With the beginning of the foreclosure
crisis the following year, experience with
IJC proved to be quite valuable, as
cooperation across communities and
jurisdictions emerged as perhaps the
only strategy with any potential to
address a large volume of mortgage
defaults and property abandonments.
With a shift in urgency came a shift in
emphasis, in the Chicagoland area,
moving from a focus on EAH to one of
foreclosure prevention and mitigation.

IJC in action: the response of the
Regional Home Ownership
Preservation Initiative
For decades, various policy and
market realities have led to
concentrations of foreclosures in
disinvested and economically frail
communities. Former Chicago Mayor
Richard M. Daley recognized very early
the urgent need to address the high
foreclosure rates in city neighborhoods.
The mayor called upon Neighborhood
Housing Services of Chicago (NHS) and
other well-established housing
organizations to develop a plan of action.
In response to Mayor Daley’s request, in
2003, NHS coalesced many of the
services it provides to lower-income
communities – affordable, sustainable
mortgages, counseling, emergency loans,
and foreclosure intervention services –
under a single umbrella initiative: the
Home Ownership Preservation Initiative
(HOPI). However, a number of suburban
communities, particularly the near south
and near west suburbs, also had high
foreclosure rates but not the budgets to
initiate foreclosure mitigation efforts. By
the summer of 2007, it was clear the
result of years of irresponsible mortgage
lending was going to be very serious, and
the Chicago region was going to
experience a severe housing crisis.
Indeed, the Chicago metropolitan area
followed the national foreclosure trend,
with an approximately 100 percent
increase in foreclosure starts from 2006
to 2008 in the city and across the sixcounty region.

In 2007, the HOPI initiative was
expanded, through a partnership with the
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, The
Chicago Community Trust, and NHS to
form a regional version of HOPI, which is
commonly referred to as RHOPI. This
metro-wide effort convened more than
100 experts and practitioners, and
focused on developing coordinated
priorities and action plans around home
buyer and home owner counseling and
legal aid; refinancing and financial
products; and foreclosed vacant
properties. A separate group of experts

foreclosures often had the fewest
resources to address them.
Building on the RHOPI platform and
working through its network,
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
(NSP) funding created an innovative
opportunity for IJC to address
Chicagoland’s growing housing crisis,
particularly in Cook County’s south and
west suburbs. Given the overwhelming
number of foreclosures in these
communities, a collaborative model was
the most effective vehicle through which
to access, manage, and deploy NSP

“By making collaboration across federal and state programs
routine, agencies can help regions to more effectively
implement comprehensive solutions to their problems.”
– GO TO 2040
developed a research agenda. RHOPI
started as an initiative to learn more
about facts, trends, and responses to the
region’s foreclosure crisis, coordinate
actions, and establish priorities. It
developed into an unprecedented
partnership of governmental, nonprofit,
and private sector organizations.
Ultimately, the RHOPI process brought
people and organizations together and
broke down silos among sectors and
jurisdictions. The flexible network RHOPI
created also served as a platform to
leverage the federal programs activated
by the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and develop
immediate solutions to some of the most
pressing problems that the foreclosure
crisis brought to the region. (Requejo,
Roberto 2009)
RHOPI embraced cross-border and
interagency collaboration as a strategy.
Geographic areas with concentrated
foreclosures overlapped municipal
boundaries, and even towns with
relatively few foreclosures were affected
by the distress of their neighbors.
Unfortunately, the towns hardest hit by

dollars and resources. In the south,
communities were able to build on the
existing collaborative structure of the
South Suburban Mayors and Managers
Association (SSMMA) to integrate a
discussion on mitigating the effects of
the foreclosure crisis into ongoing
economic development discussions,
namely linking the problems of the
foreclosure crisis to the solutions of
transit-oriented development. With 21
communities signing on to a joint NSP
application to Cook County, the Chicago
Southland Housing and Community
Development Collaborative secured
almost $9 million in NSP funding.
Ultimately, the county directed resources
to just 11 individual communities.
In the west, NSP provided the catalyst
to create the West Cook County Housing
Collaborative (WCCHC), consisting of
five communities extending west from
Chicago’s border along the I-290
corridor. Once again, while all the
member communities signed onto an
application, the WCCHC elected to focus
the resources in Maywood and Bellwood.
(Another collaborative member, Berwyn,
[Continued on page 15]
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applied for and received its own
allocation from the state.) In both cases,
while tangible outcomes, such as units
put back into service, are limited to the
confines of those specific communities,
the entire collaborative benefits from the
resulting stability.

