether)to approvE®a proposed. settlemént 0? a
class action, the court'mp;t find that the proposal is "fair,
reasonabl e and adequate.* Wlder v. Bernstein, 645 F.Supp. 1292
(S.D.NY. 3985): Weinberger V. Kendrick, 698 F.2d4 61, 73 (24 Cir.
1982), corrected on ot her grounds on pet. foryeh'g, [1982-83]) Fed.
Sec. L. Rep. (CCH) 999,07 4 (2d Cir.), cext, denjed, 464 U.sS. 8138
(1983); West Virginia V. CcChas.pPfizer & Co.,440r.2d 1079, 1085
(24 Cir.), cert, denied, 404 WS, 871 (1971). However, courts have

6
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consistently noted the necessity of restraint in their inquiry into ,
proposedsettlements. Settlenents, by definition, are conpronises

which »neea not satisfy every single concern of -the plainti¢e — ~
class, but may fall anywhere within a broad range of upper and

lower limts." Alliance to End Repression V. City Of chicagc,561

F.Supp. 937, 548(N.D.I11. 1982). The court's role is neither to
substitute its judgment for that of the parties who negotiated the

settlenent nor to litigate the nerits of the action. gyi., v. gmc
Corp. , 528 r.2d 1169 (4th Cr. 1975), cert.denied, 424 U S. 967
(1976) ; Weinberdex V. Kendrick, 698 r.2d at74; Ochs V, Ruttenbersg,
446 F.Supp. 145, 148 (S.D.N.Y. 1978). As noted in Katz v. ®.1.71.

Computar Systems, INC.. [1970-71] Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (CCH) ¢s2, 994
at 90, 676 (S.D.N.Y. 1971): mrThere is a strong initial presunption
that the conpromise is fair and reasonable."”

Judicial evaluation of a proposed settlement of a class action
thus involves a limted inquiryi nto whether the possible rewards

of litigation with its risks and costs are outwei ghed by the

benefits of the settlenent. In ¢city of Detreoit v. Grinnell Corp.,

495 F.2a4 at 462, the court, quoting with approval vouna V. Xatz,
447F.2d 431, 433 (5th Gr. 1971), statea: - 3

iy o .I L 3
|t i S notnecessary in order to determ ne
whet her an acfrebeg;ent of éettlerrent and
compromise Shall De' approved that the court
try the case which is before it for
settlement. . Such procedure would
emasculate the .vuryr purpose for which
settlenent are made. The court is only called
upon toconsi der andwei gh the nature ofthe
claim the possible defenses, the situatjon of
the parties, andthe exercise of business
Judgment 1n determning whether the proposed
settl ement is reasonable.
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Accord, Newman v. Stein,464F.2d689 (2d GCir.), cert. denjed, 409
U S. 1639 (1972); West Virginia v. chas. Pfizer & Co., 314 F.Supp.
710, 741 (S.D.N.Y. 19870).

courts have also examned the "negotiating process by which

the settlement was reached." Weinberger_\.__Kendrick, 698 F.24 at
14, They have focused on whether the settlement was achieved
through "arm's | ength negotiations" by counsel Who have "the
experience and ability. . .necessary to effective representation
of the class' interest." Id. Again, however,

The courtsfunction is not "to reopen and

enter into negotiations with the litigants in

the hopes ofinproving the terns of the

settlement" or to “substitute 1tS business

judgenment for that of the parties who worked
out t he settlement.*

Argov . Harris 84 F.R D 646, 647-48 (ED.NY. 1979); Eriednan v
Col aate-Palmpljive Co {1984) Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (ccHq 91, 493 at
98, 451 (E.D.N.Y 1984).

courtsin this and other Grcuits recognize that the opinion

of experienced counsel supporting the settlenment is "entitled to

considerable weight." Eielding v Allen, 99 r.supp. 137, 144
(SSD.NY. 1951). Ac_c_o_Ld,_Ln_Le_Cth_k_en_AnIJ_LLus_LI._iti;quiQ.?,19%o-
{ Trade Cas.  (ccH) 9¢63,237~ -3¢ 78, ~ 148 (N.D. ' (&
1980) ("Notwithstanding the court's subst antial invol verment int he
suit over tbe pastfive years, the parties' counsel arebest 2P'e
to weigh the relative strengths and weaknesses of their arguments.
The court is not inclined to substitute its educated estimate of
the conplexity, expense andlikely duration of this litigation

