
Th e Foreclosure Crisis:
A Blueprint for Foundation 
Intervention

Special Report



Board of Directors

Martha Toll, Co-Chair

Butler Family Fund

Christine Doby, Co-Chair

Charles Stewart Mott 

Foundation

David Beckwith

The Needmor Fund

Charles Fields

Marguerite Casey Foundation

Cheryl Fitzgerald

Fannie Mae Offi ce of 

Community and Charitable 

Giving

Karen FitzGerald

Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer 

Foundation

James W. Head 

The San Francisco Foundation

George McCarthy

The Ford Foundation

Mary Mountcastle

Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation

Christopher Perez

Rasmuson Foundation

Kevin Ryan

The New York Foundation

Marion Standish 

The California Endowment

Vera de Vera

California Community 

Foundation

John Weiler

F.B. Heron Foundation

Nathaniel Chioke Williams

Hill-Snowdon Foundation

Review Committee

George McCarthy

The Ford Foundation

John Weiler

F.B. Heron Foundation

Mission

Neighborhood Funders Group is a membership association of grantmak-

ing institutions. Our mission is to strengthen the capacity of organized 

philanthropy to understand and support community-based efforts to 

organize and improve the economic and social fabric of low- and moder-

ate-income urban neighborhoods and rural communities. We provide 

information, learning opportunities and other professional development 

activities to our national membership, and encourage the support of poli-

cies and practices that advance economic and social justice.

Special Reports

The Neighborhood Funders Group periodically publishes in-depth ex-

aminations of emerging issues and strategies of concern to funders. NFG 

Special Reports are written specifi cally for funders working to support 

efforts that strengthen rural and urban communities.

Prepared by: Doug Dylla

Doug Dylla (dougdylla@aol.com) is a writer and community develop-

ment consultant specializing in homeownership, fi nancial education 

and foreclosure-prevention issues. 

Acknowledgments

NFG and the author would like to acknowledge the assistance of George 

McCarthy of the Ford Foundation, John Weiler of the F.B. Heron 

Foundation, Laurie Latuda of the Goldseker Foundation, and Wendy 

Jackson of the Kresge Foundation. The author would like to thank Bettye 

Brentley and Rick Leon of NFG. A full listing of other key informants is 

provided in the appendices. Additional research for the paper was pro-

vided by Eric Hangen, Maximilian Schmeiser, Ann DiPetta and Christy 

Leffal. Jim Houghton of The Graphic Touch produced key illustrations 

and Amy Christian of New Leaf Associates provided editing assistance. 

This special report was made possible through a grant from the Kresge 

Foundation. 

NFG Staff

Bettye Brentley, Executive Director

Rick Leon, Associate Director

Sherita Jackson, Operations and Membership Manager

Elizabeth Myrick, Project Manager

This publication is free to members of NFG. It may be purchased by non-

members for $20. A PDF version is available for $15. To order, please send 

an e-mail to nfg@nfg.org with your inquiry. Other publications can be 

found on the NFG website at www.nfg.org.

Contents copyright © 2009 by the Neighborhood Funders Group.

mailto:dougdylla@aol.com
mailto:nfg@nfg.org
http://www.nfg.org


The Foreclosure Crisis:
A Blueprint for Foundation Intervention

A Neighborhood Funders Group

Special Report

May 2009



Contents

A Message from the Executive Director ...............................................................................................................3

Executive Summary ..............................................................................................................................................4

Foreclosures in the United States .........................................................................................................................6

Why Funders Should Be Concerned About Foreclosures ....................................................................................9

Recommendations to Funders ...........................................................................................................................11

Challenges and Opportunities Ahead ................................................................................................................15

Expansion of the Problem to Suburbs and Beyond ......................................................................................15

Renters Affected by Foreclosures ...................................................................................................................15

More Research on the After-Effects of Foreclosures ......................................................................................15

Changing the Frame .......................................................................................................................................15

Reinvigorating the Mortgage Market ............................................................................................................16

Requiring In-depth Prepurchase Counseling for Sustainable Homeownership ..........................................16

Types of Foreclosure Intervention Strategies .....................................................................................................17

Case Studies of Foreclosure Intervention Strategies ..........................................................................................22

Advocacy ........................................................................................................................................................22

Planning and Convening ...............................................................................................................................23

Policy and Research ........................................................................................................................................26

Outreach and Education ................................................................................................................................28

Prevention Counseling ...................................................................................................................................29

Intervention Activities....................................................................................................................................31

Legal Services .................................................................................................................................................33

Community Stabilization ...............................................................................................................................34

Summary of Member Responses to NFG Survey on Foreclosure Investments .................................................37

Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................37

Conclusion ..........................................................................................................................................................44

Appendix A. Key Informants ..............................................................................................................................46

Appendix B. The High Cost of Foreclosures ......................................................................................................49

Appendix C. Background on Foreclosure-Response.org Website .....................................................................50

A New Online Tool To Help Communities Address Foreclosures and Stabilize Neighborhoods ................50

Appendix D. Background on Land Banks ..........................................................................................................51

Using Land Banks to Address Vacant and Foreclosed Properties .................................................................51

Strategies for Successful Land Banks .............................................................................................................51

For Information on Land Banks ....................................................................................................................52

Appendix E. Typical Loan Delinquency and Foreclosure Process .....................................................................53

Appendix F. Multiple Underlying Causes of Foreclosure ..................................................................................54

Appendix G. Foreclosure Prevention and Intervention Strategies ....................................................................55

Appendix H. Detailed Reponses to NFG Member Survey .................................................................................56

Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................56

Results ............................................................................................................................................................56

Appendix I. Further Reading on the Mortgage Crisis ........................................................................................65

Websites ..........................................................................................................................................................65

Publications ....................................................................................................................................................65

Appendix J. References .......................................................................................................................................67



A Neighborhood Funders Group Special Report 3

A Message from 
the Executive 
Director

Hope, Heart and Home

When you think about the word “home,” it creates a deep feeling of emotion 

in everyone. As the old saying goes, “Home is where the heart is,” which 

means that a home is more than just four walls and a roof — it’s a place of 

safety and dreams for the future. This deep sense of home is why I think the current epi-

demic of housing foreclosures across the United States has had such a profound effect 

on the American psyche. People have not only lost their homes — they have also lost 

their hopes and dreams for the future. And with more than 8 million new foreclosures 

projected in the coming years, we will be dealing with the crisis for a long time to come.

This year, the Obama administration and many nonprofi t groups have begun to take 

steps to help people who have lost their homes or who are at risk of foreclosure. In ad-

dition, the philanthropic community has also stepped up and is intervening at state and 

local levels across the country. Recognizing the importance of the foreclosure crisis to 

the American public and the desire of the philanthropic community to do something to 

help, the Neighborhood Funders Group has sponsored a series of events and publica-

tions over the past year to bring more attention to this issue, and to educate and inform 

the foundation community on ways to intervene.

The Foreclosure Crisis: A Blueprint for Foundation Intervention is our most recent 

effort to educate funders on this critical issue. This report provides extensive informa-

tion on the state of the foreclosure crisis. It also presents original data on foundation 

foreclosure interventions. NFG surveyed more than 35 foundations about specifi c steps 

they were taking in the communities they fund to address foreclosures. Their in-depth 

responses provide a “blueprint” for other philanthropic organizations on how they 

might intervene. This report also provides recommendations to funders on developing 

an intervention strategy. We have included extensive appendices that provide detailed 

information on foreclosures, land banks and links to further resources on the issue. This 

special report was preceded by a 2008 NFG Issue Brief on foreclosure and a 2006 NFG 

Issue Brief on predatory lending.

Here at NFG we will continue to provide the philanthropic community with up-to-

date, cutting-edge information on a wide range of topics of interest to our members 

and the philanthropic community as a whole. We will also continue to monitor the 

foreclosure crisis, host additional NFG teleconference calls and publish other articles on 

the issue in the coming months. Later in 2009 we will debut an updated website with a 

section dedicated to foreclosure and funder responses to the issue. The philanthropic 

community cannot solve the foreclosure crisis on its own. However, in partnership with 

nonprofi ts, government and communities, we can make an important and lasting im-

pact. NFG and the philanthropic community are dedicated to doing all that we can to 

help Americans regain the dreams of hope, heart and home.

BETTYE BRENTLEY is the executive director of the Neighborhood Funders Group.
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Community development professionals are deeply worried that the current 

fi nancial crisis (and the related foreclosures on property, decline in housing 

values and overall economic turmoil) threatens to undo much of the revitaliza-

tion work in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods that had been accomplished 

through signifi cant public and private investment.

As of April 2009, the nation’s foreclosure crisis continues to worsen, with more than 

8.1 million foreclosures expected between 2009 and 2012 according to a recent report 

by Credit Suisse.1 While there may be debate about the cause of this rise in foreclosures, 

there is little debate about the devastating impacts of the crisis. Foreclosures are infl icting 

enormous direct and indirect costs on homeowners (both those facing foreclosures and 

those living near foreclosed properties), on tenants who are forced to vacate apartments 

in foreclosed multi-unit properties, on communities that are struggling to deal with the 

negative effects of vacant and abandoned properties, and on local governments facing 

reduced property values, lower tax revenues and greater disinvestment.

Like strong winds feeding a growing forest fi re, broad-scale economic problems in the 

U.S. are worsening the foreclosure crisis. These trends include high consumer debt loads, 

declining home sales and housing values, rising unemployment, tightening credit and 

general turmoil (and lack of confi dence) in the fi nancial services industry (witnessed by 

the federal take-over of mortgage giants Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae and the failures of 

many other lending institutions over the past six months).

This report was commissioned by the Neighborhood Funders Group (NFG) to docu-

ment the ways that foundations have responded to the foreclosure problem, both locally 

and nationally. In some cases, such as the Kresge Foundation, the response has been 

primarily focused on a city (Detroit) by working with other regional partners to create a 

special offi ce to tackle the local problems in comprehensive ways. In some cases, such as 

the Ford Foundation, the response has included investing in raising national awareness of 

the problem and building broad national infrastructure to handle the rising number of 

vacant and abandoned properties across the U.S.

Research for this report included an extensive literature search, a survey of NFG mem-

bers, and interviews with key informants from foundations and their grantees across the 

country.

The report begins with an overview of the foreclosure crisis. It then highlights some 

key themes and recommendations coming from the interviews with program offi cers 

from 21 diverse foundations. The report also identifi es some of the challenges and op-

portunities ahead. The following sections identify types of foreclosure intervention 

strategies and detail short examples of foreclosure investment strategies pursued by 

foundations. The report concludes with a summary of responses to a 2008 NFG survey 

of foundations and other grantmaking institutions about their investments in foreclosure 

intervention strategies. An extensive appendix is included as well.

In summary, the report notes that foundations are very concerned about the foreclo-

sure crisis and are actively engaged in strategies to combat foreclosures in their areas of 

operation. Ninety-two percent of the foundations responding are currently involved in 

foreclosure prevention or remediation activities. The activities and investments include:

1 “Foreclosure Update: Over 8 Million Foreclosures Expected.” Credit Suisse. December 4, 2008.

Executive 
Summary

“Foreclosures 
threaten to 
unravel decades 
of work that 
some of these 
neighborhoods 
have achieved 
through 
previous social 
and economic 
investments from 
foundations.”

—Solomon J. Greene, 
senior program offi cer,
Open Society Institute
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■ Advocacy work

■ Planning and convening with stakeholders

■ Policy and research work

■ Outreach and education

■ Prevention counseling

■ Intervention activities

■ Legal services

■ Community stabilization strategies

While it is too early to tell about the ultimate success of these activities and invest-

ments in effectively resolving the foreclosure crisis, there are clear signs that foundations 

can play powerful roles in responding to the crisis by:

■ Conducting high-quality research to document the extent and impact of the foreclo-

sure problem in an area.

■ Convening broad-based coalitions of stakeholders to discuss the problem and work 

collaboratively to implement solutions.

■ Investing in advocacy efforts ranging from legal work to grassroots organizing that 

works to champion the issue, rally public support, and create pressure for public 

policy changes and improved business practices by lenders.

■ Leveraging resources of other funders to help support and build sustainable capacity 

for critical foreclosure prevention services.

■ Supporting efforts to create new tools and test new strategies to deal with diffi cult 

problems, such as the adaptive reuse of potentially millions of vacant REO (real es-

tate owned) properties or identifying ways of reinvigorating the nation’s mortgage 

market.

■ Supporting direct delivery of specifi c services to target populations — for example, 

providing legal representation to homeowners facing foreclosure, or supporting 

efforts to provide assistance to families after foreclosure. By demonstrating the im-

portant benefi ts of these services, foundations can encourage their continued deliv-

ery by the public sector.

Foundations can and should play key roles in addressing this crisis, but they can’t do 

it alone. The problem is too massive. As Laurie Latuda, program offi ce at the Goldseker 

Foundation, wisely notes, “Working with the foreclosure issue is more than just investing 

in grants to particular groups. Foundations should think about the role they can play to 

bring other people to the table. The impact of convening supporters can be far greater 

than any dollar amount given.”
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Rising home loan defaults and foreclosures2 continue to plague communities 

across the United States in 2009. According to a sobering December 2008 research 

report by Credit Suisse, “We forecast 8.1 million mortgages will be in foreclosure 

over the next four years, representing 16 percent of all mortgages.”3 Despite numerous 

governmental and industry efforts to stem the crisis, foreclosures continue to rise.

Of the nation’s 56.2 million mortgage borrowers, 5.4 million (or 9.6 percent of all loans) 

were seriously delinquent or in foreclosure as of December 2008.4 Many of these loans are 

risky subprime and adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs), which have been defaulting at rates 

more than 10 times higher than prime mortgages.5 As Chart 1 shows, the weakening econo-

my is exacerbating the mortgage default problem as serious delinquencies are now rising for 

all loan types.

While virtually the entire United States has been affected by the current crisis, the 

states hardest hit by foreclosures and delinquencies are Florida, California, Nevada, 

Arizona, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Minnesota and Georgia. Map 1 and Table 1 

highlight the states that have the highest foreclosure rates.6

2 An extensive briefi ng paper on the foreclosure crisis titled “Preserving the Dream: Understanding and 

Addressing the Subprime Mortgage Crisis” was prepared for the Neighborhood Funders Group in April 

2008 by Doug Dylla and is available at www.nfg.org.

3 “Foreclosure Update: Over 8 Million Foreclosures Expected.” Credit Suisse. December 4, 2008.

4 Mortgage Bankers Association, National Delinquency Survey, Fourth Quarter 2008.

5 Ibid.

6 Ibid.

Chart 1. Serious Loan Delinquencies by Loan Type as of Dec. 31, 2008

Source: Offi ce of the Chief Economist, Freddie Mac. March 2009.

