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Q IN THE UNITES STATES DISTRICT COURT
b t
1
A QS“Q“ FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
‘)U
AUSTIN DIVISICN
DDI? ADO RACHEL RANGEL §
and MARY ; §
Plalntlffs 8
§
v, §
g CIVIL ACTION KO.
; 5
HOUSING AUTHORITY |[OF THE CITY § AR-96-CA-330-SEC
OF AUSTIN, and HYACINTH ONYEKANNE §
in hig official cdpacity as §
Director of Housing Management and §
Admissions for thg Houszing §
authority of the dity of Austin, §

Defendants §

PLAINTIFES' FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT N
PRELTMINARY STATEMENT
I i.

Piaintiffe w#re each denied a public housing apartment by
che Housing Authofity of the City of Austin ("the Housing
Authority") in acterdance witk its policy of automatically
denying the applifation of every person whose criminal history
record shows any hncident -- even if only an arrest -- within ten

years of their apblication. Plaintiffs Maldonadc and Rangel were

denied on the basjis of a single arrest on which no criminal

charges were filed. Flaintiff Ruiz was denied orn the kasis of &
single non»violeﬁt, non drug-related incident for which she
received deferred adjudication.

i
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The Housing Authority failed to comply with the Constitution
of the United Stades, federal law and the Texas Constitution (1)}
in denying Plaintiffs Maldonadc and Rangel housing solely on the
basis of their arrests; {2) in denying Plaintiff Ruiz on the
basig of one iscldated deferred adjudication for filing a false
police report; {3) in failing to consider the time, nature and
extent of Plaintiffs’ concduct and Plaintiffs’ rehabilitarive and
cther favorable e%idence; and (4) in failing to give notice to
Plaintiffs of thair right to present evidence of rehabilitation
and other favorabie.evidence at their appeal hearing.

JURISDICTICN
3,

This court h%s jurisdiction under 28 U.8.C. Section 1331
because this case%raises iesues under federal law and the United
States Constitutign. The court has supplamental jurisdiction of
the Texas Constitﬁtion claims under 28 U.s.C. Section 1367.

PLAINTIFES
G .

Plaintiffe ire éll adult residents of Travie County, Texag.
They each meet t%e income eligibility standards for admiassion to
the ccnventionalépublic housing program.

[
CEFENDANTS
s.

Daefendant Héousing Authority of the City of Austin is &

federally subsid#zed, state-chartered, locally established and
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adrinigtered publi@ body situated in Austin, Texas. Itd actionse
and thcse of its employees are under color of law.
é.

Defendant Hya@in:h Onyekanne is sued 1n his official
capacity as Direct#r of Housing ¥anagement and Admissions for the
Housing Authority ?f the City of Austin. His actions complained
of here were taken;under color of law,

i FA I8 KGROUND
i 7.

The United St%tes Housing Act of 1937 established the low
rent public heousing program Sor the purposge of remeaying the
acute ghortage of @ecent, safe, and sanitary dwellinge for
families of low iﬁcome- Pursuant to this program, the Ecusing
A2uthority of the di:y of Austin was established to construct and
administer low re&t public housing in Austin. To ensure the

i
program is adminiétered in a fair and even-handed manner,
Ceongress has required that the Secretary of the United States
Department of Houéing and Urban Development promulgate
requlations goverﬁing the admissions pelicies of public housing
bodies. Theee regulations eset out binding criteria that housing
authorities are tﬁ follow in selecting and rejecting applicants
for suklic housin%.

| 8.
|

The Housing Puthority follows an "arrest-only" denial policy
l
in rhe selection jof its tenants. Pursuant to its written

peiicies, the Housing Authority will deny an applicant acmigaion

La
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into the Housing Apthority’s housing program cn the sole basis
that the applicant;has been arrested, without censidering whether
the applicant didéindeed commit any crime, or the time, nature
and extent of the;conduct‘ Moreover, in the event unfavorable
information is redeived on an applicant, the Housing Authority
does not consider ‘the time, nature and extent of the applicant’s
conduct cxr other #actors which might indicate a reasorable
probability of fa&orable future conduct unless the applicant’s
alleged unfavorable c¢onduct cccurred more than ten vears priocr to

the date of the applicaticn.

tac:s ags to Plaintiff Maldonado
| ;.

