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Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition 
 Report on Findings from Best Practices Research 
 

Executive Summary 
 
This report summarizes the findings of a study of CDFI coalitions and networks in Eastern Kentucky, 
Detroit, Memphis, and South Carolina for the purpose of advising the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition as 
they seek formalize their structure and begin work on collaborative goals. The report also includes insight 
from local collaborative groups: St. Louis Graduates, Community Builders Network, East Side Aligned, and 
the St. Louis Social Innovation District. It also includes resources specific to CDFIs provided by Opportunity 
Finance Network and Aeris Insight. 
 
Thematic Insights 
 
From the research and analysis, eight themes emerged:  

 Trust and relationship building. This has been most critical for working together and has been the 
most common benefit resulting from collaboration. 

 Internal ownership. For a coalition to start making progress on goals, it has been important to shift 
away from dependence on an external convener to leadership by the CDFI members. 

 Administrative staff. Having a third-party staff member dedicated to administrative tasks has been 
pivotal for the coalitions – it allows them to focus on the work at hand while creating consistency, 
framing, and in some cases, creation of marketing materials. 

 Stay lean. Complexity in structure is often unnecessary, while simplicity eases the burden of work 
needed to operate as a coalition. Coalitions have grown infrastructure as needed and focused on 
performing necessary tasks instead. 

 Ensure equity. All coalitions interviewed shared some amount of diversity in member 
organizations. Given the range of voices in the room, the coalitions identified the importance of 
creating processes that ensure representation from divergent interests. 

 Collaborate strategically. The greatest success has derived from work that yielded better results 
when working together than individually, rather than collaborating simply for the sake of 
collaboration. 

 Commit to training and professional development. Training has been important to each coalition 
in a combination of three ways – peer skills training, collective resources put toward professional 
development, or training of community members to better understand working with CDFIs. 

 “Buy-in” from organizational leaders is a must. For the work of the coalition to be sustainable and 
effective it must have access to and the commitment of key stakeholders within individual 
organizations. 

 
Local Insight 
 
Findings from local collaborations echoed the themes from other coalitions. In addition, each local 
collaboration emphasized the importance of designing processes and activities to match the nature and 
level of objectives. Simpler levels of goal achievement require less complex levels of partnership. Larger 
scale and broader goals require deeper partnership to achieve. As partnership levels become deeper, 
coalition work necessarily becomes more closely integrated with organizational work, requiring some 
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tradeoffs within an organization and depending on commitment from the outset to make the coalition 
work. 
 
Goals and Challenges 
 
In addition to conducting best practices research, the research team interviewed representatives from 
the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition member CDFIs to compile a list of major challenges faced by individual 
CDFIs and the goals they hope to achieve through collaboration. These goals and challenges group into 
four categories:  

 Awareness: raising awareness about CDFIs and how community development organizations, 
policy makers, and traditional lenders can work better with CDFIs. 

 Capital: improving access to low-cost capital and enabling wider and more strategic deployment 
of that capital. 

 Capacity Building: meeting technical needs, providing assistance to CDFIs, developing metrics for 
monitoring and evaluation at both individual and collective levels.  

 Policy: improving regulations that affect CDFI operations and CRA investment, as well as 
promoting positive policies for community development. 

 
Recommendations  
 
Recommendations for the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition fall into three categories: core principles, the 
role of the coalition in the St. Louis community development landscape, and next steps. 
 
The CDFI coalition should adhere to the following core principles: 

 Communication 

 Inclusion 

 Mission 

 Internal and External Partnership 

 CDFI Ownership 

 Minimal Structure 
 

The CDFI coalition should pursue key partnerships that are complementary and coordinated with, not 
duplicative of SLEHCRA, InvestSTL, CBN, and MSLCRA. 
 
The CDFI coalition should take the following next steps to begin providing value to member CDFIs. 

1. Define a decision-making process. 

2. Establish a minimal organizational structure, including hiring an administrator. 

3. Identify the objectives of the coalition based on a common mission, collective assets, and 

prioritized needs. 

4. Define clear roles, responsibilities, and actions to achieve objectives 
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Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition – Report on Findings from Best Practices Research 

 

I. Introduction 
 
This report was developed to advise the Greater St. Louis Community Development Financial Institution 
(CDFI) Coalition in their formation of a comprehensive collaboration strategy. The Greater St. Louis 
Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) Coalition is a joint project between Alliance Credit 
Union, Gateway CDFI (St. Louis Equity Fund), Great Rivers Community Capital (Justine Petersen), IFF, the 
International Institute of St. Louis CDC, and St. Louis Community Credit Union. To date, coalition members 
have engaged in differing degrees of informal resource and information sharing. Recognizing the shared 
goals and challenges facing CDFIs and the value of their work, the CDFI coalition seeks to engage in more 
substantive and intentional collaboration to more efficiently deliver products and services, reduce costs, 
acquire greater funding and expand its awareness and prominence in the community. The study design 
begins with a review of the literature on CDFIs with strategic focus on the goals, challenges and 
opportunities for CDFIs to deliver services and effectively engage in strategic partnerships and 
collaboration. 
 
Literature Review 
 
Himmelman, (1992) defines collaborative partnerships as “an alliance among people and organizations 
from multiple sectors working together to achieve a common purpose.” For CDFIs, collaborative 
partnerships attempt to improve conditions and outcomes related to a dearth of affordable lending and 
financial services in low-income, low-wealth, and other economically suppressed communities. Many 
factors contribute to the increased need and subsequent expansion of community and regional level 
partnership across the U.S. Factors such as devolution, large-scale economic challenges evident in the 
housing crisis, and the great recession of 2008 have yielded increased demand and opportunities for CDFI 
coalitions to help low-income communities mitigate adverse social and economic challenges (Berkowitz 
& Wolff, 2000). In response to these concerns, the CDFI industry has endeavored to fill the gap and meet 
the financial services, wealth and asset development needs of the community. Nembhard’s 2013 study of 
Community Development Credit Unions revealed that CDCUs administer “lower rates for their products, 
and provide higher interest or dividends when possible; both which enable members/customers to save 
money and build assets. CDCUs work closely with their members to personalize services, to help them 
avoid loans they cannot afford, and to educate them enough to make sound financial decisions and 
preserve their assets.” Despite CDCUs providing various cost effective credit and banking products and 
services to underserved black communities, the ongoing tightening of regulations and CDFI funding 
constraints are perceived as major impediments to the growth, asset development, and service delivery 
of CDCUs.  
 
Community-building coalitions have a range of qualities that enable multiple sectors to engage with each 
other and with local citizens to effect considerable change in the community. As an example Smith (2008) 
performed a mixed methods analysis of the inter-organizational connections and interactions between 
138 CDFIs and philanthropic funders, federal, state, and local governments, community-based 
organizations, and citizens at a grassroots level. The analysis revealed CDFIs to be natural and valuable 
intermediaries between the aforementioned constituency groups. Smith’s study encourages the belief in 
employment of a vertical and horizontal network strategy for CDFIs to effectively interface and serve with 
constituency groups and carry out mission when the goal is to collaborate inside and outside of sectors.  
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A 2011 report which resulted from the convening of Wisconsin’s relatively small and fractured CDFI 
industry provides additional strategies for improving cooperation and collective sustainability for the 
states CDFI industry (Keuhl, 2011). The goal of the convening was to help CDFIs more effectively and 
collaboratively carry out mission, minimize costs and maximize efficiency and impact. Key lessons from 
the workshop include the need for CDFIs to develop shared interests and metrics for measuring social 
impact, sharing of technology, training, and other resources, and developing a unified voice around key 
policy topics. Key respondents identified these practices as part and parcel to the overall success of the 
CDFI industry to meet regulatory requirements, acquire more capital, and maximize impact of CDFIs in the 
community. Although this group met in 2011, no coalition was formed after this meeting due to several 
factors including lack of internal leadership over the collaboration from individual CDFIs. 
 