Roles of regional planning agencies
As much as IJC is motivated by
individual communities responding to
localized challenges, the role of regional
planning organizations has been vital to
the success of the Chicago region’s
examples. These entities have provided
a framework for discussions, as well as
supportive resources relating to
convening, funding, and expertise. In his
2000 book American Metropolitics: The
New Suburban Reality, Myron Orfield
states, “Effective regional land-use
reform hinges on three elements:
coordinated infrastructure planning, a
regional housing plan, and regional
review and coordination of local
planning.” (Orfield, Myron 2002)
Chicago’s regional planning and policy
organizations, including CMAP, MPC,
and the MMC have effectively carried
out this task.
A decade ago, the MMC, as convener
of the region’s municipal mayors,
sanctioned the Housing Endorsement
Criteria and Housing Action Agenda.
Armed with these documents and related
tools for implementation, the region’s
mayors could move ahead with a common
and agreed-upon understanding of goals
and objectives. The MMC has continued
to play this role, and served to represent
the collective voice of the mayors at the
state and national levels. It is joined in
these efforts, and works closely with, the
independent and nonprofit MPC, which
serves as a connector between regional
needs, challenges, and solutions, and
among individuals and organizations to
guide the growth of the Chicago
metropolitan region. Within IJC, MPC
lends its technical expertise to the
individual collaboratives to advise in the
planning and execution of their initiatives,

encompassing housing, transportation,
and economic development. MPC has
staff dedicated not only to the execution
of IJC initiatives, but also to elevating the
visibility of the concept among local, state,
and national policymakers.
CMAP is the official regional planning
organization for the northeastern Illinois
counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Kendall,
Lake, McHenry, and Will. CMAP recently
released GO TO 2040, metropolitan
Chicago’s first comprehensive regional plan
in more than 100 years. To address
anticipated population growth of more than
2 million new residents, GO TO 2040
establishes coordinated strategies that
help the region’s 284 communities address
transportation, housing, economic
development, open space, environmental,
and other quality-of-life issues. This
overarching vision provides an important
guiding reference point for the region’s
individual communities. GO TO 2040 also
prioritizes collaborative activities as a
strategy to improve government efficiency.
Recognizing that moving to collaboration
must be motivated by individual
communities at their own pace, GO TO
2040 targets its recommendations to state
and federal funding sources: “By making
collaboration across federal and state
programs routine, agencies can help 		
regions to more effectively implement
comprehensive solutions to their problems.”4
Together these three entities, in concert
with many others, have supported local
collaborative activity, lending expertise in
planning, advocacy, fundraising, organizing,
reporting, monitoring, and more. Above all,
their role has been most frequently cited as
one of leadership.

Origins of IJC: pros and cons
Examples of IJC date back decades.
In today’s budget constrained
environment, one might expect that
ideas to foster the efficient use of
municipal resources would meet little
resistance. However, today, as in the
past, cross-border collaboration is met
with varying levels of enthusiasm – as
misconceptions about resource sharing,
loss of identity, and dilution of power are

difficult to reconcile. Proponents stress
today’s complex issues do not respect
municipal boundaries, and smaller
municipalities are often challenged to
provide key public services due to
inefficient cost structures. Detractors
tend to push back when the discussions
of collaboration and service sharing
evolve into discussions of centralization
and consolidation. Nevertheless, there
exists a history of leaving local
structures and powers in place, while
encouraging actions around regional
standards and plans, particularly when
dealing with issues of economic
development and affordable housing.
(Briffault, Richard 2000)
Degrees of municipal collaboration
can be mapped along a continuum of
interactions. At the “most elemental”
and informal, communities may
participate in networks; moving from
there to cooperation through to
coordination and collaboration. It follows
that the final stop on this continuum is
consolidation. “Each category differs in
level of complexity (information sharing
vs. complicated joint problem solving); in
intensity of linkages (based on common
goals, decision rules, shared tasks, and
resource commitments); and in the
formality of agreements reached
(informal vs. formal structures, policies,
and procedures).” (Ciglar, Beverly A.
1992) While most of the early reviews of
community collaborations focused on
small, rural communities, the application
to suburban, metro communities is
appropriate given the degree of
fragmentation, size of the communities,
and their respective resource
constraints and motivations.
A handful of common circumstances
or events have been demonstrated to
move communities toward collaboration.
These include:

• A crisis/disaster (economic or natural)
• A political constituency of cooperation
• Supportive capacity building or

incentives provided by external sources
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• Early and continued support by elected
officials

• Visible advantages of cooperation for
participating governments

• Existence of a “policy entrepreneur”

who can see beyond existing structures

• Early focus on visible, effective
strategies

• An emphasis on collaborative
skills-building

It is not necessary for a collaborative to
have all of these elements, but as the
examples show, possessing multiple
characteristics creates a common catalyst
for the success of collaborative efforts.
(Ciglar, Beverly A. 1992)
Certainly, the Chicago area
collaboratives fulfill many of these preconditions, and practitioners acknowledge
the importance of external support, both
in terms of capacity building as well as
dollars; the need for consistent municipal
leadership and buy-in, in addition to being
able to provide visible examples of
success – families in homes, for example.
However, municipal leaders acknowledge
the importance of clearly articulating the
“mutual self-interest” of the participating
communities, while allowing for the
independence of each.
Nevertheless, local practitioners agree
the Chicago-area collaboratives have not
quite reached the mid-point on the
continuum, when the collaboratives shift
from reacting to crises and initiate proactive planning around transit-oriented
development, for example, to position the
region for long-term stability.
Two West Coast examples of IJC
served as early inspiration to Chicagoarea planners and municipal leaders. The
first is “A Regional Coalition for Housing”
(www.ARCHhousing.org), a partnership
between the county and the cities of East
King County in Washington State, who
have joined together to preserve and
increase the supply of housing for lowand moderate-income households in the
region. ARCH assists the 16 member
16

governments in developing housing
policies, strategies, programs, and
development regulations, coordinates the
cities’ financial support to groups creating
affordable housing for low- and moderateincome households, and assists people
looking for affordable rental and
ownership housing.
ARCH was created in 1992, through an
interlocal agreement of several suburban
governments in Eastside King County3.
ARCH’s member governments have
supported a wide range of housing created
and operated by local organizations and
private developers that serve individuals,
families, seniors, the homeless, and
persons with special needs.
Similar to the Chicago examples, ARCH
was conceived from a study undertaken in
the early 1990s by the Citizens Affordable
Housing Task Force in Bellevue,
Washington. The study confirmed:

• A growing need for affordable housing
• Multiple gaps in the current delivery
system

• The critical nature of local

government support in increasing the
affordable housing supply

• Increased local government support
complements the efforts of private
sector housing developer

• Local governments that work

together can be more effective

Since 1993, the ARCH Housing Trust
Fund has funded over 1,800 units of
East King County housing for families,
seniors, and persons with special needs.
Between 1993 and 2002, ARCH
member jurisdictions committed $20+
million to this fund, including Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) and
general funds. This amount also includes
over $2 million in contributions of land,
fee-waivers, and other in-kind donations.
(A Regional Coalition for Housing 2011)
ARCH demonstrates that various
levels of government can play catalytic,
as well as sustaining roles in IJC,

depending on local characteristics.
However, ARCH differs from the
Chicago-area examples in the degree of
engagement and leadership provided by
the county.
Predating the ARCH example is an
early collaborative model in California’s
Silicon Valley. Driven and initially funded
by private sector interests, it was
originally conceived in 1977, by HewlittPackard’s David Packard as the Silicon
Valley Manufacturing Group. The Silicon
Valley Leadership Group (SVLG) exists
today to involve principal officers and
senior managers of member companies
in a cooperative effort with local,
regional, state, and federal government
officials to address major public policy
issues affecting the economic health and
quality of life in Silicon Valley.
The vision of SVLG (www.SVLG.org)
is to ensure the economic health and
a high quality of life in Silicon Valley by
advocating for adequate affordable
housing, comprehensive regional
transportation, reliable energy, a 		
quality K-12 and higher education
system and prepared workforce, a
sustainable environment, and business
and tax policies.
According to the organization’s Web
site, “David Packard founded the group
on the premise that local employers
should be actively involved in working
with government to find innovative
solutions to issues like transportation,
housing, permit streamlining, education,
and the environment.”
As of 2011, SVLG’s membership
included more than 340 of Silicon
Valley’s most respected employers. The
members provide nearly one of every
three private sector jobs in Silicon Valley.
SVLG is a multi-issue organization;
housing/land use is but one of 10
issues to which members devote their
attention. The Housing and Land Use
Committee aims to preserve and
increase the quality of life and economic
vibrancy of Silicon Valley by increasing
opportunities for workers and residents
[Continued on page 20]
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