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Table 1
Loans From High-Risk Lenders and All Lenders by Neighborhood
Racial’Ethnic Composition, 2006
Percent Minority Population in Census Tract
8004 - 0% - 2006 - 10% - R
100% | 79% 49% 19% - 10% | Totl
National
High-risk Lenders 179,233 180 818 201,514 161.162 191 449 1.013,176
All Lenders 951 462 1,276,320 | 3,017,191 | 2,394 024 | 3,629,663 | 11,268,600
High-risk Lender Market | 10000 | 1400 |97%  [67%  [53% | 9.0%
Share
Study MSAs
High-rizk Lenders 35,608 27,601 28713 12 366 12,105 136,483
All Lenders 278,123 193 696 304, 385 204464 | 273 400 254 277
Fhigh-risk LenderMarket | 30005 | 142% | 9.4% 6.0% 44% 10.9%
Share
g of Total Loansz in. ..
Bv High-risk Lenders 40.8% 20.2% 21.0% 9.1% 8.9% 100.0%
Bv All Lenders 22 2% 154% 24 3% 16.3% 21.8% 100.0%
Tahble 2
High-Risk Lender Market Share by Neighborhood RacialEthnic
Composition, 2006
lgs:ﬂceut ‘_\-Eil;':c.rrin' Pn]‘_:u;:.ﬁun i|11;:3|15m Tract HiLo Mincrity
e - “a - 2070 - a - ,» Disparity Fatio
100% | 79% 1% | 19% 10% | Total P
Los Angeles 18.9% | 15.5% 10.2% | 4.6% 2.0% 147% |94
Cleveland 156% | 11.1% 71.7% 3.2% 3.6% 3.3% 44
Boston 219% | 172% 11.7% | 7.3% 52% & 0% 42
Chicago 205% | 12.6% a.4% 6.8% 5.6% 101% |37
WNew York City 12 7% | 12.6% 6.4% 4.8% §.3% 14.7% | 3.3
Charlotte 11.2% | 10.4% 7.8% 4.6% 3.6% 5.8% 31
Rochester 4 8% 8.9% 6.3% 4.0% 3.6% 4.3% 13
Study MSAs 000 | 14.2% 0.4% 6.0% 4.4% 108% (4.3
Wational 13.8% | 149% 8 7% 6. 7% 3.3% 0.0% EX]

Note: The disparity ratio was caloalated from the loan sumber data by calculating the high-risk lender market share in group of census tracts, and
then dividing the 80-100 percent muinonify ract marketshare by the <10 percent minority tract market shara.
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Chicago High-Risk Lender Loans by Tract Race/Ethnicity and Income Level, 2006
Income Level Percent Minority Population in Census Tract
B0% - 100% 50% - T9.9% 20% - 49 9% 10% - 19.9% = 10% Total
Low = 50% 2,970 114 0 V] Q 3084
Moderate 50 - 79 992, 5,502 3,039 1,006 51 55 10,863
Middle B0 - 119.99%, 2,178 3,131 6.EES 3.472 2,020 17,687
Upper = = 120% 119 379 2,587 2.651 2,504 8,040
Total 11,787 6,063 10,451 6,184 4,379 39,474
Chicage All Morigage Loans by Tract Race/Ethnicity and Income Level, 2006
Income Level Percent Minority Population in Cenzus Tract
B0% - 100°% 50% - 79.9% 20% - 49.9% 10%%0 - 19.5% = 10% Total
Low = 50% 14,208 1,781 32 V] 4] 18,072
Moderate 50 - 79.99% 32,093 25,122 3,839 628 584 67,266
168,07
Middle B0 - 119.59%, 10,575 22 78S 63,709 42,289 28,718 4
139,74
Upper > = 120% 528 3,302 38478 43,140 45,157 3
391,15
Total ET.508 £2,990 111,106 91,087 78,497 £
Chicago High-Risk Lender Market Share by Tract Race/Ethnicity and Income Level, 2006
Income Level Percent Minority Population in Census Tract
B0% - 100% 50% - T9.9% 20% - 49 9% 10%s - 19 9% = 10% Tatal
Low = 50% 20.9% 0.0% NA NA 19.2%
Moderate 50 - 79.95% 20.3% 11.4% 8.7% 9.4% 15.9%
Middle B0 - 119.59% 20.6% 10.8% 8.2% T 10.5%
Upper > = 120% 18.9% 6.7% 5.5% 4.7% 5.8%
Total 20.5% 9.4% 6.8% £.6% 10.1%
Note: “Chicago” 1s the Chicago metropolitan areas which iz defined here as consisting of six counties: Cook, DuPage, Kane Lake,
McHenry, and Will. Woodstock Institate views this is the most meaningfol definition of metropelitan Chicago, even though it does not
correspond to any of the Chicago-area mamopolitan regions defined by the faderal zovermment.
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High-Risk Lender Loans, 2006
Chicago MSA, Illinois

. McHenry s ,:'
I County'f¥e

® 1 Dot = 1 High-Risk Lender Loan*
7///' Population > 50% Black or Hispanic

Total Loans, All Lenders = 391,155
Total Loans, High-Risk Lenders = 39,474

© 2008-NEDAP

Map prepared by NEDAP, Neighborhood Economic
Development Advocacy Project - www.nedap.org
Data provided by Woodstock Institute -
www.woodstockinst.org

Sources: HMDA (2006), Census (2000)

* loans originated by now-defunct subprime lenders,

as compiled by the Wall Street Journal in Sept. 2007,

"Subprime Shakeout: Lenders that have Closed Shop,
Been Acquired, or Stopped Loans.”
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LOSS MITIGATION & MODIFICATIONS Individual Company (% allocation)
Humber of Loans In-Process MNumber %o High Low Median
Deed in lieu 3,670 1.41% 2.47% 0.02% 0.55%
Short sale 31,450 12.05% 34.50% 3.39% 9.05%
Total in process with borrower losing home 25,120 13.46%
Percent of past dus 60 days+* 342% T.02% 0.35% 1.72%
Forbearance 16,947 6.50% 47 23% 0.31% 3.57%
Repayment plan 49 615 19.02% 54.49% 2.22% 17.93%
Modification (principal reduction, interest rate &/or term of debt) 139,191 53.25% 51.47% 9.14% 33.97%
Total in process of home retention 205,753 7T6.86%
Percent of past dus 60 days+* 20.06% 42.45% 1.80% 13.79%
Refinance or paid in full 5279 2.02% 43.10% 1.94% 2.45%
Reinstatement/Account to be made current 14,747 5.65% 69.74% 2.19% 2 T6%
Total in process of being resolved by borower 20,026
Fercent of past due B0 days+* 1.95% 7.70% 0.49% 2.26%
Total loans in loss mitigation 260,899 100.00%
Fercent of past due B0 days+* 25 44% 46 46% 5.54% 18.30%
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