Foreclosures
in the United 
States

http://www.nfg.org
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Foreclosure Inventory Rate

  Greater than 6.57%
  3.31% - 6.57%
  0 - 3.30%

Map 1. Foreclosure Inventory Rate by State for 4Q 2008

Source: Mortgage Bankers Association, National Delinquency Survey, Fourth Quarter 2008

Table 1. Foreclosure Inventory in the U.S., Fourth Quarter 2008

All Loans Prime Loans Subprime Loans

State % Rank State %  Rank State %  Rank 

Florida 8.95 1 Florida 5.66 1 Florida 26.90 1

Nevada 6.58 2 Nevada 3.83 2 Nevada 21.76 2

Arizona 4.64 3 Arizona 2.58 3 California 18.22 3

California 4.19 4 California 2.33 4 Arizona 17.84 4
Ohio 4.09 5 Ohio 2.24 5 New Jersey 17.57 5

Illinois 3.87 6 Indiana 2.16 6 Rhode Island 16.96 6

Indiana 3.76 7 Michigan 2.07 7 Illinois 16.93 7
Michigan 3.70 8 Illinois 2.03 8 Maine 15.83 8
New Jersey 3.58 9 New Jersey 1.86 9 Minnesota 15.70 9
Maine 3.49 10 Maine 1.69 10 Wisconsin 15.06 10

U.S. 3.30 U.S. 1.88 U.S. 13.71

Source: Mortgage Bankers Association, National Delinquency Survey, Fourth Quarter 2008
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With housing values declining in many U.S. markets, an estimated 8.3 million 

homeowners (or 20% of all homeowners) now owe more on their mortgages than their 

homes are worth, leaving them in risky situations and unable to refi nance their loans for 

the immediate future.7

The combined impacts of declining home sales, dropping property values, rising de-

faults and tightening credit have created an increasingly stressful environment for 

homeowners and have shut the door on many potential new homeowners (not to men-

tion renters in foreclosed properties, who often are displaced with little notice at the 

time of sheriff sales after foreclosures occur).

“The problems are also spilling over into other sectors, with delinquencies rising 

for credit cards, auto and student loans,” wrote Ruth Simon in The Wall Street Journal. 

“A record $715 billion of consumer debt is now in delinquency or default according to 

Equifax and Moody’s Economy.com, up from nearly $300 billion three years ago.”8

These negative economic pressures affect not only the families involved in foreclo-

sures, but their neighbors, their larger communities, and the nation as a whole. “This 

downward spiral of lost confi dence and credit contraction threatens to touch off the 

worst recession and most serious social crisis of the post-World War II era,” according to 

Eugene A. Ludwig, U.S. Comptroller of the Currency from 1993 to 1998.9

7  First American Core Logic. “Negative Equity Data Report.” March 2009.

8  Wall Street Journal. April 10, 2008.

9  American Banker. April 4, 2008.

These negative 
economic 
pressures 
affect not only 
the families 
involved in 
foreclosures, but 
their neighbors, 
their larger 
communities, and 
the nation as a 
whole.
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Why Funders 
Should Be 
Concerned About 
Foreclosures

Foreclosures have severe negative impacts on borrowers that threaten their stabil-

ity and damage their ability to secure credit in the future. In addition, concentra-

tions of foreclosed properties can impose signifi cant direct and indirect costs on 

communities, generating a vicious cycle of deterioration.

Foreclosures have a disproportionate impact on minority families and 

minority communities.

A 2008 report from United for a Fair Economy estimates that “black borrowers will 

lose between $71 billion and $122 billion, while Hispanic borrowers will lose between $76 

billion and $129 billion” from the current foreclosure crisis. The report goes on to suggest 

that it “will result in the greatest loss of wealth for people of color in recent U.S. history.”10 

This impact is partly due to the disproportionate number of minority borrowers who were 

pushed into subprime loans, even though they might have qualifi ed for lower-cost prime 

loans. When researchers analyzed the 2006 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, 

they found that, “53.7% of blacks, 46.6% of Hispanics, and 17.7% of whites received high-

priced loans. In minority areas, 46.6% obtained high-priced loans compared to 21.7% in 

white communities.”11 Another reason for the disproportionate impact on minority com-

munities is their lower wealth compared to white communities. “While African Americans 

and Hispanics earn approximately two-thirds as much as whites, wealth holdings for the 

typical nonwhite family are approximately one-tenth that of the typical white family.”12 

Therefore, if a minority family goes into foreclosure, they lose a much larger proportion of 

their wealth than a white family with greater and more diversifi ed assets.

Foreclosures have devastating effects on families.

Families in foreclosure not only lose their homes, security and stability, but also their 

home equity and their credit rating. It often takes years for a family to recover from 

a foreclosure. A 1995 study of Minneapolis families in foreclosure estimated that the 

families lost, on average, more than $7,000 of home equity through the process.13 While 

much more research is needed on the topic of the effects of foreclosures on tenants, a 

2008 study by the National Low Income Housing Coalition noted, “A large proportion 

of households being displaced by foreclosures are renters and many fi nd themselves in 

unstable, tenuous living situations after eviction.”14

Foreclosures have costly effects on communities.

According to a 2005 study by William Apgar and Mark Duda, the foreclosure of a sin-

gle-family home, especially when the process leaves the home vacant and unsecured, may 

10 Amaad Rivera. “State of the Dream 2008: Foreclosed.” United for a Fair Economy. January 2008.

11 Gregory Squires. “Do Subprime Loans Create Subprime Cities?” Economic Policy Institute. February 

2008.

12 Ibid.

13 Anna Moreno. “The Cost of Mortgage Foreclosure Prevention.” Minneapolis: Family Housing Fund. 

1995.

14 Keith Wardrip. “Foreclosure’s Invisible Victims: Recent Research on the Foreclosure Crisis.” National 

Low Income Housing Coalition. July 2008.

Families in 
foreclosure not 
only lose their 
homes, security 
and stability, but 
also their home 
equity and their 
credit rating.
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generate direct costs on cash-strapped public agencies in excess of $30,000 per property.15

In addition, area homeowners, business owners and landlords stand to lose if a rash 

of foreclosures brings down property values, accelerating the decline of an entire neigh-

borhood. These have been called the “contagion effects” of foreclosure. A study by Dan 

Immergluck and Geoff Smith suggests that a nearby foreclosure can reduce a home’s 

value by 0.9 percent.16

As the economy and housing market conditions continue to weaken across the 

country, many industry experts predict that foreclosure rates will continue to rise over 

the next two or more years. The Center for Responsible Lending (CRL) has predicted 

that 2,164,000 homes will be lost through foreclosure in 2008 and 2009.17 CRL claims 

that each foreclosure has negative effects on the surrounding neighborhood, reducing 

values of surrounding houses by almost $8,700 per home. CRL calculates that the total 

potential decrease in home value and tax base across the nation is $352 billion, unless 

signifi cant action is taken to address these projected foreclosures. Table 2 highlights the 

projected decrease in housing values and tax bases in 10 of the states most affected by 

the current foreclosure surge.

15 “Collateral Damage: The Municipal Impact of Today’s Mortgage Foreclosure Boom.” Homeownership 

Preservation Foundation. May 2005. www.hpfonline.org.

16  “The External Costs of Foreclosure: The Impact of Single Family Mortgage Foreclosures on Property 

Values.” Housing Policy Debate, Volume 17, Issue 1.

17  “Subprime Spillover.” Center for Responsible Lending. January 18, 2008. Updated August 2008. As 

noted previously, a more recent Credit Suisse report predicts up to 8.1 million foreclosures between 2009-

1012.

As the economy 
and housing 
market conditions 
continue to 
weaken across the 
country, many 
industry experts 
predict that 
foreclosure rates 
will continue 
to rise over the 
next two or more 
years.

Table 2. Projected Spillover Effects of Foreclosures in the U.S.: 2009-2010

State

Total Estimated 
Number of 

Foreclosures in 
2007

Estimated 
Foreclosures 

from Subprime 
Loans in 2005–

2006

Projected Decrease 
in Housing Value 

and Tax Base from 
Foreclosure Effects 

in 2009–2010
(in millions)

Projected 
Foreclosures 

Rates
in 2009–

2010

California 228,133 355,682 $107,196 1 out of 20

New York 61,978 124,601 $65,136 1 out of 32

Florida 186,093 194,796 $35,856 1 out of 26

Illinois 69,251 87,918 $27,297 1 out of 38

New Jersey 40,074 57,083 $19,573 1 out of 37

Maryland 27,491 55,693 $12,133 1 out of 26

Arizona 38,048 85,726 $8,687 1 out of 18

Massachusetts 26,787 32,976 $7,992 1 out of 48

Virginia 30,372 62,174 $6,953 1 out of 33

Pennsylvania 52,069 76,055 $6,582 1 out of 46

US Total or Average 1,606,430 2,258,457 $356,310 1 out of 33
Sources: Foreclosure estimates from Pew Center on the States 2008, based on Mortgage Bankers Association, National Delinquency 
Survey (March 2008 and updated in December 2008), Center for Responsible Lending, Subprime Spillover (Revised Jan. 31, 2008). 
Projections revised Feb. 28, 2008. Number of owner-occupied housing units from U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 American Community 
Survey, U.S. Department of Commerce: Washington, D.C.

http://www.hpfonline.org
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Thorough 
research and 
analysis are 
needed to 
understand 
the problem 
and to develop 
appropriate 
strategies.

This report synthesizes the work of many foundations across the country that 

have been addressing the foreclosure crisis. A number of themes emerge. Other 

funders would be wise to refl ect on these themes as they develop strategies to 

address foreclosure problems in their communities.

Thorough research and analysis are needed to understand the problem and to de-

velop appropriate strategies. Funders should therefore consider including research 

and analysis grants in their budgets and convening groups to review the results of 

the research.

■ In Cleveland, Neighborhood Progress Inc. (NPI) was able to galvanize local com-

munity development agencies into working on foreclosure prevention in 2005 by 

showing data indicating that even though they were expecting to produce collec-

tively about 700 units of affordable housing over the subsequent year, more than 

4,000 units were heading into foreclosure, with more than half of them expected to 

become vacant. NPI uses an extensive, parcel-level data mapping system developed 

by Case Western Reserve University to help local community development corpora-

tions (CDCs) select foreclosed properties to target for acquisition and remediation. 

This detailed data system, called NEOCANDO, has also supported powerful analytic 

studies, such as a recent Case Western report entitled “Pathways to Foreclosure,” 

which determined that even in an area as economically depressed as Cleveland, high-

cost subprime loans are responsible for 84 percent of foreclosures, and that only fi ve 

lenders were responsible for 75 percent of these subprime loans.

■ In Chicago, the Woods Fund credits the Woodstock Institute with producing “inci-

sive, well timed research that has shaped the public dialogue around the foreclosure 

issue.” For example, the Woodstock Institute recently reported that speculators have 

begun to leave the Chicago market, leaving lenders to buy back (and get stuck with) 

their own properties at auction. It also drew attention to the issue of renters affected 

by foreclosures. In addition, the Woodstock Institute and the National Training and 

Information Center (NTIC) have both done extensive research on foreclosure in 

Chicago that has helped spur the city into action, with the development of a citywide 

foreclosure-prevention effort coordinated since 2003 by Neighborhood Housing 

Services of Chicago. Collaborative approaches to solving foreclosure-related prob-

lems are using research as a “virtual coordination tool,” as Roberto Requejo from the 

Chicago Community Trust puts it, generating research papers that provide form and 

substance to guide the dialogue about how to respond to the many dimensions of the 

foreclosure problem.

■ In Minnesota, the Foreclosure Partners Council was able to get the Federal Reserve 

Bank system to purchase and make available data on the incidence, characteristics 

and performance of subprime and so-called Alt-A loans by zip code, which is help-

ing organizations to predict areas of greatest need for foreclosure prevention and 

intervention efforts. The Family Housing Fund in Minnesota learned that 50 percent 

of foreclosures in Hennepin County are on rental properties, therefore elevating the 

importance of strategies to work with renters affected by foreclosures.

Recommendations
to Funders
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Advocacy work to reform policies and institutions is a critical part of the solution. 

Funders should therefore consider funding advocacy through intermediaries, di-

rect grassroots organizing, or ad hoc coalitions devoted specifi cally to addressing 

foreclosure issues.

■ With the support of the Cleveland Foundation, Neighborhood Progress Inc. (NPI) 

recognized that it needed to help “reform the governmental systems that deal with 

vacant property,” by revamping the code enforcement system, creating a more 

fl exible land bank, and expanding the receivership model to include vacant lots 

and vacant retail properties. A key lesson learned by NPI is that policy work and 

“on-the-ground” work need to inform each other through a reciprocal process. As 

Frank Ford of NPI states, “People were saying ‘we don’t do social justice, we don’t 

do policy reform,’ and wanted to stick with their housing focus. Then eventually the 

bomb went off [the surge of foreclosures in Cleveland],” and everyone recognized 

that they needed to work together on the foreclosure issue.

■ In Cleveland, Saul Alinsky-style organizing tactics, supported in part by a grant 

from the George Gund Foundation, helped a grassroots organizing group, ESOP 

(Empowering and Strengthening Ohio’s People), to negotiate workout agreements 

with banks and become the most effective foreclosure-prevention counseling pro-

gram in the city.

■ In Philadelphia, the William Penn Foundation’s $40,000 grant to a grassroots orga-

nizing group, the Philadelphia Unemployment Project, resulted in a court-ordered 

foreclosure workout program for homeowners facing foreclosure in that city. Gerry 

Wang at the Foundation advises funders to be willing to provide early-stage work-

ing capital to partners working on this issue. Sometimes research and academic 

reports don’t go anywhere, unless there is a partner that can build political will and 

capital. The William Penn Foundation also funds Regional Housing Legal Services, 

an organization that promotes property tax relief as a way to help low-income fami-

lies stay in their homes and has helped hundreds of homeowners to access foreclo-

sure-prevention loans from the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHFA).

■ In Minnesota, policy advocates have helped pass laws to provide improved no-

tice to tenants when the property they are renting is going to a sheriff ’s sale. The 

Foreclosure Partners Council legal working group has helped to get state legislation 

passed addressing predatory lending practices, and is looking into bringing lawsuits 

against predatory lenders and ensuring that owners of foreclosed properties ad-

equately maintain them.

■ Funders have supported differing types of advocacy strategies. Several funders, such as 

William Penn and NPI, feel that a crucial lesson learned is that funders must be willing to 

work with grassroots groups that others consider to be “rabble rousers,” such as ACORN. 

Other funders appear to stress partnerships and “constructive engagement” with lenders. 

