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ESTIMATED VOUCHER FUNDING SHORTFALLS IN 2005, 2006 AND 2010

lllinois

Thistable displays estimates of cutsin housing voucher assistance under the actual 2005 voucher funding level, the
Administration's 2006 budget regquest, and an estimate of the Administration's budget plan for 2010 based on the limited

information available to the public.! (Please see the endnotes for the methods used to devel op these estimates.) The

table below can be read as follows:

“In 2005, [housing agency] will receive [2005 funding shortfall] lessfunding' than it needs to support its
vouchers, causing an estimated [2005 cut in families assisted] | ow-income families to go without housing assistance.""'
Under the Administration’s budget for 2006, the funding gap confronting the agency will drop to[2006 funding
shortfall], allowing it to restore temporarily [2006 number of cut vouchersrestored] of the vouchers that were cut in
2005. But estimates based on available information on the Administration’s budget plans through 2010 show the

shortfall widening to approximately [2010 funding shortfall], eliminating all of the vouchers restored in 2006 and

cutting the number of families assisted by afurther [2010 cut in families assisted below 2005 level].”

2006 Administration 2010 aiwl(néssttﬁ;g dB)‘udget
2005 Actual Funding Request
Cutin

Current Number of Families

Number of Cutin Cut Assisted
Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding Below 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level

Aurora HA 800 -$315,092 -33 -$157,195 17 -$1,901,129 -140
Bloomington 430 -$94,363 -18 -$47,112 -$569,780 -75
Boone Co. HA 238 -$44,365 -9 -$24,760 -$299,451 -43
Bureau Co. Housing 71 -$11,045 -3 -$5,510 -$66,642 -12
Champaign Co. 1,280 -$310,964 -50 -$160,597 25 -$1,942,274 -226
Chicago HA 45,266 -$16,499,535 -1,707 -$8,911,437 809 | -$107,775,473 -8,066
Christian Co. 82 -$9,175 -3 -$5,118 -$61,901 -15
Cicero HA 230 -$45,712 -9 -$24,321 -$294,142 -41
Clark Co. HA 30 -$2,473 -1 -$1,821 -$22,019 -6
Cook Co. 11,640 -$4,028,486 -468 -$2,038,984 238 | -$24,659,598 -2,045
Cumberland Co. 15 -$1,143 -1 -$570 0 -$6,897 -3
Danville HA 620 -$91,754 -24 -$49,158 11 -$594,522 -110
Decatur HA 1,046 -$195,864 -40 -$103,730 19 -$1,254,515 -186
Dekalb Co. 539 -$143,534 -22 -$71,607 11 -$866,016 -94
Dupage Co. HA 2,571 -$938,078 -99 -$497,190 48 -$6,013,046 -456
East Peoria 195 -$33,662 -8 -$17,388 4 -$210,289 -34




2010 Administration Budget

2005 Actual Funding 2000 égr;lljrggratlon Plan (Estimated)
Cutin
Current Number of Families
Number of Cutin Cut Assisted
Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding Below 2005
Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level

East St. Louis HA 583 -$151,825 -23 -$79,612 11 -$962,831 -103
Edgar Co. 75 -$8,847 -3 -$5,093 1 -$61,596 -14
Elgin 913 -$348,644 -37 -$173,933 19 -$2,103,560 -160
Ford Co. HA 50 -$3,435 -1 -$3,382 0 -$40,908 -10
Franklin Co. 65 -$7,874 -2 -$4,279 1 -$51,756 -12
Freeport HA 70 -$9,653 -3 -$4,816 1 -$58,243 -12
Fulton Co. 260 -$29,779 -10 -$15,744 5 -$190,412 -46
Henderson Co. HA 58 -$5,029 -2 -$3,055 1 -$36,947 -11
Henry Co. 176 -$22,403 -7 -$11,177 4 -$135,171 -31
IL Dept. Commerce and Community
Affairs 390 -$30,636 -11 -$21,909 3 -$264,974 -73
Jackson Co. HA 557 -$84,962 -21 -$46,628 10 -$563,917 -100
Jefferson Co. HA 99 -$12,630 -4 -$6,322 -$76,461 -17
Jersey Co. 195 -$27,321 -7 -$14,713 -$177,945 -35
Jo Daviess Co. 41 -$4,117 -2 -$2,236 -$27,038 -7
Joliet 1,039 -$346,973 -42 -$173,769 22 -$2,101,570 -182
Kankakee Co. HA 708 -$108,871 -20 -$78,424 -$948,469 -133
Kendall Co. HA 160 -$50,837 -6 -$28,547 -$345,253 -29
Knox Co. HA 280 -$44,760 -11 -$23,043 -$278,686 -49
Lake Co. HA 2,583 -$805,819 -98 -$433,760 47 -$5,245,918 -460
LaSalle Co. 536 -$97,107 -22 -$48,688 11 -$588,836 -94
Lee Co. HA 42 -$5,137 -2 -$2,860 1 -$34,585 -8
Livingston Co. 73 -$11,594 -3 -$6,179 1 -$74,730 -13
Logan Co. HA 62 -$8,160 -3 -$4,071 1 -$49,236 -11
Madison Co. HA 916 -$195,463 -34 -$107,573 16 -$1,300,995 -164
Marion 120 -$16,723 -5 -$9,074 2 -$109,737 -21
Marion Co. HA 277 -$41,413 -11 -$20,686 6 -$250,174 -49
Mason Co. HA 150 -$19,226 -6 -$10,540 3 -$127,474 -27
Maywood HA 448 -$162,067 -18 -$80,853 9 -$977,838 -78
McDonough Co. 125 -$16,414 -5 -$8,799 2 -$106,413 -22
McHenry Co. HA 947 -$261,189 -36 -$140,430 17 -$1,698,365 -169
McLean Co. 220 -$25,500 -7 -$16,962 2 -$205,141 -41
Menard Co. HA 94 -$13,787 -4 -$7,439 2 -$89,973 -17
Mercer Co. 35 -$3,618 -1 -$2,204 0 -$26,655 -6
Moline HA 234 -$45,283 -10 -$22,591 5 -$273,218 -41
Montgomery Co. 89 -$10,515 -4 -$5,326 2 -$64,407 -16
Morgan Co. HA 154 -$22,075 -6 -$11,307 3 -$136,742 -27
Mt. Vernon 64 -$9,051 -3 -$4,516 1 -$54,612 -11
North Chicago 471 -$148,986 -19 -$76,133 9 -$920,761 -83