In January 1%95, Flaintiff Maldonads applied for public
housing with the Housing Authority of the City of Austin.
Pursuant to the Housing Authority’'s admissions requirements,
Plaintiff Maldonaﬁo later submitted a c¢riminal history regort
issued by the Teﬁas Department of Publizc Satety. Plaintiff
Maldonado’e crimﬁnal report with the Texas Department of Public
Safety states that he was arrested for burglary of a habitation
in 199i. The reﬁort also states that no charges were filed for
thie incident. *here are no other criminal incidents listed in
Plaintiff Maldon#do’s repert. Plaintiff Maldonadco denies having
aver been involv%d in a burglary of a habitatiom.

é 10,
Pursuant to{the Housing Authority’s policy to deny housing

to any applicant who has been arrested within the past ten years

| a
i

|
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for certain types %f criminal activity, the Housing Authority
rejected PlaintiffiMaldOnado‘s application for public housing.
O January 9, 1996L the Housing Authority sent Flaintiff
|
Maldonade a noticefof reiection s-ating that his application had
been rejected. The sole stated reason for denial was for a
"burglary of habittion.” In the nctice, the Housing Authority
stated that Plainuiff Maldcnado had a right within ter calendar
days from the dat% of the letter to request an informal review of
the Housing Autho%ity's denial of his application.
i il

Plaintiff Maldonado requested an informal review with the
Housing Authority, On January 29, 1996, the Housing Author.ty
gent Flaintiff Maidonado notice of the informal review hearing.
The notice atatedéthat at the hearing he had the follcwing
rights: :

Pleace be ad?ised that at this hearing you shall have

the right toc: be represented by counsel and present

evidence and arguments in support of your defense or

rebutting the grounds for rejection. You have a right,

upon written request to review your applicaticn file in
advance of the hearing,

Plaintiff MaldonaFo wag not given notice ¢f his right to pressnt
evidence at the ﬁearing relating to the time, nature, and extent
of his conduct. Plaintiff Maldonado was not given notice of his
right to presentfevidence which might indicate a reascnable
probability of févorable future conduct, including rehapilitazion
evidence. é

i 12.
r

On Februaryzll, 199¢, Plaintiff Maldonado attended an

5
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informal hearing ak the Housing Authority. The hearing cfficer
for this hearing was Hyacinth Onyekanne, Director of Housing
Management and Adnéissions for the Housing Authority. Plaintiff
Maldonadc was notirepresented by counsel. The only evidence
relied upen by thé Housing Authority for eviderce of kburglary of
habitation was Plﬁintiff Maldonado's Texas Department of Public
Safety criminal history report, which stated that he had keen
arrested for burglary of habitation but that no charges were
filed. PlaintiffiMaldonado explained to the hearing offijcer that
he had not been i%volved in a burglary and that burglary charges
were not filed ag%inst hiw, Defendant Onyekanne did not consider
~he time, nature énd exter.t of the conduct, rehabilitation
avidence, or othe# evidence which might indicate a reasonabkle
vrobability of fa%orable future conduct. Defendant Onyekanne
acted in accordanke with the Eousing Authority’s policy of
considering such ;vidence only when the denial of an application
is for an inciden? ocourring more than ten years prior to the
date of the application.

I 13.

Cn FebruaryilS, 1996, Defendant Onyekanne wrote Plaintiff
Maldonado notifyﬂng him that he had decided tc uphold the
decision cf the ﬁousing Authority. Cefendant Onyekanne stated
that his decisioﬁ waa based on the fact :that "DPS records ghow

that you were involved in Burglary of a Hacitation.™
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iFacte as to Plaintiff Rangel

14,

In Auguec 1994, Plaintiff Rangel applied for public housing
with the Heousing &uthority of the City of Austin. W®hen the
Housing Authority reached Flaintiff Rangel on the waiting list,
it requested, and Plaintiff Rangel subnitred, a oriminal history
repeort issued by qhe Texas Dapartment of Public Safety.
Plaintiff Rangel’é criminal report with the Texas Department cf
Public safety staées that Plaintiff Rangel was arrested for
unlawfully carryiﬁg a weapon in 1989. The report also shows that
no charges were filed for this incident. There are no other
criminal incidenté listed in Plaintiff Rangel’'s xeport.
Plaintiff Rangel d;;lenies having ever carried a weapon unlawfully.