For example, the Chicago Community Trust describes a very close working relationship 

with Harris Bank and Bank of America. A fi nal note is that foundation-based funders are 

uniquely positioned to support advocacy work — if they do not, who will?

Advocacy work 
to reform policies 
and institutions is 
a critical part of 
the solution.
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Strong 
collaborations 
and partnerships 
are frequently 
cited as a 
precondition for 
success.

A better understanding of the outcomes, for both individuals and communities, 

is needed. Funders should therefore encourage their grantees to concentrate on 

specifi c, measurable outcomes for their foreclosure intervention activities.

■ Neighborhood Progress Inc. found large disparities in the performance of foreclo-

sure counseling programs. A review of outcomes by program helped reveal that a 

grassroots organizing group was having the strongest results, in part because of the 

agreements it had negotiated with lenders.

■ Roberto Requejo of the Chicago Community Trust argues, “Counseling a certain 

number of families doesn’t mean anything — then what happened? And what is 

happening to the families that were foreclosed on? Are the solutions sustainable? 

Tracking outcomes is key.”

Strong collaborations and partnerships are frequently cited as a precondition for 

success. Funders should therefore look for opportunities to invest in collaborative 

efforts among grantees so their efforts can be leveraged (and to prevent duplication 

of services).

■ With the support of the Ford Foundation, Enterprise Community Partners, 

the Housing Partnership Network, the Local Initiatives Support Corporation, 

and NeighborWorks America collaborated to form the National Community 

Stabilization Trust. The Trust will help community-based developers to purchase 

foreclosed homes at volume from lenders and compete with large speculative inves-

tors.

■ The Foreclosure Partners Council in Minnesota believes that its collaborative 

funding approach has helped to ensure that its foreclosure-related efforts are well-

designed and fully funded. A large number of funders, including the McKnight 

Foundation, and governmental partners are actively engaged on the Council.

■ A central principle guiding the work of the Chicago Community Trust during the 

foreclosure crisis has been to try to “convene people at a central table.” This is em-

bodied in the Regional Homeownership Preservation Initiative, which has four task 

forces, each of which convenes 20 to 30 leaders throughout the region to deal with a 

particular aspect of the crisis.

■ The Baltimore Homeownership Preservation Coalition, the Chicago Community 

Trust, the Foreclosure Partners Council in Minnesota, and Neighborhood Progress 

Inc. in Cleveland have all employed a task-force model: people from various or-

ganizations form groups to tackle specifi c aspects of the foreclosure problem. The 

Chicago, Baltimore and Minnesota task-force structures are very similar, with sub-

groups dealing with issues such as research, vacant and REO properties, loan prod-

ucts, and homeowner counseling.

The foreclosure crisis recognizes few boundaries as it spreads from neighbor-

hood to community to region like an epidemic. The scale and complexity of the 

problem continue to grow, calling for “scalable solutions” that can be applied at 
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the regional or statewide level. For example, the lending industry routinely works 

at scale but is very weak at working with individuals on a case-by-case basis. 

Therefore, approaches to working with the lending industry that can operate at 

scale will capture more attention and be more effective.

■ Roberto Requejo of the Chicago Community Trust says “we realized as we got 

more data from the researchers that the number of foreclosures was higher in the 

suburbs than in the city of Chicago.” As a result, the Trust asked (and funded) 

Neighborhood Housing Services of Chicago to expand its Home Ownership 

Preservation Initiative from a citywide level to a regional level.

■ In Minnesota, the foreclosure problem began in the Twin Cities but soon became 

regional. Regional partnerships formed as a result, and eventually the Foreclosure 

Partners Council expanded to work statewide.

■ Strategies that work at multiple levels simultaneously are useful. For instance, 

Neighborhood Progress Inc. in Cleveland seeks to work at the state level through 

Rebuild Ohio, which promotes helpful state policy changes in areas such as va-

cant properties; at the city and county level through the Vacant Properties Action 

Council; and at the neighborhood level by providing direct, on-the-ground fi nan-

cial assistance, data and technical assistance to CDCs trying to remediate foreclosed 

properties.

■ Many funders are looking at land-banking models, including a model originally 

developed in Flint, Mich., to learn how to make bulk purchases of foreclosed prop-

erties. Without these tools, speculative investment companies may out-compete 

community developers by purchasing hundreds or even thousands of foreclosed 

properties at a time.

■ Family Housing Fund of the Twin Cities intends to work with the National 

Community Stabilization Trust to make bulk purchases of REO properties, and 

believes it may be a resource for other communities with the capacity to take on a 

large number of vacant or foreclosed properties.

■ Negotiated agreements with lenders on expedited procedures for loan modifi cation, 

such as those achieved by ESOP in Cleveland, may greatly enhance the effectiveness 

of counseling efforts.

The scale and 
complexity of the 
problem continue 
to grow, calling 
for “scalable 
solutions” that 
can be applied at 
the regional or 
statewide level. 
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This section highlights some of the key challenges remaining as we collectively 

work on the mortgage crisis. In addition, and in spite of the seemingly intrac-

table problems we are facing, we also refl ect on some of the opportunities that 

are presented in the years ahead.

Expansion of the Problem to Suburbs and Beyond

“The mortgage crisis is affecting not only inner-city neighborhoods,” notes Requejo 

of the Chicago Community Trust, “but [is] now reaching out to the exurbs — com-

plexes of houses developed on the outskirts of the region, that were affordable only 

because land was cheap. People are now spending huge amounts of money on transpor-

tation in those communities, on heating, and so forth — now unable to pay for them.” 

Essentially, we have whole neighborhoods in inner cities, suburbs and exurbs that are 

unsustainable for families due to the high costs of housing, transportation and energy.

“We need to fund a huge expansion of housing services into the suburbs,” continues 

Requejo, “but the infrastructure is just not always there. We need to have both a strong 

municipality and a strong nonprofi t present, and fi nancial products available to work 

with as a refi nancing tool. Our challenge is to make sure we get into a landscape where 

everyone in the region can have access to good products and can be served by a quality 

network of service providers.”

Renters Affected by Foreclosures

The Woodstock Institute is one of a handful of research organizations looking at 

the effects of foreclosures on rental properties and renters. In its recent Chicago study, 

Woodstock found that 35 percent of foreclosures in that area were small multi-unit 

buildings (that is, properties with six units or fewer). These foreclosures often resulted in 

renter families being displaced, in most cases with little advance notice. These displaced 

renter families are rarely included in broader discussions about the foreclosures problem 

and potential solutions. As one key informant noted, “Don’t forget renters. They have 

very few rights, and they are often being told to vacate a property in violation of their 

rights, and are ending up in emergency shelters.” Clearly, much more research is needed 

about the effects of foreclosures on renters and strategies to address this problem.

More Research on the After-Effects of Foreclosures

Given the scale of this foreclosure crisis, there is much to be learned about the 

short- and long-term effects of foreclosures on families and communities. Some of 

the research questions include: Where do families go when they vacate a home after a 

foreclosure? What services do they need? How does foreclosure affect children in the 

households? How long does it take for them to recover from the fi nancial shock of fore-

closure? Will they ever purchase homes again? Do they become long-term renters? What 

will happen if another six million families lose their homes? What impact will this have 

on communities?

Changing the Frame

We need to shift the focus from blaming the so-called “risky, bad” borrowers to tak-

Displaced renter 
families are 
rarely included 
in broader 
discussions about 
the foreclosures 
problem and 
potential 
solutions.

Challenges and 
Opportunities 
Ahead
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ing a better look at the often careless and sometimes abusive role lenders and 

mortgage brokers played creating this crisis, suggests Solomon Greene of the 

Open Society Institute (OSI). OSI plans include strengthening regulatory poli-

cies that would provide better protection against and oversight of abusive lend-

ing tactics. In addition, it will support fi nancial education and credit reform to 

create a more sustainable infrastructure for wealth building.

Reinvigorating the Mortgage Market

As George McCarthy of the Ford Foundation muses about the future, he 

suggests that “it will soon be time to focus on how to reinvigorate the mort-

gage industry. That policy work has to start soon. Meaningful activity will not 

happen until after the presidential elections, but foundations need to be ready. 

Soon there will be very little access to mortgage products with fl exible under-

writing. There will be strict underwriting and we might return to the days of 20 

percent down payments. No one knows where the housing prices are going to 

go.

“We do know that the historically underserved are not going to get served,” 

continues McCarthy. “Lenders are not going to take the risk. A lending process 

is needed that will serve the underserved. That may include responsible sub-

prime lending. There are also regulatory fi xes that need to happen so we don’t 

end up here again.”

Requiring In-Depth Prepurchase Counseling for Sustainable 

Homeownership

A healthy mortgage market will also include in-depth and long-term prepur-

chase counseling. The counseling process needs to be more formal, unrushed 

and individualized, not one-size-fi ts-all, McCarthy says. “That counseling will 

cost more because it will take time. The industry needs to determine how it can 

link up to and pay for these services. Counseling needs to be required in order 

for people to do it.” Lenders benefi t if there is a long-term relationship between 

a homeowner and a counselor. It can be like an insurance policy. If 

homeowners face a budget glitch because of an unexpected home repair or 

health emergency, they can call for counseling help before they get in deep 

trouble. McCarthy suggests, “Maintain that relationship and obstacles can be 

addressed easier.”

There is ample evidence that prepurchase counseling offers real benefi ts. 

Potential homeowners need to see the value in this. Lenders need to participate. 

The cost of counseling can be shared. McCarthy dryly notes, “We’ve seen the 

cost to society of creating unprepared homeowners.”

There is ample 
evidence that 
prepurchase 
counseling offers 
real benefi ts.
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For the purposes of this paper, eight types of foreclosure intervention strategies 

were defi ned, ranging from planning work to community stabilization efforts. 

Some of these strategies could arguably fall into more than one category.

Type of Strategy Examples of Intervention Activities

Advocacy
■ Direct action and community organizing
■ Grassroots initiatives
■ Campaigns against predatory or abusive lending

Planning and 
Convening 

■ Planning strategies
■ Convening meetings with stakeholders
■ Developing task forces, coalitions or collaboratives to address issues on a 

citywide, regional or statewide basis

Policy and Research

■ Local, state and national policy work
■ Legislative efforts
■ Regulations and enforcement
■ Research on foreclosure activities and impact
■ Identifi cation of current and potential “foreclosure hot spots”
■ Research to plan REO acquisition and stabilization strategies

Outreach and 
Education

■ Marketing efforts and public-awareness campaigns
■ Information and referral services
■ Call centers and telephone hotlines
■ Educational workshops and events
■ Financial education workshops
■ Webinars and online training

Prevention 
Counseling

■ Foreclosure prevention counseling: telephonic, online or face-to-face
■ Homeownership counseling
■ Credit counseling
■ Financial coaching

Intervention 
Activities

■ Refi nance products and services
■ Rescue or “catch up” funds for borrowers
■ Facilitated negotiations with servicers for loan modifi cations
■ Facilitated property dispositions (e.g., short sale, deed-in-lieu)

Legal Services

■ Legal counseling and advice
■ Lawsuits against fraudulent lending and real estate activities
■ Legal toolkits and information
■ Model legislation
■ Addressing foreclosure rescue scams
■ Legal services for renters facing evictions due to foreclosure
■ Document reviews
■ Court-ordered loan workouts

Community 
Stabilization

■ Acquisition and disposition of REO and vacant properties
■ Bulk acquisition of REO properties
■ Adaptive reuse of abandoned properties
■ Land banks
■ Land trusts
■ Code enforcement, rehab or demolition of vacant properties

Types of 
Foreclosure 
Intervention 
Strategies
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In addition to the eight types of strategies outlined above, additional approaches in-

clude:

■ Providing general operating support and building capacity among nonprofi ts ad-

dressing the problem.

■ Building national infrastructure to deal with regional or national implications of 

the problem.

■ Developing messaging campaigns about the causes and consequences of the fore-

closure crisis to counteract misinformation in the media.

Selected Foundations Investing in Foreclosure Intervention Activities

This table is based on responses to a 2008 NFG survey in which foundations were asked 

to identify their investments in foreclosure intervention activities.

Foundation 
Name

Annual 
Giving

Location 
Focus

Type of 
Foundation Foreclosure Strategies

<$250K

$250K–

$500K

$500K–$1M

$1M–$5M

>$5M

(private, 

public, 

community, 

family, 

corporate, 

religious, 

other)

(advocacy, planning and convening, 

policy and research, outreach/

education, prevention counseling, 

intervention, legal services, 

community stabilization)

Abell Foundation $1M–$5M
Baltimore 
Area

Private

Advocacy
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Legal services
Community stabilization

Mary Reynolds 
Babcock 
Foundation

>$5M
Southeast 
U.S.

Family
Policy and research
Prevention counseling

Bank of America 
Foundation

>$5M National Corporate Community stabilization

The Boston 
Foundation

$1M–$5M Boston Area Community Community stabilization 

Butler Family 
Fund

$500K–$1M National Family
Advocacy work
Policy and research
Prevention counseling

California 
Community 
Foundation

>$5M Los Angeles Community

Advocacy work
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Community stabilization
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Foundation 
Name

Annual 
Giving

Location 
Focus

Type of 
Foundation Foreclosure Strategies

The Annie 
E. Casey 
Foundation

$1–5M
Key Target 
Cities

Private

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Community stabilization 
Intervention

The Chicago 
Community Trust

>$5M Chicago Area Community 

Policy and research
Planning and convening
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Community stabilization

The Cleveland 
Foundation

>$5M
Greater
Cleveland

Community

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Community stabilization 
Intervention

The Ford 
Foundation

>$5M

New 
York City, 
Michigan, 
National

International

Advocacy
Policy and research
Planning and convening 
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Legal services
Community stabilization

The Goldseker 
Foundation

$1M–$5M
Baltimore 
Area

Private

Policy and research
Planning and convening
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling 
Intervention
Legal services
Community stabilization

George Gund 
Foundation >$5M

Greater 
Cleveland 
Area

Family

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Community stabilization

Walter and Elise 
Haas Fund >$5M

San 
Francisco 
Bay Area

Family

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Legal services
Community stabilization
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Foundation 
Name

Annual 
Giving

Location 
Focus

Type of 
Foundation Foreclosure Strategies

The F.B. Heron 
Foundation

>$5M

Appalachia,
New 
York City, 
Mississippi 
Delta, Texas, 
Michigan, 
National

Private

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Community stabilization

Hudson-Webber 
Foundation

>$5M Detroit Area Family 

Planning and convening
Policy and research
Prevention counseling
Intervention

Hyams 
Foundation, Inc.

$500K–$1M
Boston and 
Chelsea, 
Mass.