W t hout asound basis for concluding that the settlements are
8




inadequate.”); Cannon v. Texas Gulf Sulphur Co,, S5 F.R.D. 308, 116
(S.D.N.Y. 1972): Lvons v. Marrud, (1972-73] Fed. sec. L. Rep. (CCH)
193, 525 (s.D.N.Y. 1972), guoting, Protective 'Committee for
Independent Stockhol ders of T™T Trailers Ferry, tne., 390 Uy s 414
(1968) ; Josephson v. Comphell, [1967-69] Fed. sec. L. Rep. (ccw)
992,347 at 97, 658 (S.D.NY. 1969).

Based on the history of this action, jt is clear that both the
class counsel and defense counsel vigorously represented their

clients in negotiating the settlenent agreenent. The resul ting

settlement conditions achieve essentially all the relief sought on

have clearly stated their intention to continue to nonitor the

I npl ementation of the settlement terms and pursue judicial recourse

if it is unsuccessful. In urging this Court to approve the
settlenent, class counsel have shown their experienced judgment in

favoring the Settl| ement terms.
The Second Circuit has identified nine specific factors to be
consi dered in determning whether toapprovethe settlement of the

class action:

(1) . The complexity ewpense and “likely -
duration oftheplltlﬁatlon. A A)) thé’
reactonOf the class to the settlement. . .,
(3) the stage of the proceedings and the
amount of discovery conpleted, . .; (4) the
¥isks of est abl i shing liabiity. . .; (5) the
risks ogestabl i shing danages. . .. (GR t h
ri sks of maintaining the class action't rougﬁ
the trial. . .; 7% the ab|I|_ta/ of the
def endants to withstand a greater | udgnent :
(8) the range of . reason%bl %ness of .Mwe
settlement fund in light ofthe best possible

LecoveLy . . o (9% t he ange of
reasonableness 'Of the seltlenent fund to a

9




possible recovery in light of all the
attendnat risksof ['itigation. :

troit v in , 495 F.2d at 643 (citations amitted).
We w || considereach of the criteria separately.

A.  The Complexitv. Expense and Likely Duration of the
Litigation

This case has been pendi ng forovera year and yet

remains at a relatively early stage of litigation. This Court has
already issued three substantive Qoinions, one of which was on
appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Crcuit
when the settlenment was reached. Based on the history of the
action thus far, it seenms clear that this case could becone a
protracted, conplex litigation, requiring significant time and
expense for the parties, as well as judicial oversight for both
this Court and the Court of Appeal s.

In addition, considering the relief requested by the class
members, time is Of the essence in obtaining affordable and
acceptable housing in Yonkers. Mney danages are not an issue in
the action and statutory attorney-es have beéen waive® by‘i‘the
class counsel according to the settlenent terns. Thus, a trial on
the nerits of the case, while absorbing nuch nore tine and expense,
woul d not achieve Si gnificantly nore for the classnenbers than the
proposed settlement offersthem. Gven the inevitable uncertainty
and ri sk associated with proving disparate inpact and intent at

trial, as well as the highly favorable terns offered bythe

10
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settlement, the proposed sattlement offers both security and

settlenment: agreenment secures for the cl ass substantial benefit,

undi m nshed by further increased fees and expenses, \ithout the
delay, risk and uncertainty of continued litigation.