| 15,

|
Pureuant tc fhe Housing Authority’s policy to dery hcusing

toe any applicant kho has been arrested within the gpast ten years
for certain typeé of alleged criminal activity, the Housing
Authority rejected Plaintiff Rangel’'s application for public
housing. On February 20, 1996, the Housing Authority sent
Flaintviff Rangel%a notice of rejection stating that her
application had Been relected. The sole stared reacon for denial
was "Carrying Prqhibited: unlawful carrying weapon Arrest Date 4-
3-88." In the n&tice, the Housing Authority staced that
Flaintiff Rangel:had che right, within ten calendar days frem the
|
date of the lettpr, to request an informal review of the Housing
|

Authority's denihl of her application.
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Plaintiff Ranﬁel requested an informal review with the
Houeing Authority.i On Fekruary 29, 19%96, the Housing autherity
sent Plaintiff Rangel notice of the informal review hearing. The
notice stated thatéat the hearing she had the fcllowing rights:

Please ke advhsed that at this hearing you shall have

the right to pe represented by counsel and present

evidence and Arguments in support of your defense or

rebutting the grounds for rejection. Ycu have a right,

upon written request to review your application file in

advance of tge hearing.

Plairtiff Rangel was not given notice regarding her right to
present evidence 4t the hearing relaring to the time, nature, and
| -
extent of her con&uct and to other factors which might indicate a
reasonable probability of favorable future conduct, including
rehabilitation evldence.
| 17.

On March 12,?1996, plaintiff Rangel attended an informal
bearing at the Ho?sing authority. The hearing officer for this
hearing was Hyacihth Onyekanne, Director of Housing Management
and Admimssions fo& the Houesing Authority. Plaintiff Rangel was
noct represented ﬁy counsel. The only evidence relied upon by the
Housing Authoritﬁ for evidence of unlawfully carrying a weapon
was Plainctiff Raﬁgel’s Texaec Department of Public Safety criminal
history report, thch stated that she had been arrested for
unlawfully carrying a weapon but showed that no charges were
filed. ?laintiff Range. explained to the hearing officer that
she had teen arrésted with several others when a gun was found in
her father's car% but that the gun neither telonged to her noxr

a
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did she know to whbm it belonged. She was taken to jail --

apparently for haﬂing no driver’s license and no insurance. She
was subsequently ﬁeleased. Charges were not filed against her
fer unlawfully caﬁrying a weapon,

' 18,

Defendant Onﬁekanne gave no consideration to the fact that
this wag a singleéisclated incident cceourring seven years ago or
anv other favorabﬂe information. He also did not consider
rehabilitation evidence or other evidence which might indicate a
reasonable probability of favorable future conduct because of the
Housing Authorityﬁs po.icy of considering such evidence only when
the denial of an %pplication is for an incident occurring more
than ten years prﬂor to the date of the application.

{ 19.

Cn March 18,;1996, Defendant Onyekanne wrote Plaintiff
Rangel notifying Har that he had decided to uphcld the decisieon
of the Housing Auﬁhority. Defendant Onyekanne wrote that his
decision was based on the fact that "DPS records show that you

were involved in Unlawful Carxrying Weapon in 1989."

| Facts as to Plaintiff Ruig
E 20.
In Cecember i994, Plaintiff Ruiz applied for prublic housing
with the Housing iuthority of the City of Austin. Pursuant to
the Housing Authofity’'s admissions requirements, Plaintiff Ruiz

later submitted & criminal history report issued by the Texas

Department of Public Safety. Plaintiff Ruiz's criminal report

18

Ik
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|
with the Texag Depirtment of Public Safety states that Plaintiff
Ruiz was arrestad fér resisting ar cfficer by giving a false
report to a policelofficer in 1991 and that she was convicted in
1993. Bat for an administracive error, the criminal report would
have reflected thaé adjudication of Plaintiff Ruiz's guilt was
deferred by a judge and then charges were dismisged after a
period of probatioﬁ. Plaintiff Ruiz was in fact rever convicted

of the misdemearor; but rather pled "nolo contendre" upon the

|
advice of a court-appointed attorney who advised her that

conteéesting the chaége would cost her 5500 and that if she pleaded
nc contest and comﬁle:ed probation, no charge would appear in her
record. There are:no other ¢riminal incidents listed in
Plainziff Ruiz’s report. Plaintiff Ruiz denies having ever given
a false repdrt to & police cofficer.

| 21.