Additionally Roussos & Fawcett’s (2000) review of 252 collaborative partnerships identified key factors 
that most contributed to the overall success of inter-organizational partnerships. 

1. Having a clear vision and mission: In a comparative study with five coalitions, collaborative 
partnerships with a targeted mission facilitated five- to six fold- higher rates of community change 
than partnerships with no particular focus or targeted mission. 

2. Securing financial resources for the collaboration work: Securing financial resources for the 
collaborative endeavor was a major determinant in the overall sustainability of partnerships and 
capacity to fulfill tasks, goals, and overall mission. 

3. Action planning for community and systems change: Action planning or the process of identifying 
the strategies and tactics needed to produce desired coalition outcomes, identification of people 
to fulfil roles and tasks to be completed and the development of strategies for gaining support 
and mitigating opposition were perceived as potent factors for increased membership, greater 
sustainability of events and activities and overall greater community change. 

4. Documentation and ongoing feedback on progress: Use of measurement and feedback systems 
to document the evolution of the change process by coalitions proved instrumental in the 
illumination and dissemination of communication to relevant populations in the community. 
Communication data on the change process served to enhance accountability both to funders and 
the broader community. 

 
The literature shows that the role that CDFIs fill in community finance is unique and important. It also 
documents the national trend to seek collaboration as a way to maximize impact and help individual CDFIs 
achieve their missions more effectively. In St. Louis, there has been a call for more investment in CDFIs in 
the Ferguson Commission Report, and a trend is underway to broadly coordinate community 
development finance. The Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition seems to be forming at a timely moment and 
could play a lead role in mobilizing community development capital. 
 
OFN Report – CDFI Collaborations: Keys for Success 
 
The formation of the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition comes at time when CDFI collaboration is gaining 
national attention. The OFN report on collaboration, released earlier this year, offers some key lessons 
that apply directly to the coalition. OFN’s key takeaways include 5 factors for success: 

 
1. Business opportunity and mutually beneficial goals: each member CDFI sees a clear benefit from 

the partnership. 
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2. Leadership from within: although many collaborations are catalyzed by external support (from 
the Federal Reserve Bank, OFN, or a funder, for example), success is dependent on internal 
leadership and ownership by the partner CDFIs. 

3. Clear roles and responsibilities: successful collaboration and continued engagement require 
clarity and shared expectations around what each partner is bringing to the table, and the 
responsibilities of each. 

4. Performance metrics: collaborations must be able to measure success and progress being made 
toward goals. 

5. Trust: establishing trusting relationships is critically important to continued collaboration.  
 
These five findings have been supported by research both with CDFI coalitions, as well as with other types 
of collaborations. In addition, the OFN report found that CDFI collaborations have been successful with a 
variety of structures and funding models. The trend is to pursue a simple structure that is appropriate to 
the capacity and context of the collaborating partners. Relying on these findings as a starting point, the 
research team interviewed some of the same CDFI collaborations as were featured in the OFN article, and 
were able to ask questions that drove deeper into the specific contexts underlying these collaborations. 
 
Methodology 
 
The research team started with a review of literature on CDFI collaboration to understand trends and 
common concerns related to collaboration. The team then interviewed coalition leadership and other 
members (if available) of four CDFI collaborations. The CDFI networks and coalitions selected in this study 
were chosen for their similarities to the St. Louis coalition in nature of collaboration, goals, or size and 
type of member organizations. Some national organizations were selected for study as well, but the 
request for response was unsuccessful. The research team also conducted interviews with local 
collaborations and reviewed documents about formation and nature of the collaboration. As a part of this 
process, the research team also spoke with representatives of each CDFI member of the St. Louis coalition 
to help refine goals and challenges in order to frame recommendations. See Appendix A for list of 
interviews and contact information. 
 
This report will outline first the information collected from other CDFI networks and coalitions then 
identify themes, advice, and key implications for the St. Louis coalition based on this information. The next 
section summarizes key learnings from other collaborations in St. Louis. Section four categorizes and lists 
specific challenges faced by local CDFIs and the goals they hope to accomplish through coalition work. The 
final section describes recommendations for how to structure the coalition and how to prioritize the goals 
as a group.

 
 

II. Other CDFI Networks and Coalitions 

 
This section provides an overview of each CDFI network or coalition that was interviewed in the research 
process. The four main collaborations interviewed were the Appalachian Development Alliance in Eastern 
Kentucky, the Detroit CDFI Coalition, the Memphis CDFI Network, and the South Carolina Community 
Capital Alliance. Some key characteristics and lessons learned are summarized in Table 1. In addition to 
those four, the research team unsuccessfully attempted to reach the Baltimore CDFI Roundtable, but was 
able to collect some information from their website. In addition, the team spoke to Paige Chapel at Aeris 
Insight about metrics, since this is a particular area where all of the collaborations have questions. The 
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end of this section includes a summary of the advice offered by interviewees, themes that arose across 
collaborations, and implications for the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition. 
 

Appalachian Development Alliance 
 
The Appalachian Development Alliance is the epitome of a coalition that has not solely built strong 
partnerships, but that has shifted the very way that community financing occurs in the state of Kentucky. 
The coalition self-organized in 2000 and is currently composed of the following members: Appalachian 
Federal Credit Union, Community Ventures Corporation, Kentucky Highlands Investment Corporation, 
Mountain Association for Community Economic Development, Southeast Kentucky Economic 
Development Corporation, Pine Mountain CDC, Mountain Economic Development Fund, and East 
Kentucky Corporation. Unlike, the other coalitions researched, the ADA itself is not a part of the OFN 
network; however, some individual members are a part of OFN. 
 
The initial impetus to form was multifold. First, Kentucky's community finance lenders were spread 
amongst its numerous regions. Ranging in focus from coal-based industry to farm-centered industry each 
lender found itself needing to coordinate more fully to acquire capital or serve the distinct geographical 
demands of their area. The second motivation that gave rise to the ADA was that advocating for capital 
from the CDFI Fund was difficult without scale while the coalition offered credibility, capacity, and 
credence to their capitalization efforts. Beyond creating a joint loan fund, a key unifying goal of the ADA 
was to ensure that each entity could find its own funding. Finally, each firm faced individual challenges, 
and the coalition offered a space to gather additional perspectives and support needed to address these 
challenges.   
 