2006 Administration 2010 Qiﬂ'?éiﬁ;’tg dE;“dga
2005 Actual Funding Request
Cutin

Current Number of Families

Number of Cutin Cut Assisted
Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding Below 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level

Oak Park Housing 477 -$134,521 -17 -$78,077 -$944,266 -86
Ogle Co. HA 141 -$23,702 -5 -$12,445 -$150,515 -25
Park Forrest sec. 8 voucher 177 -$57,134 -6 -$32,200 3 -$389,430 -32
Peoria HA 1,940 -$377,210 -66 -$225,774 28 -$2,730,525 -353
Quincy HA 126 -$28,418 -5 -$14,177 3 -$171,463 -22
Randolph Co. 50 -$4,605 -2 -$2,360 1 -$28,544 -9
Richland Co. HA 80 -$10,676 -3 -$5,758 1 -$69,637 -14
Rock Island 230 -$34,131 -7 -$21,974 3 -$265,761 -42
Rock Island Co. GMAHA 337 -$66,276 -14 -$33,064 7 -$399,877 -59
Rockford 1,504 -$355,871 -61 -$177,539 32 -$2,147,164 -263
Saline Co. HA 128 -$16,379 -5 -$8,503 2 -$102,840 -23
Shelby Co. HA 30 -$2,438 -1 -$1,352 -$16,345 -5
Springfield HA 1,898 -$358,047 -70 -$199,036 32 -$2,407,156 -340
St. Clair Co. HA 1,909 -$345,907 -78 -$172,568 40 -$2,087,042 -334
Vermilion Co. 108 -$14,899 -4 -$8,362 2 -$101,126 -19
Warren Co. HA 100 -$9,132 -3 -$5,699 1 -$68,927 -18
Waukegan HA 594 -$195,453 -24 -$97,509 12 -$1,179,275 -104
Wayne Co. HA 70 -$4,233 -3 -$2,310 1 -$27,936 -13
Whiteside Co. 285 -$42,416 -12 -$21,161 6 -$255,917 -50
Williamson Co. HA 163 -$26,490 -6 -$13,662 3 -$165,231 -29
Winnebago Co. HA 364 -$88,352 -14 -$46,326 7 -$560,273 -64
Woodford Co. HA 240 -$46,543 -10 -$23,284 5 -$281,603 -42
lllinois 89,363 -$28,225,801 -3,415 | -$15,036,313 1,643 | -$181,850,090 -15,879

" The Administration has released its planned 2010 funding level for a*housing assistance” category that includes the voucher

program, public housing and several other programs taken together, but has not released afunding level for the voucher program
separately. We have estimated the 2010 voucher funding level by assuming that the Administration plansto cut all housing assistance
programs proportionately. It is possible that the Administration actually intends to impose larger cuts in voucher assistance than we
estimateand smaller cuts in other programs, or vice versa. See Appendix, “ The Basis for the Estimate that the Budget Would Support
370,000 Fewer Vouchersin 2010,” http://www.cbpp.org/2-18-05hous-app.htm.

i We assume that the amount of funding needed to support an agency’s vouchers in 2005 is equal to the agency’ s average voucher cost
in May -July 2004 plus the applicable HUD inflation adjustment, multiplied by the sum of the number of the agency’s vouchersin use
in May -July 2004 and the number of new vouchers requiring funding that were issued to families losing public housing or other types
of federal housing assistance. 1n 2006 and 2010 we assumed the agencies would need funding for approximately the same number of
vouchers asin 2005, but that the average cost of these vouchers would rise based on anationa average CBO voucher cost inflation
estimate.

i All figures in the table assume that agencies will respond to funding shortfalls by reducing the number of families assisted.
Agencies also have some limited flexibility to reduce the level of assistance provided per family, for example by shifting rental
burdens onto needy households or reducing the maximum amount of rent a voucher can cover (and therefore limiting the ability of



voucher households to live outside high-poverty neighborhoods in areas that may be safer and with better schools and more job
opportunities). If agenciestook these measures, the reduction in the number of families assisted could be somewhat smaller.