Pursuant tc t#e Housing Authority’s practice of denying
houging to any appiicant whe hag any criminal record, tiae Housing
Authoricy rejected Plaintiff Ruiz‘s application for public
housing. On Febru&ry 23, 1996, the Housing Authority sen:t
Plaintiff Ruiz a n§tice of rejection stating that her application
nad been rejected.; The scle stated reason for denial was for
"registing officer}" In the notice, the Housing Authority stated
that Plaintiff Rui% had a right within zen calendar days from the
date of the letter|to request an informal review of the Housing

Authority’s denial of her application.
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Plaintiff Ruiz requested an informal review with the Housing
Authority. On Mar#h 14, 199¢€, the Housing Authority sent
Plaintiff Ruiz notice of the informal review hearing, The notice
stated that at theilhearing she had the following righte:

Please be advised that at this hearing you shall have

the right to be represented by ccunsel and present

evidence and arguments in support of your defense or

rebutting the grounds for rejecticn. Yeou have a right,

upon written frequest to review your application file in

agvance of treé hearinc.

Plaintiff Rulz was not given notice regarding her right toc
present evidence a# the hearing relating to the time, nature, and
extent of her condﬁct and evidence on other factors which migat
indicate a reasonable probability of favorable future conduct,
including rehabili#ation evidence.

23.

Cn March 25, i996, Plairtiff Ruiz atzended an informal
izaring at the Hou%ing Authority. The hearing officer for this
hearing was Hyacin&h Onyekanne, Director cf Housing Managemens
ard Admissions for! the Housing Acvthority. Plaintiff Ruiz was
represented by a p%ralegal from Legal Aid. The only evidence
relied upon by theéHousing duthority for "resisting an officer by
giving a false repbrt to a police cfficer" was Plaintiff Ruiz's
Texaa Department Ok Public Safety crimiral history report, which
stated that she hab been arrested for resiceting an cfficer. The

repart also erronebusly gstated that she had been convicted.

y

[

18
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24.

At the heariné Plaintiff Ruiz explained tc Defendant
Onyaskanne that sheéhad never resisted an officer by filing a
false report. She!explained that she filed a police report when
a migsing c¢hild su%port payment had become cver twenty days late.
Ms. Ruiz told Defebdant Onyekarne how she then Ffollowed the
instructions of th? Domestic Relations Office and the Austin
Police Department hs to how she should proceed when severxal child
support checks arrived at once. She further explained that shke
had been certain that there was gome mix-up when she was informed
that a warrant had been issued for her arrest because she had
cashed the missiné crheck. She told Defendant Orny=kanne that she
had gone to the pdlice station where she wag arrested and charged
with filing a falée police report. Ms. Rulz explained that upon
the advice of a c%urt-appointed attorney, she pled "nolo
contendre® to the?charge, received a defevred adjudication, and
completed probatidn with the expectation that the charge would be

dismissed and not .appear on her record.

| 25.

Alrhougn Ms.:Ruiz and her Legal Aid advocate presented
Defendant Onyekan#e with court documents, he 4did not consider the
fact that a cour:ihad releaged Ms. Ruiz from all penalties and
digabilities ae agresult of the misdemeanor charge. Defendant
Onyekanre did notéconsider the typs cf crime that Ms. Ruiz
allegedly ccmmittéd or the relevance of the crime to her

| . .
potential as a goed tenant. Finally, Cefendant Oayekanne did not

18
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consider any rehabilitation evidence or other evidence which
might indicate a reasonable probability of favorable future
conduct because of the Housing Authority‘'s policy of ¢cousidering
such evidence onlj when the denial of an application is for an
incident occurriné more than ten years prior to the date of the
application. |

26 .

On April 4, £996, Defendant Onyekanne wrote Plaintiff Ruiz,
notifying her thaﬁ he had decided tc uphold the decision of the
Housing Authorityi He stated that his decisicn was based on the
fact that “the evidence establishes that you were invoived in
resisting an offi%er in 1291 and convicted in 1393.%

-

FIRST CAUEE OF ACTION: ARREST-ONLY DENIAL POLICY
VIOLATES HUL’ GULATIONS GOVERNING
; ADMISSIONS CRITERIA

27.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development regulation
governing the Criteria to be used in selecting and rejecting
applicants for public housirg states, in pertinent part:

(a) The tenant selection criteria to be established and
information to be considered shall be reasonably
related| to individual attributes and benavior of an
applicaht

{(b) The criteria tc be established in relation to avolding
concentlkation cf families with serious social problems
in PHA projects and information to be considered shall
be reaspnably related to whether the conduct vf the
applicaht in present or priocr housing has been cuch as
would not be likely to interfere with other tenants in
such a manner as tc diwinish their enjcyment of the
premisges by adversely affecting their health, galety cr
welfare or to affect adversely the physical environment
or the financial stability of the project 1f the
aptlicant were admitted to the prociect.