Structurally, the ADA is a 501(c)(3) whose unique funding structure compensates one part-time staff 
member, Ed Harris. Mr. Harris' position is funded through the interest earned on the ADA’s $2 million loan 
fund. Their existing self-sustainable funding structure traces its way back to an initial award of $1 million 
from the state of Kentucky, which was matched by the CDFI Fund and individual contributions. The ADA 
was able to distribute this funding as loans to its eight members who, in turn, deployed these funds by 
generating 23 loans. These loans generated impressive results – not only did they leverage $3.8 million of 
additional capital, but they also produced or maintained 112 jobs. The ADA found this first funding as an 
opportunity to secure the continuity of their work by allocating its interest to the staffing and operation 
of the fund itself.   
 
The ADA engages in four main activities: 

 Managing an established loan fund generated through state funding and matching CDFI grants. 

 Loan sharing. A system in which one CDFI underwrites and the others help complete the funding 
(particularly in isolated regions) is commonplace. 

 At least two trainings each year focused on professional development for member organizations; 
however, the general public is invited to attend as a way of promoting community engagement. 

 Promoting local and national policies that acknowledge the interests of coal-based economies. 
 
The ADA collects very few metrics surrounding these activities, namely loan fund deployment and default 
rate. Their track record is consistent at 100% deployment and 0% default rate over the course of the 
coalition's history. While they desire to extend this data collection to include jobs and other outputs from 
the loans, it is difficult to directly track this since most loans are blended with other funds prior to 
allocation to the end borrower. To supplement their quantitative metrics, the ADA leans on their 
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qualitative success stories in order to illustrate their impact. For example, the community of Summerset, 
KY (in the Western edge of Eastern KY) has experience the relocation of up to 30 new business in recent 
years. Mr. Harris estimates that 90% of those companies have at least two ADA members loaning them 
money to create their business. 
 
Ultimately, ADA's pinnacle of success is that its member organizations transformed from competition to, 
now, rarely distributing loans alone. By identifying the power of trust and collaboration to implement 
lasting change in their state, the coalition has been able to accomplish its initial mission for each member 
organization to be able to find and access its own funding. While a few of the smaller members face 
variable challenges in achieving this objective of not needing a fundraiser, the ADA as a whole is now 
confronted with the uncomfortable question that meets success – what is next? 
 
In order to share about its activities and successes, the ADA uses its website which includes success stories 
and a regional reach map (see Appendix B). Given the widespread nature of members as well as their 
diverse populations, most of the communication delivered to end-customers is about the member 
organizations’ services rather than about the CDFI coalition itself. 
 
The alliance’s purpose has become more ambiguous as the ADA has continued to evolve. At its inception, 
the CEOs of the organization met together; however, as the coalition grew, designated senior staff began 
to represent their respective organizations.  To accommodate geographic reach, the meetings are often 
by phone. To ensure that decisions made in a meeting are in the best interest of all involved, a quorum is 
required for the meeting to even occur. The meeting time, generated and facilitated by the executive 
director, typically centers around deal sharing and idea swapping. In alignment with the coalition’s current 
status, the next few meetings will be dedicated to addressing their most pressing challenge: determining 
the future of the coalition.  
 

Detroit CDFI Coalition 
 
The Detroit CDFI Coalition, organized in 2014, is composed of 16 area CDFIs that gather monthly to foster 
strategic partnerships capable of pursing investment opportunities, addressing policy issues, and 
promoting community development in Detroit. These member organizations include: Capital Impact, LISC 
Detroit, Invest Detroit, One Detroit CU, Cinnaire, Enterprise, Liberty Bank, Opportunity Resource Fund, 
CSH, First Independence Bank, Mercy Housing, Public Service Credit Union, Detroit Development Fund, 
IFF, Nonprofit Finance Fund, and Urban Partnership Bank. 
 
This cohort of CDFIs was first brought to the table by OFN to function as a clearinghouse for resources in 
response to the national attention placed on Detroit around its bankruptcy. These gatherings were 
attended by city and state representatives, as well as foundations, with the central aim of highlighting, 
exploring, and developing CDFIs' role in addressing Detroit’s economic issues. After assessing collected 
data on investments and potential projects in the city, the attendees saw the need to realize a coordinated 
strategy to align Detroit's ample but fragmented CDFI scene towards collective impact. The general 
approach that the coalition has taken is place-based, focusing on three specific neighborhoods across the 
city. These neighborhoods were identified in Detroit's Future Cities plan as priority neighborhoods where 
foundations are already investing and nonprofits have a strong foothold. The Detroit CDFI Coalition views 
these neighborhoods as prime target areas where they can meet with other community stakeholders, 
actively invest, and leverage member organization resources in a way that gains traction and 
demonstrates the value of CDFI work. In addition to investment, the coalition identifies and advocates for 
policies that benefit the targeted community and match with coalition priorities. The localized buy-in 
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generated from these high-impact, holistic efforts will be used to further the larger community buy-in and 
engagement with CDFIs in the region as a whole. 
 
The Detroit CDFI Coalition has crafted a structure in order to facilitate this process. The coalition is not 
incorporated, instead it is organized informally and staffed by a consultant who undertakes the bulk of 
administrative responsibilities and is directed primarily by Tahirih Ziegler of Detroit LISC. To support the 
staff, member organizations comprise the general body as well as contribute to three committees: an 
executive committee, a policy committee, and a neighborhoods committee. 
 
In order to emphasize targeted impact, meetings occur as a whole coalition every other month, whereas 
committees meet monthly. In meetings, executive members and up to two other organization 
representatives are encouraged to freely discuss investment activities commencing in Detroit. In 
committee meetings, they are specifically asked about concurrent projects, designated priority areas 
outlined in the aligned strategies, and relationship-building. A central element of relationship-building is 
that it is embedded it into the coalition's structure. The Detroit CDFI coalition promotes clarity and trust 
through fiduciary responsibilities which are established via MOUs. They also support transparency 
through a decision-making process where members are delineated as lenders (voting members) and 
partners (non-voting members). This structure is admittedly emergent, as the recently-formed coalition 
continues to decipher the best form to fit their function See Appendix C for meeting packet and draft 
organizational framework document. 
 
The Detroit CDFI coalition has undertaken a bevy of activities including: 

 Developing the CDFI Grid. This tool, compiled by the hired-consultant, has been integral to the 
coalition's communications strategy. Modeled off of the Quicken Loans business grid, the CDFI 
Grid not only serves as promotional material but as a summary of the CDFI landscape, notifying 
community members of the range of services offered by member organizations (see Appendix B). 

 Leveraging the Neighborhood Committee to launch coordinated investment strategy in the three 
targeted neighborhoods. 

 Creating a website that serves as an information hub for community financing work in Detroit, 
even featuring those CDFIs outside of the coalition. 

 Information collection and aggregation of existing analytics, pipeline, opportunities, current tools, 
and tools needed for each organization working in targeted neighborhoods. 

 Deal sharing and information sharing in whole group meetings. 
 
Some key challenges that the Detroit CDFI Coalition faces revolve around managing the dynamics inherent 

to an intentionally diverse group. Each member has the opportunity to represent their interests and 

provide their expertise to strengthen the whole coalition's impact. However, coalition work can both 

breed competition as well as align incentives. Detroit's CDFI coalition experiences these both, as many of 

the CDFIs are vying for the same resources and some of the members (namely, credit unions) struggle to 

see the immediate added-value of participation. The combined effect of these two challenges has led 

some members to self-select out of the coalition. Detroit reports that embracing this self-selection and 

leaning into competition through communicating shared vision and developing processes to facilitate 

meeting that vision has led the group to work better together. 