Private 
Policy and research
Community stabilization

The Kresge
Foundation

>$5M National
Private

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Community stabilization
Legal services

John D. and 
Catherine T. 
MacArthur 
Foundation

>$5M Chicago Area Private 

Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention 

The McKnight 
Foundation

>$5M Minnesota
Private
Family 

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Legal services
Community stabilization

Needmor 
Foundation

$1M–$5M National Family 

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Community stabilization

New York 
Foundation

$1M–$5M
New York 
City Metro 
Area

Private

Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling

Open Society 
Institute

>$5M
New York 
City and 
Baltimore

Private

Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Legal services
Community stabilization
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Foundation 
Name

Annual 
Giving

Location 
Focus

Type of 
Foundation Foreclosure Strategies

The William 
Penn Foundation

>$5M
Philadelphia, 
Pa., and 
Camden, N.J.

Private

Advocacy
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Intervention

The Pew 
Charitable Trusts

>$5M National Private 
Policy and research
Outreach and education

Polk Bros. 
Foundation

>$5M Chicago Private
Prevention counseling
Legal services
Community stabilization

St. Luke’s 
Foundation of 
Cleveland, Ohio

>$5M
Greater 
Cleveland 
Area

Private

Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention

The Skillman 
Foundation

>$5M
Detroit 
Region

Private

Advocacy
Planning and convening
Policy and research
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling
Intervention
Community stabilization

Surdna 
Foundation

>$5M National Family 
Policy and research
Prevention counseling
Community stabilization

Victoria 
Foundation

>$5M Newark, N.J. Private
Outreach and education
Prevention counseling

The Raymond 
John Wean 
Foundation

<$250K
Northeast 
Ohio

Family 
Planning and convening 
Intervention

The Woods Fund 
of Chicago

$1M–$5M
Chicago 
Metro Area

Private
Advocacy
Policy and research
General operating support
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Advocacy

Strategy: Supporting Direct Action to Stop Foreclosures in Cleveland

Location: Cleveland, Ohio

Foundation Name: The George Gund Foundation

Grantee: East Side Organizing Project

Foundation Support Amount: $20,000

Year: 2006, 2007

Type of Funding: Economic Development and Community Revitalization

Results: “We supported a traditional organizing project [in Cleveland], the East Side 

Organizing Project, to help them organize and respond to the foreclosure crisis,” notes 

Robert Jaquay, associate director of the George Gund Foundation. “They used direct ac-

tions against mortgage brokers and predatory lenders. They were able to negotiate an op-

erating agreement with lenders and servicers to renegotiate ARMs, provide triage on other 

clients in remediation and complete other constructive deals. They have done hundreds 

of preventions of foreclosures. In essence, they created a template of actions that could be 

imported to other cities.”

Strategy: Providing Early-stage Working Capital

Location: Philadelphia, Pa.

Foundation Name: The William Penn Foundation

Grantee: The Unemployment Information Center

Foundation Support Amount: $82,500

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Environment and Communities, Capacity Building

Duration: 18 months

Results: “Be willing to provide the early-stage working capital,” advises Geraldine Wang, 

program director of the Environment and Communities Program at the William Penn 

Foundation. “Early investments in some organizations are a gamble that can pay off. 

The Unemployment Information Center in Philadelphia is an example of that. William 

Penn provided a grant that allowed the center to develop good relationships with other 

agencies and enabled them to implement a bold plan that resulted in court-ordered loan 

workouts for families facing potential foreclosure. William Penn has also funded ACORN 

to support their efforts in the early stages of the foreclosure process, including knocking 

on doors, working with city housing agencies and providing housing counseling.”

Strategy: Providing Support for Advocacy Work

Location: California

Foundation Name: Walter and Elise Haas Fund

Grantee: Mission Economic Development Agency

Foundation Support Amount: $75,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Economic Development

Duration: Two years

Case Studies 
of Foreclosure 
Intervention 
Strategies



A Neighborhood Funders Group Special Report 23

Results: The Walter and Elise Haas Fund provides funding to the Mission Economic 

Development Agency (MEDA), which focuses on asset-building strategies in the 

Mission District of San Francisco. MEDA’s community planning and policy program 

works to strengthen public policies that create strong and stable communities. Funding 

from Haas is used to strengthen MEDA’s efforts. The Haas Fund also contributes staff 

time to support MEDA’s advocacy work, including the Fair Housing Task Force.

The Haas Fund supports organizations in California that provide advocacy work 

and training and gives feedback on proposals and structure. Amanda Feinstein, Senior 

Program Offi cer, Economic Security at the Haas Fund, says political pressure is needed 

for policy change, noting, “This piece is slow to build [and] there needs to be a grass-

roots outlay to hold policy makers accountable.” Feinstein believes that foundation sup-

port for advocacy groups is important, but they also need backup from political forces.

Planning and Convening

Strategy: Convening Stakeholders to Address Foreclosure Prevention

Location: California

Foundation Name: California Community Foundation

Year: 2008

Results: In an effort to share information on foreclosure work being done in Los 

Angeles County, the California Community Foundation convened all of its grantees that 

were involved in foreclosure prevention (including local governments and those in-

volved in legal aid and counseling) to discuss lessons learned, successes, challenges and 

possible interventions. Grantees noted their struggle with the vacant property issue and 

most of them agreed they were overwhelmed with volume and inadequate staff capacity 

to deal with the problem. Director of Grants Vera DeVera says convening allows groups 

to “see what’s happening on a larger scale.”

Perhaps the largest challenge the groups faced was getting banks and servicers to 

modify or write down loans. Together, the group formulated policy objectives such as 

providing more time for homeowners to come up with alternative plans when faced 

with foreclosure; implementing options for bankruptcy courts to cram down mortgage 

principal and interest rate reductions; ensuring that investors are responsible for preda-

tory loans purchased; holding brokers accountable for providing fraudulent informa-

tion to lenders; outlawing negative amortization, and more. The group also determined 

communication actions to take such as demonstrating real stories to the media, sharing 

data, providing information to policy makers, creating an e-mail network for advocacy 

outreach and fi nding options for families whose homes cannot be saved.

(Note: This example would also qualify as a Policy and Research strategy.)

Strategy: Using an Existing Collaborative to Stimulate Regional and Statewide Action 

in Minnesota

Location: North Minneapolis and East St. Paul, Minn.

Foundation Name: The McKnight Foundation

Grantee: The Minnesota Foreclosure Partners Council (through the Family Housing Fund)
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Foundation Support Amount: $12 million

Year: Began in 2008

Type of Funding: Program/Project

Duration: Three years

Results: In Minnesota, the foreclosure problem began early in two Twin Cities neigh-

borhoods — North Minneapolis and East St. Paul — which both have high poverty 

and unemployment rates. Gradually, the foreclosure issue spread to the suburbs and to 

communities across the state. Foreclosure has also begun to affect homeowners beyond 

those with subprime loans. “This is a huge issue that many communities are facing,” 

notes Sarah Hernandez, program offi cer at The McKnight Foundation. “It requires the 

resources and support of organizations working together. It can’t be done by one foun-

dation, one city entity or one nonprofi t.”

A strong nonprofi t- and government-agency infrastructure already existed in the 

Twin Cities region. Therefore, it was logical to use this infrastructure as the basis 

for regional and statewide action through an existing collaborative, the Minnesota 

Foreclosure Partners Council (MFPC). In response to the growing need, the MFPC has 

been moving to a statewide approach. General operating support from The McKnight 

Foundation and other sources has allowed skilled and knowledgeable organizations to 

take the lead in designing a collaborative and comprehensive approach to address fore-

closure issues. Capacity building and general operating funding has been important to 

remedy a lack of foreclosure counseling.

Strategy: Forming Coalitions to Reach More People in Need in Baltimore

Location: Baltimore, Md.

Foundation Name: Goldseker Foundation

Grantee: Baltimore Homeownership Preservation Coalition

Foundation Support Amount: $60,000

Year: 2007

Type of Funding: Community Affairs

Duration: 12 months

Results: The Baltimore Homeownership Preservation Coalition was formed in 2005 in 

response to the issue of foreclosure in the city of Baltimore. The coalition is supported 

by a number of partners, including the Goldseker Foundation, the Abell Foundation, 

the Baltimore Community Foundation, the Baltimore Neighborhood Collaborative 

and the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Other partners include public and private funders, 

lenders and nonprofi t practitioners. These partners are working together to imple-

ment programs and policies to reduce foreclosures and high-cost lending practices in 

Baltimore. The goal is to preserve and increase the assets of families, which in turn sup-

ports the revitalization of neighborhoods and the city as a whole.

“Working on the foreclosure issue is more than just investing in grants to particular 

groups,” says Laurie Latuda, program offi cer at the Goldseker Foundation. “Foundations 

should think about the role that they can play to bring people to the table. The impact of con-

vening supporters can be greater than any dollar amount given. The coalition has over 60 par-

ticipating members and this has allowed for much greater impact with a modest investment.”
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Strategy: Supporting a Centralized Foreclosure Prevention and Response Offi ce in 

Detroit

Location: Detroit, Mich.

Foundation Names: Kresge Foundation

Grantee: Detroit Economic Growth Corporation

Foundation Support Amount: $750,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Program Support

Duration: Three years

Results: The city of Detroit has one of the highest home-foreclosure rates in the na-

tion. To address this crisis, several Michigan-based foundations have joined together to 

support the Detroit Offi ce of Foreclosure Prevention and Response. These foundations 

include the Kresge Foundation, the Hudson-Webber Foundation, the McGregor Fund, 

the Skillman Foundation and the Community Foundation for Southeast Michigan. In 

the past, efforts were uneven and there was a need for a more coordinated response. The 

offi ce will be a central point for developing and implementing strategies to address fore-

closure issues in Detroit more effectively.

One key goal for the Kresge Foundation and other partners in the Detroit Offi ce of 

Foreclosure Prevention and Response is developing a data platform for decision making 

about foreclosure-related issues. The offi ce is working with Social Compact to create a 

state-of-the-art neighborhood assessment tool. This sophisticated tool will give pre-

foreclosure information (as early as 14 days in arrears) for parcels throughout the city. 

The tool will provide an “early warning system” for particular neighborhoods facing 

foreclosure and vacancy problems. The project will also include a network of resources, 

such as agencies that provide counseling.

Strategy: Partnering with the City of New York to Coordinate Services

Location: New York, N.Y.

Foundation Names: The F.B. Heron Foundation

Grantee: The Center for New York City Neighborhoods

Foundation Support Amount: $75,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: General support

Results: The Center for New York City Neighborhoods (CNYCN) was founded in 2008 

by the City of New York, the New York City Council and nonprofi t partners to provide 

greater coordination among foreclosure-prevention service providers in New York City. 

The Center acts as the primary resource institution directing borrowers to legal assis-

tance, housing counseling services, foreclosure education and advocacy groups. It also 

provides technical assistance to build capacity among the various stakeholders. Its main 

goal is to ensure sustainable homeownership and prevent neighborhood destabilization. 

Advocacy work has included promoting a state law that mandates all borrowers who 

have high-cost loans and are facing foreclosure to attend a mandatory court conference 

where the borrower, a housing counselor and the lender sit before a judge to discuss the 

borrower’s options. The Center has been coordinating these appointments.
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Along with signifi cant public commitments, the CNYCN has secured contribu-

tions from the Open Society Institute, the Heron Foundation, the Ford Foundation, 

the Rockefeller Foundation, Robin Hood, NeighborWorks America, Freddie Mac, Bank 

of America, Citi Foundation, Countrywide, Deutsche Bank, Fannie Mae, JP Morgan 

Chase, Mizuho Corporate Bank, Ltd., HSBC and several others.

Policy and Research

Strategy: Advocating for New State Legislation in Minnesota

Location: Minnesota

Foundation Name: The McKnight Foundation

Grantee: Minnesota Foreclosure Partners Council (through the Family Housing Fund)

Foundation Support Amount: Part of the $12 million awarded in 2008

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Program/Project

Duration: Three years

Results: The Minnesota Foreclosure Partners Council, with the support of The 

McKnight Foundation and other partners, helped to get state legislation passed to fi ght 

predatory lending practices. Members have pursued lawsuits against predatory lenders.

The Council has also commissioned research on foreclosure issues. Getting detailed 

data is critical to develop good strategies, ground a partnership and raise resources for 

implementation. Minnesota Housing used its research to secure a major federal foreclo-

sure-counseling grant. Effective research can change how people understand and address a 

problem. For example, one stunning revelation was that 50 percent of foreclosed properties 

in Hennepin County were renter-occupied. Since then, laws have been passed to provide 

tenants with a notice of pending sheriff ’s sales and to make foreclosure-counseling resourc-

es available to them.

Strategy: Filling the Need for Foreclosure-Related Research in Chicago

Location: Chicago, Ill.

Foundation Name: Chicago Community Trust

Grantee: Woodstock Institute and DePaul University Real Estate Center

Foundation Support Amount: $50,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Grant and contract

Duration: One year

Results: The Chicago Community Trust learned early in the housing crisis about the 

need for research and information sharing related to foreclosures and responses. “For 

example, we didn’t know what the map looked like in terms of product availability in 

the region,” says Roberto Requejo, program offi cer at the Trust. “And we still have no 

knowledge about the effectiveness of many of these refi nancing and counseling pro-

grams. We know that some borrowers in trouble have gotten a loan modifi cation or 

refi nance, but what percent of those families are re-defaulting on their modifi ed or refi -

nanced properties once they are vacated?”
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The Trust’s effort began with a report that was co-funded by the MacArthur 

Foundation called The Foreclosure Crisis in the Chicago Area: Facts, Trends and 

Responses. (The report is available at www.chicagofed.org/cedric/fi les/young_foreclo-

sure_crisis.pdf.) The Trust contracted with a researcher at DePaul University, and used 

data from the Woodstock Institute and other resources. “This research gave our task 

forces who are working on this crisis a place to start, and helped guide us as funders,” 

says Requejo. “Now that our Regional Action Plan is out, we are planning on transform-

ing the paper into a Web-based ‘virtual coordination’ tool for organizations working on 

solutions for our region. The website will build on the paper’s sections and be a place 

where people can add and retrieve data on foreclosures, and engage in conversations 

about the implementation of the plan, the effectiveness of the responses and the differ-

ent legislation and policies.”

Strategy: Moving Toward Real-Time Mapping of Foreclosures in the City of Baltimore

Location: Baltimore, Md.