1z

14
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24 O.%.R. § 960.205 (1995) . The Housing Authority’'s "arrest-
only" denial polic?--its policy of rejecting applicants solely on
the bagis of a priEr arrest--ig in violatzion of this regulation
because it is not reasonably related to the above criteria and
because it fails th consider the individual attributes and
behavior of appli%ants. Daefendante’ actions in denying
Plaintiffs under éhis policy give rise to a cause of action
directly under th% regulation and under 42 U.S8.C. § 1983 for
declaratery and i&junctive relief, damages, and atteorney’s fees.

SECOND CRUSE OF ACTION: FAILURE TO GIVE NOTICE

QF THE RIGHT TO PRESENT REHABILITATIVE AND QTHER

FAVORABLE EVIDENCE TENIED FLAINTIFFS THEIR
RIGHT TO PRCCEDURAL DUE PROCESS OF LAW

i 28.

Plaintifis a#e entitled under the Fourteenth Amendment of
the United State Eonstitution to procedural due process of law.
Defendants violatgd Plaintiffs’ due process rights in denying
Plaintiffse’ applihations fcr public housing without giving them
written notice of;their right to present evidence in an informal
hearing relatingito the time, rature, and extent of the conduct,
in addition to oqher factors which might indicate a reasconable
probability of févorable future conduc:z -- including the right to
present evidence?of rehabilitation. The Housing Authority’s

actions give rise to a cause of action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for

daclaratory and injunctive relief, damages, and attorrney’s fees.

1l



3720783 11:<8 £12-347-3348 TEXAS =LRAL LEGAL

3] FAGE  LE

|
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION; ARREST- Y DE LICY DENIED
PLAINTIFFS THEIR RIGHT TO SUBSTANTIVE DUE
BPROCESS OF W EQUAL, FPROTECTICN OF T¢ AW

29.

Plaintiffs ar% entitled under the Fourteenth Amendment of
the United StateséConstitu:ion to substantive due process cof .aw
end equal protection of the laws. LCefendants’ decisions to deny
the applications qf Plaintiffs Maldonado and Rangel sclely on the
baalia that their 1exas Department of Public Safety reports shew
they were once ar&ested and to deny the application of Plaintiff
Ruiz sclely on thé basis that she received deferred adjudication
for a ncn-violent; non-érug-related cffenge is arpitrary and
capricious, Bhocké judicial notions of fairness, and is not
racionally rela:eh te the right to protect the health, safery,
and welfare of cther tenants. Uefendants’ actions give risg to a
cause of action u%der 42 U.8.C. § 1983 for declaratory and
injunctive reliefh damages, and attorney's fees.

FOURTHE CAUS ; W: VIOLATION OF HUD'S
REGULATIONS GOVER MISSICNS CRITEE:ZA

BY FAILING TO CONSIDER REHABILITATION
EVIDENCE AND OTHER FAVORABLE EVIDENCE

| 30,

The pertirert HUD regulations governing the admissicns
process for publ%c hcusing state, in pertinent part:

In theievent of the receipt of unfavorable information
with réspect to an applicant, consideration shall be
given io the time, nature, and extent of the
applicént s condict and to factors which micht indicate
a reas&nable probability cf favorable fucture corduct or
financial prospects. For example:

tﬁ) Evidence of rehabilitarion;

15
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(2) |Evidernce of the applicant family's ‘ .
participation in or willingness to participate in
soclal service cy other appropriate counseling

service programe and thre availability of such
programs;

(3). Evidence of the applicant family’'s willingness
tc pttempt tc increase family income and the _
avalilability of training or employment programs in
theilocality.
24 C.F.R. § 960.205(d) (1995). The Housing Buthority considers
the abcve favorablie information only when an applicant‘s alleged
unfavorable condudt occurred more than ten years prior to the
date of applicati#n. "he Housing Authority's policy of refusing
tc consider favor%ble infcrmation in the coriginal consideration
of plaintiffs’ apﬁlications and at the informal review hearing is
in violation of the above regulation., Defendants’ actions give
rise to a cause of action directly urder the regulation and under
42 U.5.C. § 1983 &or declaratory and irnjunctive relief, damages,

and attorney’'s fees.