 

While the coalition collects metrics on the money invested in Detroit each year since the existence of the 

coalition, it might be too early to measure the impact of the coalition. However, members are beginning 
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Table 1. Highlights from CDFI Network and Coalition Interviews – Key Characteristics and Lessons Learned 

Name, 
Location, 
and Year 

Structure Funding 
Key benefits to 

members 
Metrics Keys to success Policy work External Relations Media 

Appalachian 
Developmen
t Alliance 
 
Eastern 
Kentucky 
 
2000 
 
 

501(c)(3) 
 
One part-time 
employee plus 
voluntary 
administrative support 
 
Convener: ADA (self) 

Funded by 
interest on $2M 
pooled loan 
fund (fund 
established in 
2000, money 
cycles through 
loans to 
members) 

1. Access to capital 

2. Collaboration has 
expanded geographic 
coverage and deal-
sharing opportunities 

3. Training for CDFIs 
and non-CDFI partners  

4. Relationship building 
with non-CDFIs (banks, 
e.g.) 

Little for overall 
measure of impact. 

Measures return on 
the loan pool 
(deployment and 
default rates). 

Trust Received 
money from 
the state at 
startup. 

(Note: this is 
no longer in 
line with 
current CDFI 
Fund funding 
trends) 

Was initially based 
primarily on funding 
the loan fund 
through Federal and 
local government. 

Now ADA provides 
training for 
community partners 
and non-CDFIs 

Website 

Detroit CDFI 
Coalition 
 
Detroit, MI 
 
2014 

MOU-based 
committees  
 
One administrator 
(consultant) and an 
elected executive 
committee 
 
Convener: Initially OFN, 
now self-convened and 
led by LISC 

Membership 
fees 

1. Information sharing: 
product knowledge, 
reports and data, 
relationship-building 
and shared technical 
knowledge 

2. Deal sharing 

3.Strategic focus and 
planning 

Measures the total 
amount of money 
invested by 
members in Detroit 
annually and since 
existence.  

Evaluating 
neighborhood 
development 
indicators to track 
long-term progress 

Champions Alignment 
with 
city/state 
priorities and 
programs, 
both at 
inception and 
continued in 
strategic 
planning. 

Works with city/state 
officials, OFN for 
strategic alignment. 

Consults with 
neighborhood 
organizations and 
leaders for specific 
investment 
priorities/needs. 

Website, 
CDFI Grid 

 

Memphis 
CDFI 
Network 
 
Memphis, TN 
 
2014 

MOU-based, primarily 
informal, similar to 
current STL structure. 
 
Fdn. support for 
administration. 
Voluntary staff time for 
website management 
 
Convener: Assisi 
Foundation 

Foundation 
support - 
minimal funding 
required to this 
point, primarily 
for meetings 
and website 

1. Relationship building 
between CDFIs 

2. Referrals among 
CDFIs and between 
CDFIs and traditional 
lenders 

3. One CDFI has 
received additional 
funding from Assisi Fdn. 

No group metrics 
yet. 

 Individual metrics 
include number of 
jobs created, 
number of new 
companies started, 
lending statistics, 
etc. and other 
output measures. 

Participation and 
support from an 
organization with 
local clout 
(Assisi). 

Shared 
information has 
been critical for 
building 
understanding 
and trust. 

Individual 
groups have 
done 
advocacy.  

Collectively, 
worked with a 
legislator for 
funding and 
presented a 
grant 
proposal. 

Invited traditional 
lenders to meeting 
for introductions 
focused on referrals. 

Invited new mayor’s 
office for 
introductions and 
alignment. 

Invited speakers 
from other CD 
entities to meetings 

Website,  
joint 
handout 
for 
outreach 
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Table 1. Continued: Highlights from CDFI Network and Coalition Interviews – Key Characteristics and Lessons Learned 
 

Name, 
Location, 
and Year 

Structure Funding 
Key benefits to 

members 
Metrics Keys to success Policy work External Relations Media 

South 
Carolina 
Community 
Capital 
Alliance 
 
South 
Carolina 
(Statewide)  
 
2011 

Primary: 501(c)(4)  
 
Separate 501c3 for 
lending out to 
members 
 
Staffed by 60hrs/mo. 
consultant time 
 
Convener: SCCCA (self) 

Membership 
fees (4 levels 
ranging from 
$100-$2000/yr) 

1. Expanded coverage 
and capacity 

2. Networking, strength 
in numbers, and access 
to national 
organizations 

3. Representation: with 
a collective lobbyist and 
with reaction to 
sensitive issues on 
behalf of the network 
without risk of 
politicizing specific 
organizations 

Number of joint 
projects facilitated 
by the alliance.  

Other output 
measures (# of 
people educated, 
e.g.), capital raised 
as an alliance. 

Have also pushed 
members to get 
rated by Aeris. 

Need a dedicated 
staff member - 
not simply 
voluntary work. 

Need financial 
commitment 
from members 

Successfully 
renewed 
community 
development 
tax credit 
available from 
state (almost 
$1MM). 

Have banks, 
foundations, CDCs 
as members.  

Engaged with state 
legislators 

Website 
(with 
referral 
and loan 
query 
function) 

Lessons and 
common 
themes 

May be formal legal 
entity or informal 
network 
 
None have full time 
staff 
 
Most active are those 
that are self-convened 
 

The ones doing 
joint action have 
some form of 
contributed 
money (high 
level of 
engagement has 
come when they 
do not wait for 
funding to start 
acting). 

Greatest benefit has 
been building 
relationships (internally 
and externally) and 
deal-sharing. 

Detroit has the best 
long-term metrics. 
All are still working 
this out and there 
are no strong best 
practices to follow.  

Aeris has excellent 
starting place for 
measuring CDFIs. 

Nearly all of 
these strengths 
are people-
driven, not 
process-driven. 

2 key areas of 
focus: 

- Money from 
government 
(as grant or as 
tax credit) 

- Strategic 
alignment of 
priorities  

*Have not seen 
much on 
regulation 
policy 

A lot of different 
models exist, but all 
leverage collective 
position to invite 
conversations with 
policy makers and 
traditional lending 
communities. 
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to more collectively and strategically align investments with community investment initiatives. In 2015, 
CDFIs invested $170 million in Detroit. Through the lifetime of member organizations, the coalition has 
invested $1 billion in investments. Internally, the impact of the coalition has translated to member 
organizations in the form of partnerships. One particular credit union recounted how participation in the 
coalition led to access of Chicago Federal Loan bank through IFF. Additionally, member organizations have 
benefitted from access to deals and smarter capital deployment due to depth and breadth of conversation 
that take place around the coalition table. Furthermore, the coalition continues to seek ways that they 
can establish synergies surrounding information collection and neighborhood assessments. They posit 
that if they share what each organization is doing, more of the members will benefit from eliminating 
wasted resources of duplicate efforts. Following the idea that each organization brings unique skills, 
advantages, and resources, the Detroit coalition has depended on one member, Capital Impact Partners, 
to do a community-level development indicator assessment. Although changes in these indicators over 
time cannot be directly attributed to individual CDFIs or even to the coalition, the information is important 
for measuring the success of strategic investment as a whole and has been made available to the 
community in through the coalition. See Appendix H for link to the Capital Impact Partners report on 
community impact data. 
 