B. The Reaction of the ass to the settlement

The notice of the proposed settlement was posted, in
English and Spanish, from March 7, 1991 through March 27, 1991, in
the office of the Yonkers Minicipal Housing Authority, the Yonkers
Ofice of the Departnent of Social Services, and the Yonkers and
Wite Plains offices of Wstchester Legal Services.  Affirmation
of Jerrola M Levy, April 3, 1991.  The notice called for any
objections to befiled with the Court. Not a single objection has
been received, In addition, pursuant to the notice, this Court
held a public hearing on April 4, 1991, to consider the fairness
of the proposed settlement. No objections to the settlenent were
heard at the hearing. This total absence of objection by class
members | S persuasive evidence of the fairness' of the settlenent.
See e.g., Grinnell, 495 F.2d at 462; In_re Warner Conmuni cations

Securities Litigation, 82 Civ. 8288 (JFK) (5.D.NuY. 8/20/85) sllip

—

op. at 22; Burger v. CPC International Inc., 76 F.R.D. 183, 186
(S.D.N.Y.1977). <

C. the Proceedings and iscove

Completed
This action was initially brought onbehalf of the naned
plaintiffs Ruth Bronson and Lisa Carter. as the case devel oped,,
these two plaintiffs withdrew fromthe case and Gail @ over

11
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intervened as named plaintiff." Depositions of two plaintiffs were
conduct ed and requests for producti on of documents had been filed
By the time the settlenment agreenment was reached, a prelimnary
I njunction motion had been briefed and decided, the class had been
certified, and a notion for partial summary judgment had been
briefed and decided. In addition, the class certification and
partial grant of the notion for partial summary judgnent ‘had been
appeal ed to the court of Appeals forthe Second Grcuit. Gven the
posture of thecase at this point, 4 counsel are undoubtedly

acting with a firm grasp of the strengths and weaknesses of the
case.

D. - The Risks of Establishing Liability

In assessing the fairness, reasonableness and adequacy of the
proposed settlement, this Court nust balance the benefits afforded
by the proposed settlement, and the imediacy andcertainty of a
substantial recovery forthe class members,agai nst the continuing
risks of litigation. There would undoubtedly be considerable |egal
obstacles confronting plaintiffs in attenpting to establish
liability which would remain in the event that the settlement were
not approved. The proposed settlenment, on the other hand, includgs

obl i gations and entitlements which represent "complete success for

—

'The imdtial naned plaintiffs, Ruth Bronson and Lisa Carter,

voluntarily dismissedtheir claims due to the defendants' "intense
investigations Into [their] lives . . .F]and the lives of] their
famlies, [which reciether Wt h defendants' strenuous

oppositionto tﬂ1ei'r t'qanang:igs caused both Ms. Bronson and M.
Carter to doubt the desirability of crestwood as a place forthem

to live.* Plaintifgs' Menorandum oflLaw I n Support ofVol untary
Di sm ssal at1,

12
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the plaintiff class in this litigation.® pfrirmation of John E.
Kirklin, February 15, 1991, 913. |p addition, class members Susan

Guzman, Daphne Quarles, Maria castro GOnzal es, and pratricia Graves
have al ready beenaccepted as tenants in crestwood, further Showing
the value ofthe settlement.  These very real exanples of the
effectiveness of the settlement agreenent, as conpared to the
inevitable risks of pursuing the case to trial despite the strength
of the plaintiffs' clains, make the risks of establishing iabilty
at trial substantial and unnecessary.

E.  The Ri sks of establishing Dannaes

This action wasbrought primarily to recover declaratory and
injunctive relief. \Wile the conplaint requests "conpensatory and
puni tive damages in anounts deternined appropriate by the Court,"
the significant relief requested is that the--barriers to the
t enanci es of class menbers be elininated. Wth the agreenent
proposed those barriers have been elimnated and Crestwood
apartments have becone a viable housing option for menbers ofthe
plaintiff class. In addition, plaintiffs' counsel have waived
recovery of costs and statutory attorney's fees in the interest of
achi eving favorabl e settlenent ofthe action. Thus, the issue of
damages is Not a relevent ONe forthe purpose; of the-i nstgnt
settl ement agreement. -

F. The Risks of Maintainingt he Class Action Through
the Trial
This Court has certified teclass under Fed. R Gv.P. 23(b) (2)
as a "paradigmatic . . . class suit, terthey seek class-w de

structural relieg that woul d cl early redound equally to the benefit




woul d clearly be difficult to maintain,Such a nove is possible.
In addition and perhaps nore realisticaly, t he difficulties of
mai ntai ning the notivation and resol ve on the part of the namea

plaintiff throughout aprotracted and adversari al iitigation are
very real indeed.  The first named plaintiffs In this action

wthdrew early on in the litigation because of "intense
investigations into [their} lives. . together with defendants*

strenuous opposition to their tenancies. Qinion and O der

March 8. 1990, at 2. Cdearly the pressure of active adversarial
proceedi ngs onthe named class menbers woul d enly increase asthe
litigation progressed.