FIFTH_CAUSE OF ACTION: ARREST ONLY DENIAL POLICY
~VIOLATES 7HE FAIR HCUSING ACT

31.

Tne Housing Futhcrity’s rarrest only" denial policy--its
policy of dernving housirg solely on the basis that arn applicant
has been arresteé within the past ten years--has a discriminatery
impact on classes oZ minority applicants, of which all three
Plaintiffs are m?mbers, and is not reascnably related te the
Housging Authorit%’s legitimate mission of providing saze and
affordable housiﬁg. Defendants’ actions give rise to a cause of

action under 42 1J.8.C. §§ 3604 and 3613 and 42 U.S.C. §1983 for

P
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declaratory and injunctive relief, damages, and attorney’s fees.

SIXTH CAUSE|CF ACTION: ARREST-ONLY DENIAL POLIiCY AND
FATLURE TO GIVE NOTICE OF THE RIGHT TQ PRESENT
FAVORAHLE EVIDENCE VI INTIFF'S DU
PROCESE AND EQUAL PROTECTION RIGHTS UNDER
THE TEXAS CON ON
32,

i
1

Plaintiffs afe eatitled under Article 1, § 19 of the Texas
Constitution tc pfocedural and substantive due course cf law.
?laintiffs are enéitled under Avrticle I, 83 of the Texas
Zonstitution to equal protection of the laws., Defendants’
"aryest-only" den?al policy violated Plaintiffs’ righ: to due
course of the lawiand equal protecztion of the law. Defendants
aleo violated Plajntiffs’ due process rights Iin denying their
applications for public housing without giving them wxitten
notice of their ﬁight to present evidence at the nformal hearing
relating to the &ime, nature, and extent of their conduct, in
addition tao otheé factors which might indicate a reasonacle
propability of févorable fu=ure conduct -- including the right to
present evidence%of rehabiiitation. The Houging Authority’s
actions give risé under Sections 65.011, 37.003, and 37.00% of
the Texas Civil éractices & Remedies Code to a cause of action
for declaratory #nd injunctive relief and attorney’'s fees.

i DAMAGES
E 33,
Plaintiffs ;eek o recover their actual damages resulting

from the iliegal denial of their applications for public houeing.

17
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REQUEST FOR RELLEF

34,

Plaintiffs request that this court:

(a)

{b;

{d;

Enter a heclaratory judgment that Uefendants violated
Plaintiéfa‘ rights under federal law, the United Statees
Constit@cion, and the Texas Constituticn;
Enter aideclaratory judgment that Defendants’ tenant
Eelectién policies on their face and as spplied,
violate;the United States Constitution, federal law and
the Tex#s Conetitution;
Grant abpropriate injunctive relief ordering Defendants
£o revi%e their tenant selecticn policies and

[

procedures sc as to bring them into compliance with the

United States Constitution, the Texas Constitution and
federalilaw;
Grant %1aintiifs an injunction ordering Defendants to
reinstéte Plaintiffs’ applications effective the date
they oﬁiginally applied; to process Plaintiffs’
applicétions in accordance with the law; and to offer
Plaintiffs the next available appropriate apartment;
Award élaintiffs their actual damages, including

|
damage+ for emotional distress;
Award Plaintiffs their reasonable attorneys’ fees, 10
the extent allowed by law, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 51988,
42 U.S;C. § 3613 (c) (2), and Texas Civil Fractices &

Bemegdies Code §37.005.

E 18
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|
(g) Assess cbsts against Defendants; and
{h) Grant PlFintiffs guch other and further relief as the
court dedems proper and just.
? Rezpectfully submitted,
|
|
E LEGAL AID OF CENTRAL TEXAS
! 205 W. ¢rh Street, Suite 200
! Zustin, Texas 78701

i ;
i Phone: S12/476-7244, ext. 31i
! Telefax: S12/476-3940

FRBD FUCHS

State Bayr No. 07453000
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS

BY:

! CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby cer':ify that a true and correct copy of Plairtiffs’

First Awmended Cc-mlt:laint hase been hand delivered to Ms. Iris J.
Jones, 2810 Natioihs Bank Tower, 515 Congress Avenue, Austin,
Texas 78701, and ko Ms. Brenda Jo Cox, 1640 E. znd Street,
Austin, Texas 787!02, attorneys for Defendants, on this LQZ;
day of TQ_\_\[

i :';995.

i
|
t
!
|
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FRED FUCHS -
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