Foundation Name: Goldseker Foundation

Grantee: Baltimore Neighborhood Indicators Alliance (BNIA) through the Baltimore 

Homeownership Preservation Coalition

Foundation Support Amount: $5,000

Year: 2006/2007

Type of Funding: Established Program Areas, Community Affairs

Duration: The funds for BNIA were portions of grants made to the Baltimore 

Homeownership Preservation Coalition for research and evaluation ($75,000 in 2006 

and $60,000 in 2007)

Results: The Goldseker Foundation has supported the Baltimore Homeownership 

Preservation Coalition’s work with the Baltimore Neighborhood Indicators Alliance 

(www.ubalt.edu/bnia/indicators/index.html) for a system of real-time mapping of 

foreclosures in the city. On this website, residents and neighborhood advocates can see 

what’s going on in their neighborhoods. Neighborhood groups, city offi cials and local 

agencies hope to use this information to proactively address local issues. The funds also 

covered costs associated with hiring a consultant to explore outcomes and set goals for 

the future.

Strategy: Creating an Effective Parcel-Based Information System in Cleveland

Location: Greater Cleveland, Ohio, area

Foundation Name: Cleveland Foundation

Grantee: Neighborhood Progress Inc.

Foundation Support Amount: $150,000

Year: 2007

Type of Funding: Civic Board Designated

Duration: One year

Results: Neighborhood Progress Inc. (NPI) is a major recipient of grant funds from the 

Cleveland Foundation and acts as an intermediary for foreclosure-related services and 

technical support in the Greater Cleveland area. “If I were to identify some of our really 

http://www.chicagofed.org/cedric/files/young_foreclosure_crisis.pdf
http://www.ubalt.edu/bnia/indicators/index.html
http://www.chicagofed.org/cedric/files/young_foreclosure_crisis.pdf
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big victories, data systems improvements would be it,” says Frank Ford, vice president 

for research and development at NPI. Four years ago, NPI and Enterprise Community 

Partners assisted Case Western Reserve University to add parcel-based data to a system 

it had been developing. CWRU now has parcel-level county auditor data, tax records, 

county recorder data (deeds and mortgages), court data on foreclosures, water and 

sewer data (which are indicators of vacant properties), code enforcement and code vio-

lation data (still a work in progress) and sheriff ’s sale records. With this data, the system 

can track:

■ Foreclosures;

■ Originators of loans (indicating which lenders are most responsible); and

■ On the back end, who are the most frequent buyers at sheriff ’s sales.

The data system is called NEOCANDO (North East Ohio Community and 

Neighborhood Data for Organizing), and is available at http://neocando.case.edu/can-

do/index.jsp. Utilizing this data, CWRU has produced some very powerful analyses of 

the foreclosure program, available through this site.

Outreach and Education

Strategy: Supporting a Comprehensive Approach to Outreach in Baltimore

Location: Baltimore, Md.

Foundation Name: Goldseker Foundation

Grantee: Baltimore Homeownership Preservation Coalition

Foundation Support Amount: $75,000

Year: 2007

Type of Funding: $50,000 for marketing and outreach, $25,000 for research and evaluation

Duration: 18 months

Results: The Baltimore Homeownership Preservation Coalition hosts an extraordi-

narily helpful website that offers a wide range of information, materials, and referrals for 

consumers and partners. The national HOPE Hotline is strongly promoted, which pro-

vides homeowners with free advice and connections to local housing counseling agen-

cies. The website offers “Help for Homebuyers,” a list of resources and referrals to local 

services such as the Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development, 

Baltimore Housing (and its “More House 4 Less” program) and Civil Justice, a nonprof-

it legal organization that offers free legal services.

The website also offers “Tips to Avoid Foreclosure” with suggestions on what a 

homeowner should do if a mortgage payment is missed. It warns against foreclosure 

rescue scams, and advises homeowners to call their lenders immediately if problems 

arise. It lists some of the workout options that may be available, such as forbearance, 

repayment plans and short sales. It also details strategies such as prepurchase counseling 

and education aimed at reducing the risk of foreclosure when purchasing or refi nancing 

a home. The website provides information on home maintenance and repair programs 

offered by reputable local organizations. On the lighter side, it also promotes Judge 

Smartt, a humorous and educational DVD that uses a court TV drama format to edu-

http://neocando.case.edu/can-do/index.jsp
http://neocando.case.edu/can-do/index.jsp
http://neocando.case.edu/can-do/index.jsp
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cate consumers about predatory practices.

The Goldseker Foundation made a $50,000 grant to the coalition to market its 

“Mortgage Late? Don’t Wait” campaign, which encourages people to call the toll-free 

HOPE Hotline (1-888-995-HOPE), sponsored by the Homeownership Preservation 

Foundation. Ads were placed on public spaces such as bus shelters, city buses and bill-

boards. This marketing campaign was so successful that it was adopted by the governor 

of Maryland and is now used statewide.

Prevention Counseling

Strategy: Building Nonprofi t Capacity in Cleveland

Location: Cleveland, Ohio

Foundation Name: George Gund Foundation

Grantee: Cleveland Housing Network

Foundation Support Amount: $80,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Economic Development and Community Revitalization

Results: “We are trying to understand the nature of the crisis and trying to build the 

‘magnifi cent capacity’ of the nonprofi t system to solve the problems of this horrible cri-

sis — to ameliorate constructively and build systematic solutions,” states Robert Jaquay, 

associate director of the George Gund Foundation. The George Gund and Cleveland 

foundations have been “substantial, patient, long-term supporters of building capacity 

in nonprofi ts for real estate, counseling and foreclosure work in creative and construc-

tive ways. We’ve been well served and our philanthropy has done good things by pa-

tiently sticking with building nonprofi t capacity — consistently building adaptive and 

responsive nonprofi t capacity over the long term (not three years and out).” Thus, the 

foundation provided the Cleveland Housing Network with $80,000 in 2008 to respond 

to the foreclosure crisis in Cleveland.

Strategy: Doubling Foreclosure Counseling Capacity in Minnesota

Location: Minnesota

Foundation Names: The McKnight Foundation, Minnesota Housing, the Family 

Housing Fund, the Greater Minnesota Housing Fund and Hennepin County

Grantee: Minnesota Foreclosure Partners Council (through the Family Housing Fund)

Results: Seeing a lack of capacity related to foreclosure counseling, the Minnesota 

Foreclosure Partners Council developed a capacity-building initiative that included fund-

ing from The McKnight Foundation, Minnesota Housing, the Family Housing Fund, the 

Greater Minnesota Housing Fund and Hennepin County. This initiative will double the 

number of foreclosure-prevention counselors in the state and is expected to serve 27,000 

at-risk homeowners and 2,700 tenants living in foreclosure-affected properties.

Strategy: Funding a Platform to Assist Foreclosure Counselors with Loan Modifi cations

Location: Atlanta, Ga.

Foundation Name: Ford Foundation
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Grantee: Consumer Credit Counseling Services (CCCS) of Atlanta

Foundation Support Amount: $2 million

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: One-time, Economic Development

Duration: Two years

Results: The Ford Foundation has provided a $2 million capacity-building grant to 

Consumer Credit Counseling Services (CCCS) of Atlanta to scale up an “early resolu-

tion platform” to assist consumers facing foreclosure. The goal of this program is to 

help foreclosure counselors obtain accelerated solutions for their customers in crisis. 

When implemented, the program will connect CCCS counselors with the same soft-

ware that loan servicers use, so they will know the procedures through which mortgages 

can be modifi ed and thus be more helpful to homeowners by having a better capacity 

to explain the options available. The program saves time by enabling counselors to get 

relevant information on clients and their mortgages directly to mortgage servicers. It 

will help accelerate loan modifi cation approvals, rather than going back and forth with 

overwhelmed servicers.

Strategy: Building Counseling Capacity in Baltimore and Maryland

Location: Baltimore, Md.

Foundation Name: Goldseker Foundation

Grantee: St. Ambrose Housing Aid Center

Foundation Support Amount: $100,000

Year: 2007

Type of Funding: Community Development

Results: “Housing counseling is the bread and butter [for foreclosure prevention servic-

es in Baltimore] and there is still great demand,” says Laurie Latuda, program offi cer of 

the Goldseker Foundation. Thus, Goldseker has made early and ongoing investments in 

foreclosure counseling in Baltimore to help expand the pool of counselors and provide 

training opportunities. “The Foundation understands that housing counselors are lim-

ited in what they can do; counselors cannot always solve the issues facing every person 

who walks through the door, and so the expectations for success are not just the number 

of people saved from foreclosure.”

Strategy: Providing Grants to Expand Foreclosure Counseling in Detroit

Location: Detroit, Mich.

Foundation Name: The Kresge Foundation

Grantee: Southwest Housing Solutions

Foundation Support Amount: $500,000

Year: 2007

Type of Funding: Program Support

Duration: One year

Results: The Kresge Foundation has made grants to counseling organizations within 

the city of Detroit so that they can help borrowers who are at risk of foreclosure or in 

the process of undergoing foreclosure. Detroit is fortunate to have Southwest Housing 
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Solutions (SHS), which has a nationally recognized foreclosure-counseling program. 

Kresge invests in SHS to increase its capacity to provide counseling on foreclosure pre-

vention and intervention to troubled borrowers.

Strategy: Providing Grants to Foreclosure Counselors in California

Location: California

Foundation Name: California Community Foundation

Grantee: California Reinvestment Coalition

Foundation Support Amount: $150,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Neighborhood Revitalization

Results: The California Community Foundation, along with 10 fi nancial institutions 

and the San Francisco Foundation, provided the California Reinvestment Coalition 

with $5.3 million to be granted to mortgage counseling agencies throughout California. 

These funds have been used to increase the number of mortgage counselors throughout 

the state who are helping families that live in low- to moderate-income neighborhoods 

and are facing loan defaults and foreclosure. As of January 2009, 60 new mortgage 

counselors had been hired throughout the state. Counselors prevented an average of 

31 foreclosures each in the fi rst six months. To train the new counselors, CRC arranged 

special trainings sessions through NeighborWorks America. The counselors attended 

140 foreclosure trainings in the fi rst six months of the program. The funds provided to 

CRC are also helping mortgage counseling agencies reach out to working families faced 

with foreclosure.

Financial institutions that funded the $5.3 million initiative were Merrill 

Lynch, HSBC-North America, Wachovia Bank, Comerica Bank, Wells Fargo Bank, 

Countrywide Financial, Citi, Bank of America, Washington Mutual, JP Morgan Chase, 

San Francisco Foundation and the California Community Foundation.

Intervention Activities

Strategy: Re-engineering Ineffective Refi nance Products in Michigan

Location: Michigan

Foundation Name: Ford Foundation

Grantee: CEDAM (Community Economic Development Association of Michigan)

Foundation Support Amount: $250,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: One-time, Economic Development

Duration: One year

Results: The Ford Foundation is supporting CEDAM and its statewide foreclosure 

prevention task force in Michigan, in partnership with the Michigan State Housing 

Development Authority (MSHDA). As part of this effort, CEDAM is trying to develop a 

more effective refi nance product through MSHDA. “CEDAM is working with MSHDA 

to fi gure out what the product would look like and what credit the borrower would 

need to make it work,” says George McCarthy, program offi cer at the Ford Foundation. 
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“Many refi nance loan programs are ineffective because the take-out sources are conser-

vative and they cannot underwrite the properties due to declining property values or the 

borrower’s declining credit.”

CEDAM, Detroit HOPE, Southwest Housing Solutions and the Michigan 

Community Action Agency Association (MCAAA) are all key players in implementing 

this statewide effort. The Council of Michigan Foundations has been engaged with this 

effort as well. Ongoing activities and resources can be tracked through CEDAM’s web-

site (www.cedam.info/foreclosure.htm). A critical goal of the task force is to strengthen 

the state’s weak lending laws and mortgage broker regulations.

Strategy: Funding a Foreclosure Rescue Program in Newaygo County, Mich.

Location: Michigan

Foundation Name: Fremont Area Community Foundation

Grantee: Newaygo County Community Services (NCCS) Center for Nonprofi t Housing

Foundation Support Amount: $93,000

Duration: One Year

Results: The Fremont Area Community Foundation (FACF), which serves Newaygo 

County, began working with the Newaygo County Community Services Center for 

Nonprofi t Housing to consider potential strategies to alleviate foreclosure problems in 

their area. The foundation gave a $93,000 grant for foreclosure prevention programs, 

including counseling and education.

About one-quarter of the grant amount was used to provide $1,000 grants to home-

owners to help them avoid foreclosure. Each individual grant is contingent upon the 

borrower creating a workout plan with his or her lender and obtaining foreclosure pre-

vention counseling. Between October 2007 and March 2008, the NCCS Center helped 

111 clients address their foreclosure issues. Of those clients, 101 were able to avoid fore-

closure.

Strategy: Supporting Home Repair Services in Grand Rapids, Mich.

Location: Michigan

Foundation Name: Grand Rapids Community Foundation

Grantee: Home Repair Services

Foundation Support Amount: $120,000

Year: 2007-2009

Type of Funding: Community Development

Duration: Three years

Results: The Grand Rapids Community Foundation gave $120,000 over the course of 

three years to Home Repair Services, an agency in Kent County that is working to help 

people retain homeownership and avoid foreclosure through home maintenance as-

sistance and counseling services. The agency offers home maintenance classes, a tool 

lending library and a resale program that sells donated items such as cabinets and light 

fi xtures to lower-income households at low prices. The Grand Rapids Community 

Foundation also supported the capital campaigns of Home Repair Services and pro-

vided other start-up grants. In 2007, the foundation gave the agency a $50,000 grant to 

http://www.cedam.info/foreclosure.htm
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hire a foreclosure-prevention counselor who provides fi nancial and foreclosure counsel-

ing as well as case management and lender advocacy to families in need. Home Repair 

Services also holds “Money Matters” group educational sessions.

Legal Services

Strategy: Supporting Statewide Legal Services for Homeowners Facing Foreclosure in 

Michigan

Location: Michigan

Foundation Name: Ford Foundation

Grantee: Legal Services of Southeast Michigan

Foundation Support Amount: $800,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: One-time Economic Development

Duration: Three years

Results: The Ford Foundation is supporting a statewide effort in Michigan to provide 

legal representation for homeowners facing foreclosure, a collaboration between Legal 

Services of Southeast Michigan and the National Consumer Law Center in Boston. The 

effort will provide legal services to cover all counties in the state but will focus on south-

east Michigan, where the largest foreclosure problems exist. The Ford Foundation’s 

grant was matched by the Michigan Bar Foundation.

Strategy: Strengthening Legal Services in Baltimore

Location: Baltimore, Md.

Foundation Name: Abell Foundation

Grantee: Community Law Center

Foundation Support Amount: $50,000 over two years ($25,000 a year for two years)

Year: 2006-2008

Type of Funding: Project specifi c

Duration: Two years

Results: The Abell Foundation supports the Community Law Center, a legal aid cen-

ter in Baltimore that is working to strengthen lending regulatory practices. After a city 

law was passed banning placement of “We buy houses” signs on public property, the 

Community Law Center pursued operators of other foreclosure rescue scams based on 

tracking the contact information provided on the signs. The Community Law Center is 

working with partners — including the Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and 

Regulation, and the Maryland Attorney General’s Offi ce — to put together and share 

information on these scammers to enforce existing laws.