Memphis CDFI Network 
 
The Memphis CDFI Network is comprised of 8 CDFIs and has been in existence since 2014. Member CDFIs 
include: Hope Credit Union, Tristate Bank of Memphis, Communities Unlimited, Pathway Lending, 
Community Lift Fund, River City Capital Investment, United Housing, and Orion Credit Union. Meetings 
are also attended by the Federal Reserve Bank and the FDIC. The network was formed at the behest of 
Dr. Jan Young at the Assisi Foundation. Assisi has played the role of convener around other interests in 
Memphis and became interested in CDFI work when one of the organizations applied for a grant. The 
Assisi Foundation has provided some logistics support and notetaking, as well as funding for the CDFI 
Network website which is managed by individual CDFIs in turn. The structure of the network is informal 
and is based on MOUs, particularly regarding management of website content. The group meets once 
monthly to share information about their current work, challenges, and products. Most meetings are 
attended by lending-level staff with support from each organization’s leadership.  
 
Currently, the Memphis network’s activities have been focused on raising awareness and building 
relationships – both within the community and with one another. They have created a website which 
functions to direct those seeking financial services to the appropriate member organizations. They have 
also developed joint marketing tools including a simple service matrix (see Appendix B) and a CDFI 
factsheet that can be used in outreach materials (see Appendix D). They have discussed starting a blog 
and newsletter. As a group, they have done some outreach activities with traditional lenders to boost 
familiarity and referrals, including an FDIC hosted “speed networking” session. They hope to shift to 
include community organizations and nonprofits in their engagement plans as well, possibly by offering a 
training workshop or conference. Non-CDFI partners are often invited as guests to the monthly meetings. 
For example, the network will meet soon with a representative from the new mayor’s office to begin a 
relationship and build alignment between network and city priorities. Memphis CDFIs view themselves as 
primarily non-competing and are focused on maximizing referrals. This is also true of their relationship 
with traditional lenders. While current focus is on building relationships with lenders at a referral level, 
there is hope that improved overall relationships will eventually lead to investment in a collective project. 
 
The group does not have specific metrics in place, although each member tracks their individual reporting 
metrics. Regarding policy, an individual CDFI worked with a local legislator to develop funding 
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opportunities for one neighborhood where they are working. Some members of the network worked 
together to present a group proposal, and are open to doing more in the future. Most advocacy work has 
been done as individual organizations rather than as a collective.  
 
Although the network has been meeting for two years, members have not yet participated in a joint 
initiative or unified project. The greatest benefit that they have seen thus far is in growing relationships 
and building trust, since many CDFIs were not working together prior to the network formation. 
Specifically, this has included understanding the unique products and strengths each member offers, and 
increasing referrals both between CDFIs and with local traditional lenders, notably banks offering similar 
loan products. In the future, the Memphis CDFI Network would like to pursue joint funding and a joint 
initiative as a group. Some members have mentioned interest in coordinated planning and strategic 
approach, which is supported by the Assisi Foundation.  
 
Challenges that the Memphis network has faced include managing the different capacities (and levels of 
interest) that organizations have to contribute to the network. It is expected that contributions will not 
be identical, but this means that work is not necessarily evenly distributed. In addition, turnover both 
within the CDFIs and the lenders that they engage can be disruptive in building relationships that are 
productive and lasting.  
 

South Carolina Community Capital Alliance 
 
South Carolina Community Capital Alliance is a unique CDFI coalition. Its primary entity is a 501(c)(4), 
focused on promoting favorable policy at the state level and on educating the community about 
community development financing. There is a secondary 501(c)(3) CDFI – Community Capital, Inc. – whose 
aim is to raise and deploy capital as a statewide intermediary for community development work. They do 
some loan matchmaking as well as providing direct lending where there are gaps in capacity and access 
to capital. The alliance started with a Community Development Corporation association acting as fiscal 
sponsor, but wanted to focus on policy and so, decided to form a lobbying organization. In particular, the 
alliance rallied support around the renewal of a state tax credit that would increase investment in CDFIs 
and other community development organizations. Initially the collaboration formed in 2011 to complete 
a collective application for the CDFI bond program since it was not available to small CDFIs. Although this 
was not a good fit for the group, the collaboration stuck together and then began to focus on the tax 
credit renewal. The focus of the alliance is now to be a unique, united voice for community capital and 
community development capacity building. 
 
SCCCA currently has 22 members, 6 of which are CDFIs. Other members include banks, CDCs, and 
foundations. Membership exists at 4 levels with different benefits corresponding to each level: Ally ($100), 
Associate ($500), Affiliate ($1000), and Advocate ($2000). For a detailed list of members and membership 
benefits at each level, see Appendix E. SCCCA started with small grant funding from the Mary Reynolds 
Babcock Foundation and collected funds from members to pay for a feasibility study. The alliance then 
received some seed funding from banks and is now run on membership fees. The alliance is staffed by 
three consultants whose time collectively adds up to approximately 60 hours per month. Rather than 
regular member meetings, SCCCA operates more as a separate organization that provides resources and 
information to members. They host an annual meeting at their Community Capital Conference to bring 
members together and to support dialogue around community development capital including impact 
investing and specific community development financing initiatives. They also produce a newsletter and 
will start hosting topic-focused regional meetings within the state. In addition, SCCCA hires a lobbyist to 
work on policy issues of interest to CDFIs and CDCs, something they are unable to do on their own. 
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SCCCA has four clearly defined focus areas: Capital, Capacity, Coverage, and Communication. Expanding 
access to community development capital and increasing investment across the state are what brought 
the members together. This is still an important part of what the alliance does, particularly through 
Community Capital, Inc., through lobbying efforts, and by bringing together investors to learn more about 
community development financing. The alliance works to build both collective capacity through 
matchmaking deals and supporting collaborative efforts, as well as building individual capacity through 
technical assistance. “Capital is why we came together, but the coverage capacity is why we stayed 
together.” The ability to coordinate as a network and to spread the reach of services is one of the key 
reasons that alliance members continue to benefit from participation in the network. Finally, as a 
statewide network, SCCCA is able to raise the profile of CDFIs with legislators and the community, as well 
as share information among members through regular communication and the annual capital conference. 
The SCCCA website offers more than just information about CDFIs and community development financing. 
It also offers confidential, open form submissions to facilitate loans for community members who are 
unsure of where to get financing, as well as referral for services by organizations unable to serve a 
particular borrower. 
 
Benefits that SCCCA has seen are related to being able to act as a collective organization to magnify the 
impact of individual members. This includes successfully ensuring the renewal of state tax credits for 
community development investment, raising nearly $1 million through the tax credit. Nonprofits that 
cannot do lobbying on their own can contribute to the alliance, which is able to hire lobbyists directly. In 
addition, SCCCA offers members some distancing from politically charged issues on which they may not 
individually be able to take a strong stance. For example, SCCCA was able to respond more openly than 
some members in South Carolina’s recent racially charged debate over the presence of the confederate 
flag on the state capitol and other related issues. In addition, as a statewide network, SCCCA was able to 
leverage multiple relationships to coordinate a quick response of natural disaster relief funding after 
major flooding in the state. 
 