G. The Ability f Defendants to Wthstand a greater
Judgment

Another factor to be taken into consideration in deternining

whether to approve a class action settlenent is the defendants!
ability towi t hstand a judgnent greater than the settlenent amount.
city of Detroit v. Grinpnell Corp., 495 F.2d at 467. @Gven the
di scussion above, this consideration is not relevantto the

gsettlement oft hi S action.

Again,\givénthatthe relief requested here is declaratory and

injunctive relief, thermis no "settlenment fund"t o be reviewed.
However, inreview ng the settlenent termsin |ight of the "best

possible rgecovery" tfor the plaintiffs, we find the proposed

14




settlement Provi der essentially the recovery requested in the
Conplaint. as stated by plaintifes' counsel, the agreement Woul d
secure "highly favorable and unprecedented relief forthe plaintiff

-~ - --class of | OW-INCOME ninority persons seeking to escape t he
segregated sl uns of southwest Yonkers and, utilizing their Section
8 vouchers, to secure safe, decent, gand int egrated housing at
Crestwood Lake Apartnents. . . o It affirmation of John E Kirklin,
February 15, 1991, at 9-10. This is clearly within the range of
reasonabl eness required by the standards of red.r.civ.p. 23(€).

|.  The Ranae of Reasonabl eness of the Settlenent
FUNd 1n _Liant of the RiSKs ol Litlaation

Gobviously, the foundation of any settlement is uncertainty as
to the outcome of the litigation. |f a party weeassured that a
better result awaited which would jystify the added delay, effort
and expense, then litigation would be continued without
apprehension.  Such assurance, however, is rarelythe case.

Experienced counsel for both plaintiffs and defendants,
negotiating at arm's length and possessing all relevant
information, reconmend the present settlenent because each side

recogni zes the risks and the high costs attendant to continued

litigation. As already discussed, their views are entitled, to
consi derabl e wei ght. Given theci@r benefits a'bffer ed' bytthe
proposed settlement and the-8elay and cost invol ved inconti nued
litigation; acceptance of the proposed terms is clearly in the best

interest of justice for the partiestothis action.

- BPR 12 ’91 13:03 S3C 125 BROAD ST #12




CONCLUSION

For the reasonssStated above, the settlenent agreenent in this

action is approved pursuant to Fed.R.civ.p. 23(e) as being fair,

“reasonable and adequate and in the best interest of the plaintiffs.

Accordingly, this action is dismssed with prejudice and without

costs according to the terns specified in the stipulation of the
parties dated January 15,

1991, which is incorporated herein by
reference.?

It Is So Ordered.

Dated: New York, New York )
April p , 1991
/

/

. - // .
/ / /E_ t/ ‘IJ " / e
%hlted States District Judge

e

- . 8
- =
‘as a final note, +nhis Cour onime coun faor %he=
plaintiffcl| ass for its generous an vigilant Titi n of this.
action. W would |ike

0 specifically recognize t e Iawflrm of -
Sullivan and Cromuel |

for the extensive pro bono services rendered.
I.n pursuing the case. Their services werepertorned admrably in.
tthe tradit1on of pro bene igo.