Strategy: Funding a Legal Services Help Line for Distressed Borrowers in Pennsylvania

Location: Pennsylvania

Foundation Name: William Penn Foundation

Grantee: Regional Housing Legal Services (RHLS)

Foundation Support Amount: $500,000
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Year: 2007

Type of Funding: Environment and Community, Regional Prosperity

Duration: Two years

Results: The William Penn Foundation has funded Regional Housing Legal Services, 

which operates a Help Center to assist homeowners who face foreclosure. RHLS helps 

homeowners take advantage of a program offered by the Pennsylvania Housing Finance 

Authority (PFHA) called the Homeowners Emergency Mortgage Assistance Program, 

or HEMAP. As RHLS describes it on its website, “HEMAP helps people bring their 

mortgage payments up-to-date through a loan from the state, as long as they have a rea-

sonable prospect of resuming full mortgage payments within two years.” However, many 

homeowners are unsuccessful in accessing the program. Clients who go to the HEMAP 

Help Center have a success rate of 40 to 50 percent, which is nearly double the rate of 

those who do not, according to Mark Schwartz of RHLS. Since the beginning of 2007, 

RHLS has provided assistance to nearly 700 households throughout Pennsylvania.

RHLS also helps advocate for homeowners through another PFHA loan program 

called HERO, whereby the agency negotiates the purchase of the fi rst mortgage loan 

from a lender and then restructures the homeowner’s payments. Schwartz reports that 

94 HERO loans have been restructured, for a total of $13 million, and another 300 

HERO loans are in the pipeline.

Community Stabilization

Strategy: Strengthening Neighborhoods in Cleveland through Strategic Property 

Redevelopment

Location: Cleveland, Ohio

Foundation Names: Cleveland Foundation, the George Gund Foundation

Grantee: Neighborhood Progress, Inc

Foundation Support Amount: $150,000 from the Cleveland Foundation and $50,000 

from the Gund Foundation

Year: 2007

Duration: One year

Results: The Cleveland Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, and the Enterprise 

Foundation are working jointly in Cleveland to support an innovative neighborhood re-

development strategy coordinated by Neighborhood Progress, Inc. (NPI). Unproductive 

vacant land and buildings cost local governments millions of dollars in maintenance 

and lost tax revenue. In addition, their blighting effect contributes to declining property 

values. Vacant structures can attract crime and reduce the competitiveness of a neigh-

borhood as a desirable place to live and work.

The long-term solution to this problem will require not just dealing with the “back 

end” of the foreclosure-abandonment cycle, but also focusing on the “front end” of the 

problem by aggressively preventing foreclosures. “While the community development 

system injects equity in the front door of the neighborhood, predatory lenders, property 

fl ippers and fraudulent mortgagors are mining it, and extracting it out the back door,” 

states Frank Ford, vice president for research and development at NPI.
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Through this initiative, NPI works at multiple levels with many partners to promote 

policy changes that reduce predatory lending and foreclosures, remove systemic ob-

stacles that impede redevelopment of vacant property, identify best practices in vacant 

property reclamation, and develop new tools for fi nancing land assembly and aban-

doned property reclamation.

Strategy: Developing a Vacant Property Toolkit in Detroit

Location: Detroit, Mich.

Foundation Name: Kresge Foundation

Grantee: Community Legal Resources

Foundation Support Amount: $155,250

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: Program Support

Duration: One year

Results: The Kresge Foundation has made grants to Community Legal Resources in 

Detroit to help develop a “vacant property toolkit” for residents and community groups 

to use in dealing with vacant properties in their neighborhoods. The toolkit includes le-

gal information about vacant properties, provides information on what other neighbor-

hoods are doing, and indicates whom to call with vacant property or foreclosure issues.

The grant also established the Community and Property Preservation Program 

(CAPPP), which provides mini-grants to neighborhood associations and community-

based organizations that are incurring costs due to resident-initiated vacant property 

maintenance. The CAPPP program fosters collaboration and supports community or-

ganizing in neighborhoods affected by the foreclosure crisis. 

Strategy: Investing in National Solutions to Community Stabilization

Location: National

Foundation Name: Ford Foundation

Grantee: Housing Partnership Network for the National Community Stabilization 

Trust (NCST)

Foundation Support Amount: $200,000

Year: 2008

Type of Funding: One-time Support, Economic Development

Duration: One year

Results: The Ford Foundation and the MacArthur Foundation have given grants 

of $200,000 to the National Community Stabilization Trust to create its initial work 

plan and assist with organizational development. The NCST (organized by Enterprise 

Community Partners, the Housing Partnership Network, the Local Initiatives Support 

Corporation and NeighborWorks America) is a national facility with the mission of ne-

gotiating with national servicers and large portfolio holders to purchase large blocks of 

REO (real estate owned) vacant and foreclosed properties. It then transfers these REO 

properties to state and local agencies that manage and accelerate the rehabilitation and 

reuse of the properties.

Currently, NCST is executing agreements with national servicers and getting all the 
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pieces of its work plan in place so that it can transact and purchase the REO properties 

in bulk. Ford is also talking about capitalizing this program once the work plan is estab-

lished. The future grant might come in the form of a program-related investment (PRI).

Ford has also invested $3 million in Living Cities to assist a set of 10 local efforts to 

build foreclosure-prevention coalitions at the local level. The main focus of these coali-

tions is to address REOs and vacant properties. George McCarthy, program offi cer at 

the Ford Foundation, notes that “the goal is to fi gure out how to get organized and how 

to acquire and deal with large numbers of REOs such as transfers to community land 

trusts, demolition and the reconfi guration of local areas.” One goal of the NCST is to 

support local efforts to more effectively use the $3.92 billion in federal funds that were 

recently allocated through the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP).

Ford was also the fi rst funder in the National Vacant Properties Campaign, and will 

continue to invest in this effort to help communities prevent abandonment, reclaim va-

cant properties and once again become vital places to live. The campaign is working to 

develop a national network of vacant property practitioners and experts, provide tools 

and research on the issue, make the case for reclamation efforts, and build the capacity 

of local, regional and national practitioners and decision-makers through technical 

assistance and training. The Ford Foundation granted $400,000 (2006-2008) to Smart 

Growth America for the National Vacant Properties Campaign and the Smart Growth 

Leadership Institute.
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Introduction

On July 23, 2008, the Neighborhood Funders Group (NFG) deployed an online 

survey to more than 200 members to assess their views on the current housing 

situation in the United States. The survey also elicited detailed information on 

their efforts and investment in foreclosure prevention activities, as well as any “lessons 

learned” from those efforts. At the survey’s close on Aug. 26, 2008, NFG had received 45 

total surveys, and 37 completed surveys, for a response rate of approximately 20 percent. 

Moreover, 21 respondents agreed to participate in follow-up phone interviews to elabo-

rate on their responses. Details of the responses to this survey are included in Appendix 

H, but a summary of responses is listed below.

Chart 2 shows the distribution of foundation types that responded to the survey. 

More than 50 percent of responding foundations were private, with family foundations 

a distant second at 18 percent. Other responses included community foundations, pub-

lic foundations and other grantmaking institutions.

Public foundation 2%

Private
foundation

51%

Other
grantmaking

institution
11%

Family foundation
18%

Community
foundation 7%

No
response

11%

Chart 2. How would 

you classify your 

foundation type?

More than a quarter of the responding foundations focus their efforts at the city level, 

with an additional 9 percent focusing on the local county. As Chart 3 shows, 20 percent 

of the responding foundations have a national focus, 20 percent have a regional focus, 

and 9 percent have international coverage.

Summary 
of Member 
Responses to 
NFG Survey 
on Foreclosure 
Investments



38 The Foreclosure Crisis: A Blueprint for Foundation Intervention

City 27%

County
9%

International
9%

National 20%

Regional 20%

Specific
neighborhoods

2%

State 2%

No
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Chart 3. What 

geographic area does 

your foundation 

primarily focus on?

The annual grants budgets of responding foundations varied signifi cantly. As shown 

in Chart 4, one foundation (2 percent of the sample) reported a budget of less than 

$500,000, four foundations (9 percent) reported budgets between $500,000 and $1 

million, nine foundations reported budgets between $1 million and $5 million, and 25 

foundations (56 percent) reported budgets greater than $5 million.

Less than $500,000 2%
$500,000 to $1 million

9%

$1 million
to $5 million

20%

More than $5 million
56%

No response
13%

Chart 4. 

Approximately 

how much is your 

foundation’s annual 

grant budget?

Chart 5 shows that the vast majority of foundations report being very concerned 

by the current number of foreclosures in their geographic area. Only one foundation 

is somewhat unconcerned with foreclosures in its operation area, and none report “no 

concern with foreclosures.”
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Moreover, as Chart 6 shows, nearly all foundations expect the foreclosure crisis to 

deepen in their geographic area of operation, with 60 percent expecting foreclosures to 

increase signifi cantly. No foundation reported expecting a decrease in foreclosure activ-

ity in the next year.
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Chart 6. In the next 

year, do you expect 

foreclosures in your 

foundation’s area to:

Similarly, Chart 7 shows that the vast majority of responding foundations 

are very concerned by the current economic situation in their area of opera-

tion. Only one foundation reported being unconcerned by the economic situ-

ation. Chart 8 shows somewhat more optimism about the economy’s pros-

pects over the next year than about the issue of foreclosures. Only 9 percent of 

respondents expect the economy to deteriorate significantly in their geograph-

ic area of operation, though 45 percent expect it to deteriorate somewhat. 
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Twenty percent expect the economy to stay the same, and 11 percent actually 

expect some improvement.
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Chart 7. How 
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economic conditions 

in its geographic 
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Chart 8. In the 

next year, do you 

expect the economic 

conditions in 

your foundation’s 

geographic area to:

Nearly every foundation is involved in some form of foreclosure prevention activity. 

Of the responding foundations, 91 percent reported some involvement in foreclosure 

prevention. Of the two foundations that reported no involvement, one expects to be-

come involved in the next 12 months.
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The responding foundations engage in a wide range of foreclosure prevention activi-

ties. As shown in Table 3, more than 60 percent of the foundations are engaged in fore-

closure policy issues and foreclosure-prevention counseling. Almost half of the founda-

tions are engaged in outreach and education work related to foreclosures, planning and 

convening work, and undertaking strategies for the stabilization of vacant and REO 

(real estate owned) properties. Last, more than a third of the foundations are engaged in 

direct foreclosure interventions such as offering “rescue loans” or refi nancing funds.

Table 3. What types of foreclosure prevention activities is your foundation 

engaged in or funding?
Type of Foreclosure Prevention Activity Frequency Percentage

Foreclosure research 20 56%
Foreclosure policy issues 27 75%
Planning and convening work 21 58%
Outreach and education work on foreclosure 
prevention

22 61%

Foreclosure prevention counseling 26 72%
Foreclosure intervention activities such as 
“rescue loans” or refi nancing funds

18 50%

Strategies for stabilization of vacant/REO 
properties

21 58%

Other foreclosure prevention activities 12 33%

Chart 10 shows how successful the foundations believe that each of their foreclosure 

prevention investments has been. The foundations perceive that their research activities 

have by far been the most successful activity, followed by their activities in foreclosure 

policy issues. Planning and convening work appears to have been somewhat success-

ful, as have outreach and education activities, foreclosure prevention counseling, and 

stabilization of vacant REO properties. Least successful have been intervention activities 
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such as providing “rescue loans” or refi nancing funds.

The foundations were also asked to provide a brief narrative describing their most 

successful foreclosure prevention interventions and any “lessons learned” about their 

investments in foreclosure prevention activities. These responses are included in the ap-

pendices.

0

5

10

15

20

25

Not at all
successful

Somewhat
unsuccessful

Somewhat
successful

Very
successful

OtherStabilization
of

properties

Foreclosure
intervention

Foreclosure
prevention
counseling

Outreach
and

education

Planning
and

convening

Foreclosure
policy issues

Foreclosure
research

Chart 10. How successful has been each of the foreclosure prevention activities 

your foundation has engaged in or funded?

Chart 11 shows that the responding foundations are devoting signifi cant resources 

to combating foreclosures. Almost 20 percent of the foundations are spending more 

than $500,000 on foreclosure prevention activities, with another 7 percent spending be-

tween $250,000 and $500,000. More than a quarter are spending between $100,000 and 

$250,000, with the remaining 16 percent spending less than $100,000.
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Chart 11. 
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in 2007?

The responding foundations were asked whether they were planning to make sig-

nifi cant additional investments in foreclosure prevention activities in the coming year. 

Of the 28 foundations that responded to this question, 21 (75 percent) are planning to 

increase their investments by an average of $1.6 million. However, that average is skewed 

by one foundation that is planning to increase investments by $25 million, and by an-

other planning to increase investments by $8 million. Most of the other foundations are 

planning additional foreclosure investments of between $50,000 and $500,000. Only 

seven of the responding foundations are planning to make no additional investments in 

foreclosure prevention activities.
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While the nation faces unprecedented challenges with the growing foreclosure 

crisis, it’s an encouraging sign that many of the nation’s foundations are 

heavily engaged in and investing in solutions to this problem. This report 

and the accompanying survey by the Neighborhood Funders Group highlight the many 

innovative efforts of a small sampling of the nation’s foundations. It reveals that at least 

21 foundations made major investments in foreclosure intervention activities in 2007-

2008, with even more investments projected in the years ahead.

Many of these foundations are undertaking multiple foreclosure prevention activi-

ties, and believe that they are experiencing at least some success with each of them. 

Moreover, these foundations are mindful of the need to track and evaluate the impact of 

their activities on foreclosures, although it is too early to know which activities will be 

most effective in the long run.

Looking ahead, foundations can play a critical role in fostering public dia-
logue and forging creative responses to the foreclosure crisis, such as:
■ Conducting high-quality research to document the extent and impact of the fore-

closure problem in an area.

■ Convening broad-based coalitions of stakeholders to discuss the problem and work 

collaboratively to implement solutions.

■ Investing in advocacy efforts ranging from legal work to grassroots organizing that 

works to champion the issue, rally public support, and create pressure for public 

policy changes and improved business practices by lenders.

■ Creating public-private partnerships to prevent the crisis from growing and 
to deal with its after-effects.

■ Leveraging resources of other funders to help support and build sustainable capac-

ity for critical foreclosure intervention services.

■ Supporting efforts to create new tools and test new strategies to deal with diffi cult 

problems, such as the adaptive reuse of potentially millions of vacant REO (real es-

tate owned) properties or identifying ways of reinvigorating the nation’s mortgage 

market.

