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Schmidt, David F.

From: Everette M. Hill (EMHill(gKTJNET.com)

Sent: Monday, March 10,200812:40 PM

To: Schmidt, David F.

Subject: RE: Condemnation

Dave, I'm trying to walk a line here that is defined only by facts. as I know them. I'm not afraid of walking this line,
I just want to keep it defined by the facts and not by spec-Llation. I don't think that the reading of the "statement"
or the would be "resolution", if you will, has any legal effect; although I'm not sure exactly what you
mean by "legal effect". I also a ree, that under Ilinois law ou did nothing ilegal by making your
t,leases to the press. In telling me what he wanted in the document from w iC e rea, e ayor
didn't ask that an allègation of illegality be made. Dave, this thing is what it is (how's that for ponderous
trviality?) I believe my actions in this were consistent with my actions with previous mayors and I
don't think my advice was incorrect. I did not advise the mayor one way or the other as to how other
aldermen might sign on to the document. As he read it, I assumed he would ask for a show of support
from the other aldermen in some fashion. Instead, he read the names of the supporters into the record.
Despite my not knowing where that was coming from, I don't think it was illegaL. He made the
statement publicly, he declared the others' support fro it at a public meeting in which each was in
attendance, I think. No matter how we look at this or how you or I might characterize it, I don't believe
it was in any way illegaL. I understand your argument. But once again, we disagree. IfI thought it was
improper or ilegal, I would call it as I see it. Buzz
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Let's see if I can sumarize this. It is your view that this statement by the mayor did not constitute a

resolution or any other formal action reflecting the will or the sense ofthe Council, because otherwise,
an open vote would have been required, since the Council cannot take any formal action through private
one on one conversations between the mayor and other aldermen. Do I have that right?

However, even if that is your position, and that you will stick to it, I am troubled by what was clearly a
back door attempt by,the mayor to portay his "statement" as something which was approved by a
majority of the other aldermen. He asked you to prepare a strong "resolution", he portrayed it to the
aldermen as a "resolution", and he effectively read it as a "resolution." If all he was doing was making a
statement, then who cares if anyone "approved" it? Once he mentioned that a majority of the other
aldermen approved, joined, whatever, he stepped over that legal line. No Buzz, this looks and smells
like a resolution that the mayor did not want to put through proper channels because to do so would have
been even more embarassing to him and the others involved than it turned out to be, and would have
allowed me and other citizens time to respond and to force the aldermen to justify their use of closed
sessions. Instead it was delivered as a brazen sneak attack. Not a big surrise, and not a smar move, a
sentiment the public has unanimously expressed in significant numbers since the last Council meeting.

I appreciate that you provided me with the background. However, as you might have expected I do nnt
agree with your legal conclusion. This was an ilegal resolution, pure and simple. More EXHIBIT
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