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Chicago was in the throes of the 2008 financial crisis when the City launched its fourth 5-Year Housing Plan, “Accepting the
Challenge,” in 2009. Since then, under City leadership and financial support, roughly $1.I billion has been spent by non-profit
and for-profit developers to create or preserve affordable rental housing in Chicago. These monies have so far (from 2009 to
the first quarter of 2013) created 2000 new affordable units, and rehabbed 1,982 units.

Table 3. City of Chicago-Funded Rental Housing Development, 2009 to 2013 (Q1)

Affordable Units as

Number of Total Number Number of Average Cost Per
Developments tof Units Affordable Units fetaibexs CREISRUC gUnit : 4 Perct:j;?tgse of Al
2009 10 748 690 $212,177,805 $283,660 92%
2010 20 1,634 1,530 $425,637,309 $260,488 94%
2011 12 755 715 $206,821,331 $273,936 95%
2012 10 700 629 $187,171,920 $267,388 90%
2013 (QI only) 4 418 418 $94,646,519 $226,427 100%
ALLYEARS 56 4,255 3,982 $1,126,454,884 $264,737 94%

source: CRN analysis of DHED Quarterly Reports, 2009 to 2013 (QI)
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\ Of those units that were created,
1,658 were for families, 1,540

were for seniors, 463 were SROs,
‘ : 273 offered supportive services,
, el and 48 were for artists.
/ 3 5 Only 10% of the population of the
] \ 4 city of Chicago are over 65, yet 39%
L\\ . \\ of all affordable housing built or
- \ preserved over the last five years was
for seniors. Meanwhile, Chciago lost
over 55,000 family households over

the last decade. Senior housing was
also the only kind of affordable rental
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This focus on housing meant to serve seniors and other non-family households is evidenced in the unit size mix delivered by
City-funded developments over the last five years. Fully 55% of the units were studios or |-bedrooms,

Table 4. Unit Size Mix in City of Chicago-Funded Affordable Rental Housing Development,
2009 to 2013 (QI)*

Total Units Studios I-Bedrooms 2-Bedrooms 3-Bedrooms 4-Bedrooms 5+-Bedrooms

2009 748 76 421 126 106 19 -
2010 1,634 131 682 464 334 23 -
2011 755 189 |64 127 119 28

2012 700 Y 308 177 102 20 2
2013 (Qlonly) | 418 44 247 38 84 5 -

ALLYEARS 4,255 531 1,822 932

PERCENTAGE

100%

12% 43% 22%

source: CRN analysis of DHED Quarterly Reports, 2009 to 2013 (Q/)

The challenging financial environment in which private and non-profit developers found themselves in the aftermath of the
housing and financial crises is borne out by the shift in the actual income levels that were served in developments funded by
the City from 2009 to 2013 (Ql). Throughout this period, fewer developments serving those making less than 50% AMI were
built than intended; these units were instead added in the 50-60% AMI bracket. It was almost a |-to-| swap: the actual share
of 31-50% units was 22% less than the goal, whereas the share of 51-60% was 20% greater.

This failure to hit income-level production targets will only be exacerbated in the future by the ongoing decline in City

resources available for affordable housing production. From 2011 to 2013, the amount the City of Chicago budgeted for all
types of affodable housing (including single-family homeownership programs) has declined over $123 million.

Table 5. Change in City of ChicagoTotal Funds Budgeted for Affordable Housing, 2011 to 2013

2012 to 2013

Change in Budget

$434,989,664

$365,923,445

$311,839,168

Multi-Family $355,442,732 $288,880,552 $266,302,599 -$89,140,133
Single-Family $63,504,100 $62,160,125 $33,460,056 -$30,044,044
Improvement and Preservation $16,042,832 $14,882,768 $12,074,500 -$3,968,332

-$123,150,496

source: CRN analysis of DHED Quarterly Reports, 201 Ito 2013




3 : ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

How Affordable Housing Developments Create Jobs and Contribute to the Regional Economy

Over the last five years, affordable housing projects have injected over a billion dollars into the Chicago economy. Since many
of these dollars come through federal programs, there is an economic sense in which these developers are export-oriented;
they bring money into the local economy that it would not see but for these organizations winning competitive grants, low-
cost loans and tax credits.

When these dollars are put to work building affordable housing, the resulting homes are not the only positive effect. The
deep way in which different actors in the economy are connected and depend upon one another for survival takes these
effects much further. During the construction period—whether new or rehab—contractors are purchasing materials and
workers are taking home salaries. The people who work in the construction supply chain—for instance, those that make
drywall and screws and those that move the materials around the nation—are also to some extent working thanks to the
affordable housing contracts they have.

In economic terms, the jobs of the people hired on a temporary
basis to actually build the housing are referred to as “direct
jobs” The jobs of the people working in the construction supply
chain, as well as whatever business services are required to
execute the project, are referred to as “indirect jobs.” These are
the jobs that depend on the construction industry to survive.
Finally, both these indirect and direct workers go home at the
end of the day and spend their payroll on the costs of living

in their neighborhoods, on everything from rent to purchases

in local shops and restaurants. The jobs of people providing

the goods and services for these neighborhood purchases are
referred to as “induced jobs.” In this way, the funds introduced
into the economy through $1.1 billion in affordable housing Lawndale Christian Development Corporation’s King Legacy
development have ripple effects through these three job types Apartments, built in Lawndale during the last housing plan
that support local workers and deliver local taxes.

In addition, the tenants who live in affordable housing developments also contribute to neighborhood economies through
their income spending. Although many marketing firms compare communities by their average income per household, when
analysts examine their income density (dollars of spending power per square mile), the fact emerges that many low- and
moderate-income communities have more income density than many affluent ( but less dense) suburbs. So, in this way,

the modest individual income spending of affordable housing residents also supports jobs in the areas where this housing is
developed.

Following a method developed by the National Association of Homebuilders , CRN has calculated that affordable housing
developed since 2009 has supported 6,373 jobs and delivered over $300 million in wages.

Table 6. Economic Impact of Affordable Housing Developments, 2009 to 2013 (QI)

TOTAL FAMILY IMPACT $759,934,992 $211,641,000
TOTAL SENIOR IMPACT $366,519,892 $115,048,000

source: CRN analysis of DHED Quarterly Reports, 2009 to 2013 (QI) and National Association of Homebuilders Tax Credit
Development input-output model