Challenges that SCCCA has faced include collecting data from members, but the alliance has started to 
encourage members to be rated by Aeris to create common metrics and benchmarking between 
organizations. As an alliance, SCCCA measures output metrics including number of joint projects 
facilitated, capital raised, attendees at educational sessions, etc. They, like the other coalitions 
interviewed, are still working to build solid metrics on the community impact of their work. 
 

Baltimore CDFI Roundtable 
 
Although the research team was unable to reach anyone from the Baltimore CDFI Roundtable, their 
website makes available their CDFI Profile book, which defines CDFIs, includes a service matrix, and has a 
one-page snapshot of each of 20 CDFIs serving Maryland. The profile book was published by OFN. The 
service matrix and sample profiles are included in Appendix B. The Baltimore CDFI Roundtable has staff 
support provided by OFN, but it appears that the group has not seen the internal leadership required to 
have a fully collaborative group beyond local networking. 
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A Note on Metrics The research team connected with Paige Chapel, CEO& President of Aeris 
Insight, an organization originally created by OFN that “provides the only comprehensive, third-party 
assessment of community development financial institution (CDFI) loan funds, helping investors 
evaluate opportunities that meet their impact goals and risk parameters.” While this annual rating 
system offers the opportunity for individual CDFIs to benchmark themselves against other similar CDFIs 
in their space, its primary purpose is to provide an “internal audit” through which a CDFI can assess how 
well it is actualizing its own stated objectives. 
 

The benefits of obtaining an Aeris rating varies largely depending on the size and capacity of the CDFI. 

 Larger CDFIs are able to use their ratings to aggressively pursue funding with existing investors 
and – occasionally – expand their reach to new investors. 

 Whereas smaller CDFIs view the rating process as a capacity-building exercise that allows them to 
assess their own activities through the lens of an investor. The rating process is quite intensive, 
so smaller CDFIs may be judicious about whether or not pursuing the full process is optimal.  

 

All CDFIs can benefit from the Aeris Cloud – an online platform that contains all of the source 
documentation used to rate over 125 CDFIs. The Aeris Cloud includes detailed financial statements, 
portfolio performance data, impact performance data, and the ratios that Aeris used to analyze each CDFI. 
As a result, regardless of being rated or not, the Aeris Cloud offers a centralized place to view as well as 
be included in longitudinal peer-to-peer comparison data on Key Performance Indicators and CAMELS risk 
rating profiles. In addition to individual CDFIs, subscribers to this database include: foundations, banks, 
wealth management firms, intermediaries (CDFIs that lend to other CDFIs), and government entities. 
 

While, Aeris works on the individual CDFI level, there are a few key takeaways regarding metrics that can 
extend to strong coalitions metric-setting and impact assessment. 

 When developing metrics consider using Pacific Ventures' acronym, "CRAP". Credible-Rigorous-
Affordable-Practical. Metrics are variable and must be set according to the context of the coalition 
itself. Instead of seeking a standard program, seek to identify simple metrics that meet the criteria 
above. 

 Coalitions are diverse in nature, thus what makes one organization successful in its field will vary 
from another. Aeris acknowledges that metrics depend on the impact focus (different if micro-
lender v. credit union). As a consequence, coalitions can standardize what they measure but these 
will not necessarily be interpreted in the same way. As a result, Aeris Insights is at the end of the 
first phase of a project to create standardized impact metrics based upon impact foci. This rubric 
will offer guidance around collecting outputs and a few outcomes. The St. Louis Coalition can 
remain alert and pursue these documents when they are released this year. 

 If the coalition is interested in reporting joint metrics, they should strategically look at the areas 
where they overlap and where common data is, i.e., how many loans are booked each year and 
the dollar amount of these loans. Communicating the aggregate of coalition efforts in this format 
offers some insight into performance – OFN has modeled some of their reporting this way. 

 One way for CDFI coalitions to align themselves with the work of Aeris Insight without pursuing 
the entire rating process is through reporting to the Aeris Cloud. Simply asking the questions 
pertinent to the rating process can orient the coalition towards what certain information that 
others in the field are collecting and being assessed upon. 

In order to extend research into metric systems, the St. Louis CDFI coalition can connect with Pacific 
Ventures, LISC, as well as those organizations utilizing Salesforce for data collection, i.e., Capital Impact 
Partners. See Appendix F for details on the Aeris ratings process and Appendix H for the Capital Impact 
Partners report on community impact data. 
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Advice from the Field 
 
Each CDFI interviewed offered advice to heed as St. Louis CDFIs embark upon building their coalition. 
These nuggets of advice are revealed below.  

 SCCCA offers the advice that collaborations require dedicated staff time and cannot depend on 
volunteering time from member organizations. In addition, it is important to have a financial 
commitment from members. SCCCA also suggests considering the “continuum of financing” when 
looking for opportunities for CDFIs to work together - for example, financing a new housing 
development might pair well with mortgage financing or homeownership preparation provided 
by another organization. 

 The advice for success offered by the Memphis network was to underscore the value of building 
strong connections between CDFIs and of having the support of a larger organization with clout 
(such as the Federal Reserve Bank, the FDIC, or a large local institution). 

 Detroit encourages coalitions to be conscious that building a coalition does not negate 
competition. While being in close proximity promotes additional deal-sharing, its adverse effect 
is that it can make others can feel left out of deals as well. Their advice is to remember the value 
of gathering and that working together does increase net impact and requires maturing over time. 
In order to avoid some of the downsides of collaboration's exposure to potential competition, a 
coalition must align their objectives with processes that avoid exclusion, or rather, promote the 
optimal reasonable inclusion. By having clearly articulated and agreed upon objectives and 
processes, the frictions that may arise in implementation of partner work do not impede success. 

 The ADA builds upon Detroit's advice, as they began as competitors and now rarely do loans alone. 
Their advice is simply summarized by Mr. Harris, "collaboration eliminates some of your risks and 
frees up some of your capital." To achieve this, ADA posits that trust is not just a feeling, but 
something that must be demonstrated, practiced, and public. 

 
Themes 
 

There are eight main themes that emerged in the research. The content below captures these themes and 
offers insight into their relevance to the St. Louis CDFI Coalition. 
 
Theme 1: Trust and relationship building. If there is a factor that each CDFI identified as the most 
elemental to their success as a coalition, it is trust. Prioritizing relationship-building above business has 
allowed for deeper collaboration to occur beyond that of an organizational partnership, tapping into a 
more mission-oriented common agenda. Each CDFI pointed towards an example of how the coalition 
encouraged open information and deal sharing that superseded potential competition, instead offering a 
strong foundation for collaboration to maximize impact.  Similarly, the CDFIs echoed that trust does not 
occur by happenstance, instead it is something that is intentionally fostered through clear structures and 
activities geared towards building such trust.  
 
Theme 2: Internal ownership. Looking at a cross-section of the four key coalitions interviewed, defining 
the locus of ownership was critical.  While some of the coalitions initially gathered through a convener or 
were prompted by an outside entity, eventually the ownership of the coalition itself transitioned into the 
hands of the CDFIs. A noted value of the coalition being managed by the CDFIs is that it promotes buy-in 
and alignment. 
 