\
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strm:'r!:::r's'mrzs DISTRICTRCOURT
""SOUTHERN - DISTRICT‘OF_'NER YORK

Qn behglf of herself
¥ riperse N0 - AT Q.. S e
‘sxmilarly sztuate¢. r,‘“; P : 89 czv. 5386
L Plaintiff-xntervenor,
L OO -:?'—'-" ;‘.‘.""‘;M.E A . " STIPULATION
-against- pEsnt

:-‘o ,".. ’n’h

Lot cnss'rwoon uucz SECTION 1 HOLDING

CORPORATION, JONATHAN WOODNER COMPANY ¢
IAN WOODNER, and ANTHONY D. AIELLO
’ & l"-.L' & fmp e

Defendahts.

v .:“ : .,,t..’c.. A

( IT Is HER.EBY STIPULATED AND AGREED, by and between

the- parties herezn through their attorneys, that the claims
of the plaintlft-intervenor and members of the plaintiff
Class are flnally and completely settled, with prejudice and
without costs,. on the terms and condxtﬁgpg\set_forth below:

?¢ 1. <Defendants shall process and evaluate the

?amber of the ggnxfiedelaptiff
Sa:o5 :; by _'»,7 , AN r\ﬁpRY JOm yo()
V,“:defined 't uxncluda black and hispanic persons
o AEA |
e residgng in the city of ‘Yonkers ¢+ NeW York, who are or W
" be: détermxned elzgible to participate in the Section 8

Housing chcher Progran.; ‘Defendants shall give full and
fair' conszderatlon t:o ‘the tenant application of aclass.

member when-tilling;g,vacant apartment: at Crestwood or the
size and type that the Cl ass member has applied for.




Ry
,' :

1

F.13-22

est cod's request, to pay all hu/her rent directly to

Crestwood fron governnental sources or from other third-
party: _Sourcelsﬁ(us_hqy{n'{py said party to be reliable), and that
non-revocation‘ot-z;cﬁ’e &ircct: payment arrangement‘will be a
substantial obli | gatl on andcondition of his/ her t enancy at
Crestwood, shal]. be considered financially ableto pay t he
rent at Crestwood on fﬁe.

. In evaluatingt he tenant application at
Cr est wood ofany class menber, and in deternini ng whether to
select a class menbex: to fill avacantapartment at
Crestvvood of the size ‘and type that he/she has applied for,
def endant s shall not consider, take i nto account or
d:.scriminate on the basisof (a) the person's status as a
Section 8 vouches hoI der orthe fact that he/she will
utilize Section, a_‘ivouchex housi ng assi st ance paynent s- -
towards payment og a:.portxonOf therent; (b) the source of

the person's incone, (c) t he person's race, .sex, marital ;
- - -y

PEIRTRY

sta_tus (méluding'whethe: the personis asingleparent.

- - TG
ax:ggor parent:"‘o: as child or children bon out of wedl ock),

;faxgg‘ia,l statl:ls or aqe. or (d) any other factor which may

no;:’;be cbnsidered under appl i cabl e | aw

*t..r f

at Crestwood shall be available for occupancy by an adul t

vﬁ-ﬁ-.i" oaw g !

and one child and that two-bedroon apartments shall be —
avai | abl e for occupancy by an adulhﬂa—m children. -

_a_

"",Detandants agree that one-bedroom apartments f‘l ‘;"‘
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ar plaintiff clase member only if the
:99”
Jiissuing the voucher has the authority

¥3 -'Jprovision to?be included in the
; .‘r,’.:_ ‘_‘ - ‘. }" ;4‘..6:: 0 H

7
P
.\Aﬂ.r\

:Department of Housing'and Urban
R :mriﬁ§@ = R
3 Developmentm. (See*aptaEHEd letters of John W. Herold and

Peter Snlth)- f.i authorized by the United St at es Department -
of Housing and. Urban Developnent (see attached letter of

John wulﬁerald) ' Crestwood i S permitted to COl | ect fromthe
tenant. durlng the secondyear ofthe - initial | ease, in equal
nDntth installments, a rent increase allowable during the

first year of; the’ lease based on approval of a Ma jor Capita

| npr ovement (NCI] appllcatlon
.‘ By signinq this stipulation, no defendant
Shall be deemed tor any purposa Of under : any circunstances,

w’-«‘,._ o

to have admitted liability for any violation,alleged in the

o s G TIDE T N
I,amended complaint herein, or to have admitted, conceded, or

o

5. /'— ka”f-

wome ]

B agreqd}to thej
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