■ Supporting direct delivery of specifi c services to target populations — for example, 

providing legal representation to homeowners facing foreclosure, or supporting ef-

forts to provide assistance to families after foreclosure.

■ Using the availability of foreclosed properties to build inventories of per-
manently affordable housing through land trusts or shared-equity develop-
ments.

■ Helping to direct stimulus money to new ideas rather than old “shovel-
ready” projects that may waste the money. The economic stimulus package 
will be an event of historic proportions — and foundations should be ready 
to help make the best use of it.

Conclusion

While the 
nation faces 
unprecedented 
challenges with 
the growing 
foreclosure 
crisis, it’s an 
encouraging 
sign that many 
of the nation’s 
foundations are 
heavily engaged 
in and investing 
in solutions to 
this problem.
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For its part, the Neighborhood Funders Group will continue to serve as an important 

resource to the foundation community by conducting research among its members, 

documenting innovative strategies and sharing best practices on foreclosure interven-

tion activities.
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Abell Foundation

Tracy Barbour

Program Offi cer for Community 

Development

Tel. 410/547-1300

E-mail: tbarbour@abell.org

Date Interviewed: 8/27/08

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Beadsie Woo

Senior Fellow

Tel. 410/223-2921

E-mail: bwoo@aecf.org

Date Interviewed: 8/8/08

Baltimore Neighborhood Collaborative

Sally Scott

Senior Program Offi cer

Tel. 410/727-0169 x1207

E-mail: sscott@bncbaltimore.org

Date Interviewed: 8/22/08

California Community Foundation

Vera de Vera

Director of Grants

Tel. 213/413-4130

Email: vdevera@ccf-la.org

Date interviewed: 2/3/09

Chicago Community Trust

Roberto Requejo

Program Offi cer

Tel. 312/616-8000 x116

E-mail: robertor@cct.org

Date Interviewed: 8/26/08

Cleveland Foundation

India Pierce Lee

Program Director for Neighborhoods, 

Housing, and Community 

Development

Tel. 216/615-7286

E-mail: ilee@clevefdn.org

Date Interviewed: 8/19/08

Council of Michigan Foundations

Rob Collier

President

Tel. 616/842-7080

E-mail: rcollier@michiganfoundations.org

Date Interviewed: 8/27/08

Dyer-Ives Foundation

Lee Nelson Weber

Neighborhood Initiative Director

Tel. 616/454-4502

E-mail: lnweber@dyer-ives.org

Date Interviewed: 8/20/08

Family Housing Fund

Pam Zagaria

Vice President

Tel. 612/375-9644

E-mail: pzagaria@fhfund.org

Date Interviewed: 8/27/08

Family Housing Fund

Lowell Yost

Homeownership Program Director

Tel. 612/375-9644

E-mail: lyost@fhfund.org

Date Interviewed: 8/27/08

Appendix A.
Key Informants

NFG and the author would like to sincerely thank the following individuals for their 

assistance with interviews for this paper.
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The F.B. Heron Foundation

Dana Bezerra-Pancrazi

Program Offi cer

Tel. 212/404-1816

E-mail: dpancrazi@heronfdn.org

Date Interviewed: 8/11/08

The F.B. Heron Foundation

John Weiler

Senior Program Offi cer

Tel. 212/404-1831

E-mail: jweiler@heronfdn.org

Date Interviewed: 8/11/08

Ford Foundation

George McCarthy

Program Offi cer

Tel. 212/573-4778

E-mail: g.mccarthy@fordfound.org

Date Interviewed: 8/22/08

The George Gund Foundation

Robert Jaquay

Associate Director

Tel. 216/241-3114

E-mail: rjaquay@gundfdn.org

Goldseker Foundation

Laurie Latuda

Program Offi cer

Tel. 410/837-6115

Email: 

lmlatuda@goldsekerfoundation.org

Date Interviewed: 8/5/08

Kresge Foundation

Wendy Jackson

Program Offi cer

Tel. 248/643-9630 x535

E-mail: wljackson@kresge.org

Date Interviewed: 8/6/08

Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation

Dawkins Hodges

Program Offi cer

Tel. 336/748-9222 x206

E-mail: dhodges@mrbf.org

Date Interviewed: 8/13/08

The McKnight Foundation

Sarah Hernandez

Program Offi cer

Tel. 612/333-4220

E-mail: shernandez@mcknight.org

Date Interviewed: 8/12/08 and 8/27/08

Minnesota Foreclosure Partners Council

Melissa Manderschied

Consultant

Tel. 612/337-9274

E-mail: MManderschied@Kennedy-

Graven.com

Date Interviewed: 8/13/08

Needmor Fund

Dave Beckwith

Executive Director

Tel. 419/255-5560

E-mail: dbeckwith@needmorfund.org

Date Interviewed: 8/29/08

Neighborhood Progress, Inc.

Frank Ford

Vice President for Research and 

Development

Tel: 216/830-2770 x218

E-mail: fi f@NeighborhoodProgress.org

Date Interviewed: 8/19/08

Saint Luke’s Foundation of Cleveland, 

Ohio

Denise San Antonio Zeman

President/CEO

Tel. 216/431-8010

E-mail: dzeman@saintlukesfoundation.org

Date Interviewed: 8/14/08

mailto:dpancrazi@heronfdn.org
mailto:jweiler@heronfdn.org
mailto:mccarthy@fordfound.org
mailto:rjaquay@gundfdn.org
mailto:lmlatuda@goldsekerfoundation.org
mailto:wljackson@kresge.org
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Skillman Foundation

Edward Egnatios

Program Offi cer

Tel. 313/393-1290

E-mail: eegnatios@skillman.org

Date Interviewed: 8/25/08

Walter and Elise Haas Fund

Amanda Feinstein
Program Offi cer

Tel. 415/398-4474

Email: Amanda@haassr.org

Interview Date: 2/2/09

William Penn Foundation

Geraldine Wang

Program Director, Environment and 

Communities Program

Tel. 215/988-1830

E-mail: gwang@wpennfdn.org

Date Interviewed: 8/13/08

Woods Fund of Chicago

Jeff Pinzino

Program Offi cer

Tel. 312/782-2698 x103

E-mail: jpinzino@woodsfund.org

Date Interviewed: 8/26/08

mailto:eegnatios@skillman.org
mailto:Amanda@haassr.org
mailto:gwang@wpennfdn.org
mailto:jpinzino@woodsfund.org


A Neighborhood Funders Group Special Report 49

Stakeholders
Estimated 
Cost per 

Foreclosure
Source/Basis:

Homeowner $7,200
Anna Moreno, “The Cost of Mortgage 
Foreclosure Prevention.” Minneapolis: 
Family Housing Fund, 1995.

Lender/Servicer $50,000

Desiree Hatcher, “Foreclosure 
Alternatives: A Case for Preserving 
Homeownership.” Profi twise News and 
Views, Feb. 2006.

Local 
Government

$19,227

Estimate assumes property is 
abandoned before foreclosure is 
completed. William C. Apgar and 
Mark Duda, “Collateral Damage: The 
Municipal Impact of Today’s Foreclosure 
Boom.” Homeownership Preservation 
Foundation, May 2005.

Adjacent 
Neighbors’ Home 
Values

$3,016

Assumes two adjacent homes each 
experiencing 0.9 percent home-price 
depreciation based on the national 
median home price of $167,500 as of 
2005. Census Bureau, 2005 American 
Community Survey. Dan Immergluck 
and Geoff Smith, “The External Costs 
of Foreclosure: The Impact of Single-
Family Mortgage Foreclosures on 
Property Values.” Housing Policy Debate, 
17(1).

Estimated Total 
Cost of a Single 
Foreclosure

$79,443  

The High Cost of Foreclosures18

18  “Sheltering Neighborhoods from the Subprime Foreclosure Storm.” Special Report from the 
Joint Economic Committee. April 2007.

Appendix B.
The High Cost
of Foreclosures18
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A New Online Tool to Help Communities Address 
Foreclosures and Stabilize Neighborhoods

Foreclosure-Response.org (www.Foreclosure-Response.org) is a new website 

that provides community development advocates with resources on foreclosure 

prevention and neighborhood stabilization issues. The website is a joint cre-

ation of the Center for Housing Policy, KnowledgePlex, the Local Initiatives Support 

Corporation, and the Urban Institute. It is powered by DataPlace, an online data re-

source for housing and demographic information. Funding for this project was pro-

vided by Fannie Mae and the Ford Foundation.

Foreclosure-Response.org offers comprehensive information on policy issues, data 

research and assessment, and strategic planning. The site presents an array of tools to 

help stakeholders prevent and respond to foreclosures. Foreclosure-Response.org is par-

ticularly useful for research and policy work. Hyperlinked footnotes throughout the site 

can take users directly to the source materials or other web pages related to that topic. 

Users can search for information by clicking on the topic tabs, using the search option, 

or searching geographically by clicking on a map.

The website has four key areas: Getting Started, Policy Guide, Maps and Data, and Forum.

■ The Getting Started section provides answers to frequently asked questions about 

foreclosures, their impact, and potential solutions to the foreclosure crisis.

■ The Policy Guide offers a comprehensive overview of strategies that states and 

municipalities are using to address the foreclosure crisis. This section of the website 

primarily focuses on what local practitioners and policy advocates can do to de-

velop foreclosure intervention strategies. The website details strategies such as orga-

nizing activities, strengthening the policy and regulatory environment, developing 

local action plans, and assessing progress.

■ The Maps and Data section provides access to maps and datasets that stakehold-

ers can use to analyze local conditions. The data resources in this section include 

a mapping interface. Users can download data from DataPlace to analyze it, create 

maps or merge information with other data. HMDA (Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act) data is available in this section, as well as customized reports showing, for 

instance, the incidence of subprime loans, high-foreclosure areas or areas of high 

delinquencies. Stakeholders can use this tool to highlight concentrated areas of risky 

loans or mortgage delinquencies. Users can also access census tract indicators to 

determine the relative strength or weakness of local housing markets.

■ The Forum section provides a place for stakeholders to have interactive conversa-

tions on topics related to foreclosure prevention and neighborhood stabilization. 

Housing advocates can use this space to communicate with their peers.

Access to robust and timely data is vital for addressing foreclosure issues, since un-

derstanding local conditions can help determine the type of response needed. The data 

sources and analysis tools available on Foreclosure-Response.org will be extremely use-

ful to many stakeholders as they plan their responses to the foreclosure crisis.

Appendix C. 
Background
on Foreclosure-
Response.org 
Website

http://www.Foreclosure-Response.org
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Using Land Banks to Address
Vacant and Foreclosed Properties

Land banks — public authorities that can acquire, manage and transfer vacant or 

under-utilized properties back to productive use — can support public policy 

priorities and create effi ciencies to deal with vacant properties in local com-

munities. With the foreclosure crisis worsening, many state and local governments are 

looking at land banks as an effi cient way to address the burgeoning number of vacant 

and abandoned properties in their communities.

By removing blighted properties from the market, land banks can return them to 

productive use or hold them for the long term, depending on the strength and needs of 

the local market. Land banks are especially useful when local real estate markets are not 

functioning well.

Land banking can be used to eliminate blight, stabilize property values, arrange prop-

erties for redevelopment, and create affordable housing. Land banks can create clear title 

to properties (which can be a challenging task at times) and a single point of contact, 

both of which help the disposition process go smoothly. Typically, after acquisition, 

vacant properties are transferred from the land bank to city agencies, nonprofi t hous-

ing agencies, private developers or adjacent property owners. One of the most common 

goals of land banks is to convert vacant properties to affordable housing through home-

ownership, rental programs or mixed-use facilities delivered by local nonprofi t agencies.

Land banks are usually formed within existing public agencies or can be created as 

independent institutions. Some communities have redevelopment authorities in place 

that can absorb land banking activities, while others are managed by community devel-

opment departments. One existing challenge is that land banks can only be effective if 

their state governments allow them the necessary statutory power. Two examples of suc-

cessful land banks are in Genesee County, Mich., and Atlanta, Ga.

Strategies for Successful Land Banks

■ Land banks need to develop specifi c goals and clear program priorities. Priorities will 

most likely include developing affordable housing, green space or commercial prop-

erty, or holding properties until the market recovers. The land bank should operate in 

a transparent way so advocates and potential partners gain confi dence in the program. 

Land banks should blend their priorities with those of other local stakeholders.

■ Favorable state and local laws are needed to support the effective functioning of 

land banks. An expedited judicial foreclosure process is needed so properties are not 

left empty for extended periods. Local governments can set rules that allow tax-de-

linquent properties to be foreclosed upon in one judicial proceeding.

■ Collaborations with other neighborhood entities such as businesses, nonprofi ts, 

affordable housing organizations, environmental groups, smart-growth advocates, 

local developers, the real estate industry and residents are important for land banks. 

Strong community support will strengthen land banks and subsequently help them 

stabilize neighborhoods more quickly.

Appendix D. 
Background
on Land Banks
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■ Land banks should incorporate strong information management systems to collect 

and analyze real-estate data. This will help them conduct long-term assessments of 

market needs and evaluate their impact. In addition, a strong information manage-

ment system is needed to manage each parcel and analyze overall trends in the com-

munity. Among other items, land banks need to track the number of vacant proper-

ties in the community, the condition of these properties, and the impact of unpaid 

delinquent taxes on local government and school districts.

■ Land banks should be independent and fl exible so they can meet local needs. 

Ideally, they should be able to generate revenue streams that are diverse and fl exible. 

For example, land banks can generate revenue through operations, grant acquisi-

tion, taxes, and issuing bonds or notes.

The benefi ts of land banking extend throughout the community. For local govern-

ments, returning a vacant property to productive use increases the tax base and tax reve-

nues. For residents and local businesses, there is measurable value in eliminating vacant 

and troubled homes. Doing so can help stabilize neighborhoods, increase home values, 

help homeowners build equity, and make neighborhoods safer and more desirable.

For Information on Land Banks

Frank S. Alexander. “Land Banking as Metropolitan Policy.” Metropolitan Policy 

Program at Brookings Institution. October 2008.

Maxine Goodman. “Best Practices in Land Bank Operation.” Levin College of Urban 

Affairs at Cleveland State University and the Great Lakes Environmental Finance Center. 

June 2005.

Genesee County Land Bank. www.thelandbank.org.

http://www.thelandbank.org
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Appendix 
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Introduction

On July 23, 2008, the Neighborhood Funders Group (NFG) deployed an online 

survey to more than 200 of its members, to assess their views on the current 

housing situation in the United States. The survey also requested detailed 

information on each foundation’s efforts and investments in foreclosure-prevention 

activities, and the lessons they have learned from those efforts. At the close of the survey 

on Aug. 26, 2008, we had received 45 total surveys and 37 completed surveys, for a re-

sponse rate of approximately 20 percent. Twenty-one respondents agreed to participate 

in follow-up phone interviews to elaborate on their responses.