Theme 3:  Administrative Staff. While the coalition should drive its own convening, having a third-party 
staff member dedicated to administrative tasks has been pivotal in the success of three of the coalitions 
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interviewed. These coalitions found that identifying a staff member whose responsibility is to send emails, 
take notes, identify meeting locations, create certain marketing collateral, share agendas, etc., has 
created consistency and framing that has allowed the CDFI coalition to focus on the heart of their work 
instead of administrative tasks. A tradeoff mentioned by the coalition is that if the position belongs to 
someone from another organization/field, there may be a learning curve or limitations on their ability to 
capture the nuances of the conversations. 
 
Theme 4: Stay Lean. Another theme that surfaced from the research is to stay lean as a coalition. Several 
sources reiterated that a coalition is not meant to have the complexity of an organization necessarily. 
Instead, the coalition should be nimble and purposeful, only creating the necessary infrastructure to meet 
their goals. 
 
Theme 5: Ensure Equity. The coalitions interviewed were similar to St. Louis' CDFI coalition in regards to 
diversity of members. These coalitions were intentionally composed of players that vary in size, impact 
verticals, depository/non-depository organizations, and regional/national presence. Given the range of 
voices in the room, the coalitions all identified the importance of creating processes that ensure that all 
voices around the table have the space to be heard, considered, represented, and potentially acted upon 
in ways that may not even occur outside of the coalition. 
 
Theme 6: Collaborate Strategically. Each coalition shared about the value of being judicious when 
deciphering when and how to collaborate. Ultimately, they pointed toward collaborating when their 
combined efforts yielded better results than working independently; not merely collaborating simply 
because they could. This, in part, entails creating a strong agenda that helps to delineate what is "coalition 
work," what is "partnership work," and what is independently "organizational work". 
 
Theme 7:  Commit to Training and Professional Development. The coalitions surveyed found that they 
offered CDFIs a unique opportunity to engage with training in three ways: 1.) Training each other in 
performing tasks (i.e., grant applications or reporting) or deepening skillsets, 2.) Using the coalition as a 
way to leverage collective efforts and resources to pursue training and professional development from 
outside experts, and 3.) Offering training to community members as a way to both increase the visibility 
and awareness of the CDFI industry and each member organization's work. 
 
Theme 8: "Buy-in" from Organizational Leaders is a Must. Many of the coalitions interviewed underlined 
the importance of support from the positional heads of their organizations. Whether represented by the 
CEO in the coalition, or involving the CEOs regularly in the coalition, all CDFIs found that for the work of 
the coalition to be sustainable and to have maximum impact, the coalition must have access to and 
commitment from the key decision-makers within the individual organizations. 
 

Implications for St. Louis 
 

 Memphis is in a very similar position to the St. Louis coalition at present. They are truly operating 
at a networking level where the primary activity is sharing information. They are on the cusp of 
working at a coordination level, which involves sharing joint actions. This is in line with their goals 
of raising awareness about CDFIs and may lead them to a joint funding opportunity; however, 
they are not positioned to achieve large, sweeping changes through their joint actions because 
they have mixed levels of buy-in from participants and have not embraced a joint mission that 
would align their actions as individual organizations. This is neither good nor bad; it is just a 
reflection on their current capability to work together and how it aligns with the types of goals 
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they are able to accomplish. If St. Louis CDFIs wish to raise awareness, the Memphis model of 
frequent information sharing is a good model. If they want to do more complex joint activities 
and/or planning, they will need to adopt a deeper level of partnership, which will require more 
“give” to the coalition from each organization.  

 All of the coalitions have different ways of presenting their collective services, providing examples 
of marketing materials that may be helpful to St. Louis CDFIs (see Appendices B and D). Most of 
them include only member organizations in service listings, while others provide information for 
the entire geographic area. While the coalitions all have web presence, this varies from 
independently hosting a website to occupying a page on a member’s website. It is not apparent 
that the websites are generating much traffic or driving awareness of the services offered by 
members. In the case of SCCCA, the referrals and loan queries function offers some measure of 
the effectiveness of the website as a tool for achieving the alliance’s goals. St. Louis CDFIs may 
use the service matrices as a model for communicating services and products, but should consider 
the costs of a website before creating a complete website that may not garner much attention. 

 If the goal of the organization is to affect policy and in particular, legislation, it may be better to 
have a separate organization that can act politically and get involved with lobbying; however, if 
the policy goals are more focused around aligning local actions with shared community 
development goals, this may be more effectively managed through relationships between the 
coalition and other stakeholders. 

 ADA offers an example of a CDFI coalition whose clarity of mission and agenda has led it to 
success. They began with the key goal of collaborating to expand access to regions across 
Kentucky and to raise more capital. Over the past several years, they have achieved both (in part 
due to their self-sustainable funding model) and are currently in the midst of assessing the 
purpose and value of the coalition moving forward. For some, being in a liminal space can be a 
mark of an effort gone astray; however, in this case ADA's transitional period is reflective of its 
ability to define clear objectives and meet them. The St. Louis CDFI coalition should similarly not 
meet simply to meet, but may aim to "complete its work" in a way that leaves the very purpose 
and necessity of a formal coalition in question. 

 Detroit's CDFI Coalition offers one of the most direct comparisons to how St. Louis may choose to 
model their coalition. This comparison is particularly possible given the similarities of players that 
comprise the coalition as well as the place-based context that the two cities share. Detroit's non-
incorporated structure offers the coalition agility to match their approach to their agenda as 
needed. This freedom of legal structure may also benefit the St. Louis coalition as it seeks to 
prioritize leveraging relationships above potential organizational bureaucracy. Additionally, 
Detroit's approach to being staffed by a third-party, led by member organizations, and supported 
by a general body and special interest committees, is one to take note of. This structure seems to 
strike an importance balance of productivity and consistency when it comes to administrative 
work, industry expertise when it comes to managing the coalition, and distributed ownership 
when it comes to actualizing the agenda. Adopting a structure like this would allow the St. Louis 
coalition to leverage the expertise of the diverse members in a general body setting, while also 
offering an outlet that caters to the unique interests of each member. Finally, Detroit's CDFI grid 
offers a strategic communication tool that increases information about CDFIs as a whole while 
also increasing the visibility of the coalition and its individual players. As the St. Louis coalition 
members have emphasized the importance of clear communication strategies to promote and 
inform industry work, this grid is a valuable template worth emulating. 
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III. Local Collaborations as Examples 
 
This section provides a summary of some local non-CDFI collaborations that offer important insight for 
collaborating in the St. Louis context.  
 
 St. Louis Graduates 
 
St. Louis Graduates (STLG) is a collaborative network of youth-serving college access providers and K-12 
education organizations, philanthropic funders, and businesses. Through the development  of effective 
inter-organizational and cross sector partnerships, St. Louis Graduates strives to reduce barriers for 
students pursuing postsecondary education and increase support to low-income, first generation, and 
African American students in postsecondary success. St. Louis Graduates developed as a result of ongoing 
informal dialogue between a funder and college access organization in 2009. The dialogue began between 
Faith Sandler, Executive Director of the Scholarship Foundation of St. Louis and Jane Donahue, who at the 
time was the President of the Deaconess Foundation. Over time, Donahue and Sandler’s vision for the 
region grew into a 12-member nucleus of funders and providers seeking to develop a common agenda to 
improve regional postsecondary educational attainment. All parties involved recognized the individual 
contributions and investments being made to improve outcomes, but sensed collectively that it wasn’t 
enough to improve the region’s educational attainment.  
 
