Chicago Rehab Network Preliminary Comments on the City of Chicago 2014 Draft Action Plan

Change in Key Revenue Sources for City of Chicago’s Housing Priorities

This chart reflects the very real decreases from key Federal funding sources over the last decade and the changes in Chicago Corporate Funding over the same
period. Please note the large spike in 2006 of Corporate Funding which resulted from the Affordable Requirements Ordinance and Density Bonus requirements
which have captured substantial revenue for affordable rental development. You might note, as community leaders across the City have, that we have seen no
significant increase in Corporate or CDBG dollars for housing since the 2007 recession hit our communities. While some Federal Stimulus related funding was

allocated to the Chicago, no locally driven funding responses have been initiated in proportion to the economic crisis.
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Change in Corporate Fund Allocations and Staffing for Planning, Housing, and Zoning Functions: 2008-2014

The analysis below depicts the department mergers since 2008 and the changes in staffing and funding from the Corporate Fund. Today, the Planning Department
(including Housing, Economic Development, and Zoning Bureaus) operates with over 100 fewer personnel than it did 5 years ago. This speaks to the need for the
Department to receive increased CDBG funding to match its scope and responsibilities.
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2014 Budgeted Allocation of CDBG Funds by Department

After Corporate Fund dollars, it is the CDBG funds that are the most flexible sources of funds for government to address blight and create neighborhood
improvement. The overall increase is based on carryover. Below are the changes in proposed allocations for 2014 as compared with 2013. The largest change in
allocations for 2014 is an over $5 million increase to the Police Department, $3 million increase for the Dept. of Public Health, and a $2.8 million new allocation to
Streets and Sanitation.

OFFICE OF BUDGET & MANAGEMENT ¢ 3,320,537 $ 3,630,231 $ 309,694
FINANCE $ 1,482,256 S 1,451,025 $  (31,231)
LAW $ 1,816,789 $ 1,799,052 $  (17,737)
FLEET AND FACILITY $ 137,285 ¢ 134,595 $ (2,690)
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH $ 9,136,284  $ 12,138,637 $ 3,002,353
COMMISSION ON HUMAN RELATIONS | $ 1,229562 @ $ 1,059,809 $  (169,753)
MAYORS OFFICE-DISABILITIES $ 2,687,050 $ 2,926,048 $ 238,998
FAMILY AND SUPPORT SERVICES $ 24,864,960 S 25,880,407 $ 1,015,447
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT $ 30,867,917  $ 32,841,023 $ 1,973,106
DEPARTMENT OF POLICE $ 38,113 | $ 5,404,522 $ 5,366,409
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS $ 1835295 ¢ 2,571,333 $ 736,038
DEPT STREETS AND SANITATION $ 0 $ 2,898,699 $ 2,898,699

Total $ 77,416,048 $ 92,735,381 $ 15,319,333
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Comparison of Delegate Agency Funding by Department 2013 vs. 2014

The portion of CDBG dollars committed to Delegate Agency services has been reduced from $31 to $23.4 million.

Overall, the dollars allocated for Delegate Agencies to provide services has been static except for increase in homeless, workforce, and senior services. The Youth
Service agencies are to be funded out of corporate dollars.

The two categories focused on housing assistance remain flat.

City Department 2013 City Department 2014
violence prevention - delegate agencies 276,373 violence prevention - delegate agencies S 276,373
primary healthcare for the homeless - delegate agencies 96,858 primary healthcare for the homeless - delegate agencies S 96,858
high risk primary care: HIV Prevention - delegate agencies 405,000 high risk primary care: HIV Prevention - delegate agencies S 315,297
315,296 high risk primary care: HIV Housing - delegate agencies S 404,999
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high risk primary care: HIV Housing - delegate agencies

Mayor's Office for People with Disabilities 949,932 Mayor's Office for People with Disabilities 1,349,932
independent living for disabled persons - delegate agencies
home maodification program - delegate agencies

Department of Family and Support Services 20,159,275 Department of Family and Support Services 20,339,000
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599,932 independent living for disabled persons - delegate agencies

350,000 home modification program - delegate agencies 750,000

human services: emergency food - delegate agencies 856,000 human services - delegate agencies 1,106,000
human services: domestic violence - delegate agencies 1,349,000 domestic violence services - delegate agencies 1,668,400
homeless services - delegate agencies 7,405,489 homeless services - delegate agencies 8,150,418
workforce services - delegate agencies 2,941,679 workforce services - delegate agencies 5,781,679
senior services - delegate agencies 1,632,503 senior services - delegate agencies 3,632,503
Department of Housing and Economic Development 2,865,730 Department of Housing and Economic Development 2,865,730
housing services technical assistance - delegate agencies 764,275 housing services technical assistance - delegate agencies 764,275
small accessible repairs for seniors - delegate agencies 2,101,455 small accessible repairs for seniors - delegate agencies 2,101,455
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Uses of CDBG by Top Ten Cities

While these numbers from HUD's reporting system are pulled from 2011, our more detailed analysis back to 2002 shows this is typical of how Chicago compares to
other Cities. The chart shows the 7 broad eligible activity areas allowed by the CDBG program and how we compare to other geographies. Chicago falls in the
middle with regards to the amount of dollars allocated for housing purposes; Chicago spends the bulk of its CDBG on public services. No dollars are spent on
Acquisition or Disposition of Property, nor on Economic Development, nor on Capacity Building or Technical Assistance which fall in the “Other” Activity Area.

CDBG Uses by Top 10 Grantees, 2011
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City of Chicago
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We will be releasing our budget recommendations over the next week, but would like to mention a few key points here.

The stagnation in income, high loss of population, and the high number of renters and owners paying more than 30% on
housing —at all income levels, demonstrates a crisis-level of neighborhood instability that will not easily be reversed.

The housing insecurity in our City is widespread and though deeply interconnected with education, safety, and chronic
unemployment — the foundation of stable, quality, and affordable housing must come first.

These are difficult realities to grapple with and we hope that policymakers do not look away as happened during the
2000s when we lost so much family rental housing -- that was a public policy decision to allow good quality housing to
convert to condominiums without evidence of demand.

Occupancy of abandoned and foreclosed homes must be a key priority because it eliminates the impact of empty
homes on existing residents at risk of leaving the City, it rebuilds the City’s revenue and property tax collections,
and it affords the opportunity for households in rental or substandard housing situations to be stabilized.

We do have recommendations for revenue to fund such a critically important effort however we want to stress that City
leadership is required urgently to reverse this path. You can contact CRN for further discussion at 312-663-3936.
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