Results

Table A1 presents the names of the 34 foundations that participated in the survey 

and wished to be identifi ed. They represent a wide range of foundation types, sizes and 

geographic areas. The number and variety of responding foundations suggest that the 

results of this survey can be interpreted as representative of the NFG membership as a 

whole.

Table A1. Foundation Name
Baltimore Neighborhood 
Collaborative

New York Foundation

Butler Family Fund Open Society Institute
California Community Foundation Polk Bros. Foundation

Cleveland Foundation
Rural Community Assistance 
Corporation

Dyer-Ives Foundation
Saint Luke’s Foundation of Cleveland, 
Ohio

Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer 
Foundation

Surdna Foundation

F.B. Heron Foundation The Chicago Community Trust
Ford Foundation The Annie E. Casey Foundation
George Gund Foundation The Gifford Foundation
Goldseker Foundation The Kresge Foundation
Hyams Foundation The McKnight Foundation
Liberty Hill Foundation The Rockefeller Foundation
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation

The Skillman Foundation

Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation Victoria Foundation
National Federation of Community 
Dev. Corp.

Walter and Elise Haas Fund

Needmor Fund Woods Fund of Chicago
NeighborWorks America William Penn Foundation

Table A2 shows the distribution of foundation types that responded to the survey. 

More than 50 percent of responding foundations were private, with family foundations 

a distant second at 18 percent. Other responses included community foundations, pub-

lic foundations and other grantmaking institutions.

Appendix H.
Detailed 
Responses to 
NFG Member 
Survey
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Table A2. How would you classify your foundation type?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

No response 5 11.1 11.1 11.1
Community foundation 3 6.7 6.7 17.8
Family
foundation

8 17.8 17.8 35.6

Other grantmaking 
institution

5 11.1 11.1 46.7

Private
foundation

23 51.1 51.1 97.8

Public
foundation

1 2.2 2.2 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

More than a quarter of the responding foundations focus their efforts at the city 

level, with an additional 9 percent focusing on the local county. As Table A3 shows, 20 

percent of the responding foundations have a national focus, 20 percent have a regional 

focus, and 9 percent have international coverage.

Table A3. What geographic area does your foundation primarily focus on?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

State 1 2.2 2.2 2.2
Specifi c neighborhoods 1 2.2 2.2 4.4
Regional 9 20.0 20.0 24.4
National 9 20.0 20.0 44.4
International 4 8.9 8.9 53.3
County 4 8.9 8.9 62.2
City 12 26.7 26.7 88.9
No response 5 11.1 11.1 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

The annual grants budgets of responding foundations varied signifi cantly. As shown 

in Table A4, one foundation (2 percent of the sample) reported a budget of less than 

$500,000, four foundations (9 percent) reported budgets between $500,000 and $1 

million, nine foundations reported budgets between $1 million and $5 million, and 25 

foundations (56 percent) reported budgets greater than $5 million. 
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Table A4. Approximately how much is your foundation’s annual grant budget?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

More than $5 million 25 55.6 55.6 55.6
Less than $500,000 1 2.2 2.2 57.8
Between $500,00 and 
$1 million

4 8.9 8.9 66.7

$1 million to $5 million 9 20.0 20.0 86.7
No response 6 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A5 shows that the vast majority of responding foundations report being very 

concerned by the current number of foreclosures in their geographic area. Only one 

foundation is somewhat unconcerned with foreclosures in its geographic area, and none 

report “no concern with foreclosures.”

Table A5. How concerned is your foundation by the current number of 

foreclosures in its geographic area of operation?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very concerned 33 73.3 73.3 73.3
Somewhat 
unconcerned

1 2.2 2.2 75.6

Somewhat concerned 5 11.1 11.1 86.7
No response 6 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Moreover, as Table A6 shows, nearly all foundations expect the foreclosure crisis to 

deepen in their geographic area of operation, with 60 percent expecting foreclosures to 

increase signifi cantly. No foundation reported expecting a decrease in foreclosure activ-

ity in the next year.

Table A6. In the next year, do you expect the number of foreclosures in your 

foundation’s geographic area to:

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Stay the same 2 4.4 4.4 4.4
Increase somewhat 10 22.2 22.2 26.7
Increase signifi cantly 27 60.0 60.0 86.7
No response 6 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Similarly, Table A7 shows that the vast majority of foundations are very concerned by 

the current economic situation in their geographic area of operation. Only one founda-

tion reported being unconcerned by the economic situation. Table A8 shows somewhat 

more optimism about the economy’s prospects over the next year than about the issue 
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of foreclosures. Only 9 percent of respondents expect the economy to deteriorate signif-

icantly in their geographic area of operation, although 45 percent expect it to deteriorate 

somewhat. Twenty percent expect the economy to stay the same, and 11 percent actually 

expect some improvement.

Table A7. How concerned is your foundation by the economic conditions in its 

geographic area of operation?

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very concerned 34 75.6 75.6 75.6
Somewhat 
unconcerned

1 2.2 2.2 77.8

Somewhat concerned 4 8.9 8.9 86.7
No response 6 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A8. In the next year, do you expect the economic conditions in your 

foundation’s geographic area to:

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Stay the same 9 20.0 20.0 20.0
Improve somewhat 5 11.1 11.1 31.1
Deteriorate 
somewhat

20 44.4 44.4 75.6

Deteriorate 
signifi cantly

4 8.9 8.9 84.4

No response 7 15.6 15.6 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Nearly every foundation is involved in some foreclosure prevention activities. Of the 

responding foundations, 91 percent reported some involvement in foreclosure preven-

tion. Of the two foundations that reported no involvement, one expects to become in-

volved in the next 12 months.

Table A9. Is your foundation currently involved in foreclosure prevention 

activities?

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Yes 41 91.1 91.1 91.1
No 2 4.4 4.4 95.6
No response 2 4.4 4.4 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

The responding foundations engage in a wide range of foreclosure-prevention activi-

ties. As shown in Table A10, more than 60 percent are engaged in foreclosure policy is-

sues and foreclosure-prevention counseling. Almost half of the foundations are engaged 

in outreach and education work related to foreclosures, planning and convening work, 
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and undertaking strategies for stabilizing vacant/REO properties. More than a third of 

the foundations are engaged in direct foreclosure interventions such as offering “rescue 

loans” or refi nancing funds.

Table A10. What types of foreclosure prevention activities is your foundation 

engaged in or funding?
 Frequency Percentage

Foreclosure research 20 56%
Foreclosure policy issues 27 75%
Planning and convening work 21 58%
Outreach and education work on foreclosure 
prevention

22 61%

Foreclosure prevention counseling 26 72%
Foreclosure intervention activities such as 
“rescue loans” or refi nancing funds

18 50%

Strategies for stabilization of vacant/REO 
properties

21 58%

Other foreclosure prevention activities 12 33%

Chart A1 and Tables A11 through A18 show how successful the foundations believe 

that each of their foreclosure prevention activities has been. The foundations perceive 

that their research activities have by far been the most successful (Table A11), followed 

by their activities in foreclosure policy issues (Table A12). Planning and convening work 

(Table A13) appears to have been somewhat successful, as has outreach and educa-

tion (Table A14), foreclosure-prevention counseling (Table A15), and stabilization of 

vacant/REO properties (Table A17). Least successful have been intervention activities 

such as providing “rescue loans” or refi nancing funds (Table A16).
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Chart A1. How successful has been each of the foreclosure prevention activities 

your foundation has engaged in or funded?

Table A11. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Foreclosure Research:

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 10 22.2 22.2 22.2
Somewhat successful 5 11.1 11.1 33.3
Missing 30 66.7 66.7 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A12. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Foreclosure Policy Issues:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 6 13.3 13.3 13.3
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

1 2.2 2.2 15.6

Somewhat 
successful

13 28.9 28.9 44.4

Missing 25 55.6 55.6 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0  
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Table A13. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Planning and Convening Work:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 5 11.1 11.1 11.1
Somewhat 
successful

8 17.8 17.8 28.9

Missing 32 71.1 71.1 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A14. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Outreach and Educational Work on Foreclosure Prevention:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 2 4.4 4.4 4.4
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

2 4.4 4.4 8.9

Somewhat 
successful

12 26.7 26.7 35.6

Missing 29 64.4 64.4 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A15. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Foreclosure-Prevention Counseling:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 3 6.7 6.7 6.7
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

3 6.7 6.7 13.3

Somewhat 
successful

15 33.3 33.3 46.7

Missing 24 53.3 53.3 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A16. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Foreclosure Intervention Activities (such as “rescue loans” or refi nancing funds):

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 1 2.2 2.2 2.2
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

6 13.3 13.3 15.6

Somewhat 
successful

4 8.9 8.9 24.4

Missing 34 75.6 75.6 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  
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Table A17. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Strategies for Stabilization of Vacant/REO Properties:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 1 2.2 2.2 2.2
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

2 4.4 4.4 6.7

Somewhat 
successful

6 13.3 13.3 20.0

Missing 36 80.0 80.0 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A18. Please indicate how successful you think your foundation has been in 

Other Foreclosure Prevention Activities:

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Very successful 3 6.7 6.7 6.7
Somewhat 
unsuccessful

3 6.7 6.7 13.3

Somewhat 
successful

1 2.2 2.2 15.6

Missing 38 84.4 84.4 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A19 shows that the responding foundations are devoting signifi cant resources 

to combating foreclosures.

Table A19. Approximately how much of your resources were devoted to 

foreclosure prevention activities in 2007?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

More than 
$500,000

8 17.8 17.8 17.8

Less than $100,000 7 15.6 15.6 33.3

$250,000-$500,000 3 6.7 6.7. 40.0

$100,000-$250,000 12 26.7 26.7 66.7

No response 15 33.3 33.3 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0  

Table A20 shows that the responding foundations are planning to make signifi cant 

additional investments in foreclosure prevention activities in the coming year. (Note 

that the average is skewed by one foundation that plans to increase investments by $25 

million, and another planning to increase investments by $8 million. Most of the other 

foundations are planning additional investments of between $50,000 and $500,000. 

Seven of the responding foundations are planning to make no additional investments in 

foreclosure prevention activities.)
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Table A20. Approximately how much additional money will your foundation put 

into foreclosure prevention in the next year?

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent

$25,000,000 1 2.2 3.6 3.6

$8,000,000 1 2.2 3.6 7.1

$3,000,000 2 4.4 7.1 14.3

$2,000,000 1 2.2 3.6 17.9

$1,000,000 1 2.2 3.6 21.4

$500,000 3 6.7 10.7 32.1

$300,000 2 4.4 7.1 39.3

$250,000 2 4.4 7.1 46.4

$200,000 1 2.2 3.6 50.0

$155,000 1 2.2 3.6 53.6

$145,000 1 2.2 3.6 57.1

$100,000 2 4.4 7.1 64.3

$75,000 1 2.2 3.6 67.9

$50,000 2 4.4 7.1 75.0

0 7 15.6 25.0 100.0

Total 28 62.2 100.0  

System 17 37.8

Total 45 100.0 Average $1,624,107
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Websites

■ Neighborhood Funders Group: www.nfg.org

■ Center for Responsible Lending: www.responsiblelending.org

■ Foreclosure-response.org: www.foreclosure-response.org

■ KnowledgePlex: www.knowledgeplex.org

■ NeighborWorks America: www.nw.org

■ Woodstock Institute: www.woodstockinst.org

■ National Foundation for Credit Counseling: www.nfcc.org

■ U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development: www.hud.gov/foreclosure

Publications

“Preserving the Dream: Understanding and Addressing the Subprime Mortgage Crisis”

Doug Dylla

The Neighborhood Funders Group

April 2008

“Defending the Dream: How Funders Can Curtail Predatory Lending to Help 

Individuals and Communities”

Deborah Visser

The Neighborhood Funders Group

August 2006

“Continued Decay and Shaky Repairs: The State of Subprime Loans Today”

Sonia Garrison, Sam Rogers and Mary L. Moore

Center for Responsible Lending

January 2009

“Common-Sense Solutions for Saving Homes & Communities”

PICO National Network & Center for Responsible Lending

January 2009

“Foreclosure Resources List”

The Annie E. Casey Foundation

www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter

2009

“Action Brief-Foreclosure: How Can Philanthropy Help?”

The Annie E. Casey Foundation

2009

“Defaulting on the Dream: States Respond to America’s Foreclosure Crisis”

Pew Charitable Trust

Updated December 2008

Appendix I. 
Further Reading 
on the Mortgage 
Crisis

http://www.nfg.org
http://www.responsiblelending.org
http://www.foreclosure-response.org
http://www.knowledgeplex.org
http://www.nw.org
http://www.woodstockinst.org
http://www.nfcc.org
http://www.hud.gov/foreclosure
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={7AED3018-A77E-47AB-B1D8-43536816C269}
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={DD9114E5-AD97-450C-B598-AC010EA5F44A}
http://www.nfg.org/publications/index.htm
http://www.nfg.org/publications/index.htm
http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/continued-decay-and-shaky-repairs-the-state-of-subprime-loans-today.html
http://www.piconetwork.org/keepfamiliesinhomes
http://www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=37964
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“State Policy Responses to Foreclosure: 2008”

PolicyLab Consulting Group, LLC

Pew Center on the States

“Subprime Spillover: Foreclosures Cost Neighbors $202 Billion”

Center for Responsible Lending

Updated August 2008

“Updated Projections of Subprime Foreclosures in the United States and Their Impact 

on Home Values and Communities”

Center for Responsible Lending

Updated August 2008

“Mitigating the Impact of Concentrated Foreclosures on Neighborhoods”

Living Cities

2008

“Tackling the Mortgage Crisis: 10 Action Steps for State Government”

Alan Mallach

The Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program

May 29, 2008

“Losing Ground: Foreclosures in the Subprime Market and Their Cost to Homeowners”

Ellen Schloemer, Wei Li, Keith Ernst and Kathleen Keest

Center for Responsible Lending

December 2006

“Analyzing Elements of Leading Default-Intervention Programs”

J. Michael Collins and Rochelle Nawrocki-Gorey

Fannie Mae Foundation

June 2005

http://www.policylabconsulting.com/documents/StateRepsonsesForeclosure2007.pdf
http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/subprime-spillover.html
http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/updated-projections-of-subprime-foreclosures-in-the-united-states-and-their-impact-on-home-values-and-communities.html
http://www.livingcities.org/2008_files/Living_Cities_Mitigating_Impact.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/0529_mortgage_crisis_vey.aspx
http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/losing-ground-foreclosures-in-the-subprime-market-and-their-cost-to-homeowners.html
http://www.knowledgeplex.org/showdoc.html?id=94953
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