St. Louis Graduates’ first order of business involved 18 months of meeting together. They didn’t try to do 
any joint initiatives other than create dialogue, get to know each other, and build trust and strong 
relationships.  Over time STLG formed a steering committee co-chaired by Donahue and Sandler. The 
steering committee resulted in the creation of a case statement in support of a coordinated effort 
amongst funders and providers in the St. Louis region to articulate a shared strategy for developing a 
college access pipeline. From this process, came a commissioned study regarding the state of 
postsecondary educational attainment which was used to further justify the need for a regional agenda.  
 
STLG embraces a “network mindset” in lieu of a self-standing nonprofit organization which they believed 
could potentially intensify perceptions of competition. STLG wasn’t sure how they needed to exist and 
didn’t want to build infrastructure without clear justifications to support it. STLG contracts a 501(c)(3) 
nonprofit organization which serves as the fiscal sponsor and manager of STLG funds. In an effort not to 
compete with partners and potentially take away resources, when approaching funders, STLG always 
inquires if the funder is funding a STLG partner and if procurement of funding would adversely impact the 
funders ability to fund said partner moving forward. If the funder affirms that it may impact partners, 
STLG declines funding altogether.  
 
Since 2009, STLG has initiated a professional development institute for high school counselors, college 
access direct service staff, and postsecondary education professionals covering a range of topics specific 
to the needs and concerns of low-income, first generation, African American students and students with 
Deferred Action Childhood Arrival Status. STLG has created an online scholarship database, “Scholarship 
Central,” which houses many scholarship opportunities for local students as well as funders. STLG has 
developed a High School to College Center, which is a summer pop-up drop-in center where students 
interface with counselors and obtain the support they need to successfully transition to college. Lastly, 
STLG has developed a student-led advocacy coalition that enables students to research and investigate 
state and federal policies and lobby in favor of or against policies to improve access to postsecondary 
education. Within the context of St. Louis, STLG sees alleviation of competition as an effective first step 
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to collaboration. For authentic and effective collaboration to take place, actors must know that the 
process can be messy and wrought with growing pains. Checking ego and self-serving interest, in addition 
to building trust and strong bonds, can propel endeavors forward. Lastly, dedicated, passionate and 
visionary leadership, along with substantial time and financial resources pave the way for successful 
partnership and meaningful collaboration. 
   
 Community Builders Network and InvestSTL 
  
The team met with Karl Guenther of Community Builders Network for insight on community development 
focused collaboration in St. Louis. Community Builders Network (CBN), a professional association of 
community building organizations (CBOs), offers an example of community development collaboration 
under a formalized entity. It is a 501(c)(3) that is largely funded through UMSL’s Des Lee Collaboration 
and the Public Policy Research Center, but has begun to diversify its funding, including a sliding scale 
membership fee. CBN began in 2011 out of a recognized need to focus community development on 
creating whole communities and vibrant neighborhoods, not just affordable housing. The organization 
has three key goals: to improve the capacity of community based organizations, to improve civic capacity 
and a better community-building system, and to raise public awareness about community-building issues. 
This includes activities focused on funding organizations and offering assistance on organization 
formation, affecting laws and policies, and producing a newsletter and website for sharing information. 
Membership includes 58 community-based organizations comprised of lenders, funders, CDCs, 
neighborhood councils, other nonprofits, and government entities. Of these, 25 are primary CBO 
members.  
 
CBN has already proved to be a useful example in informing the initial CDFI survey formation and offering 
some advice on facilitating community collaboration. In addition, the example of CBN has shown that it 
may be difficult to raise enough money to staff a full-time position through membership fees, even though 
CBN has a much larger membership base than our coalition. CBN’s approach is to function as a facilitated 
network that offers benefits and services to individual organizations and helps coordinate larger programs 
or agendas.  
 
CBN staff has experience managing high-touch relationships with members and facilitating consensus-
building through group meetings as well as relationship development. CBN has been a lead partner in 
establishing and providing initial staff support for InvestSTL and could possibly be a resource for initial 
staffing of the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition. Working with InvestSTL is an example of its role in 
facilitating deeper collaboration between various stakeholders (public, private, and nonprofit), but it is 
too early to tell the impact of this project. The goal of InvestSTL is to help create a coordinated pipeline of 
funding and investment for community development in St. Louis. There is some overlap with their 
objectives and the CDFI Coalition’s objectives. Rather than duplicate these efforts, our coalition should 
seek to establish a good relationship with InvestSTL, sharing information through our common members 
and inviting input from InvestSTL where appropriate to help align our strategies with existing systems and 
priorities. 
 

East Side Aligned 
 

The research team spoke to Evan Krauss, Director of East Side Aligned, to gather insight regarding unique 
models of coalition-oriented work in the greater St. Louis area. East Side Aligned is not an organization or 
a program, but a Collective Impact process which strives to "align policy, practice and investment across 
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sectors to improve outcomes for young people." In order to achieve this mission, it utilizes the Ready by 
21 Collective Impact framework to facilitate its efforts. The 5 conditions of Collective Impact include: 

1. A common agenda 
2. Shared measurement systems 
3. Mutually reinforcing activities 
4. Continuous communication 
5. The presence of a backbone organization 
 

Their initial stage of formation included extensive community engagement, which yielded a Strategic 
Roadmap. Currently, ESA is in the process of building an operating system to provide the necessary 
infrastructure to carry out the 14 sub-goals and 180 strategies devised by the community. They have opted 
to champion a distributed leadership model in the form of an Alignment Council. The Alignment Council 
is composed of 40 leaders representing different sectors and interests who are charged with leveraging 
their influence to remove barriers to Roadmap implementation while committing to following the agenda. 
These leaders provide "board-like support" to existing coalitions and support specific committees (early 
learning, after-school time, non-postsecondary pathways, readiness and well-being, place matters) in 
actualizing the Roadmap. See Appendix G for ESA’s Intervention Mapping Grid and Structural Overview. 
 
As it takes shape over the subsequent months, ESA will allow for the structure to be somewhat emergent. 
They do not have a requirement meet every month, instead, they meet as necessary. While this flexibility 
allows for intentionality, Mr. Krauss does not discount the value of people coming together, deeming it 
vitally important for relationship-building. When meeting, ESA focuses on collaboratively actualizing 
strategies that align policy (legislative and organizational), practice (one's line of business), and 
investment (grant-makers investment and utilization) across sectors. 
 
A significant portion of their work is policy-focused. East Side Aligned acknowledges the value of groups 
that mobilize people for agitation or rallying; however, their primary goal as a collective is to create the 
common table that shows how bills are mutually advantageous. With a variety of perspectives on their 
council – many of which require neutrality – ESA’s approach is to inform the council and ancillary coalitions 
of the policy issue at hand, informing them of the options for advocacy, but not necessarily sending the 
invitation for them to engage in a way that is counter their own political interests. 
 
To define metrics, ESA has curated a 3-tiered dashboard. The first tier looks at large-scale population-level 
outcomes that take years to change. The second tier is composed of sub-tier indicators that can be 
affected by direct interventions. The third-tier assesses changes in capacity, for example, the increase in 
number of youth in after-school programing. While these are typically output oriented, they also capture 
indicators that seem to be most tangible as well as relevant to grant applications. 
 
When considering a key success factor to coalition-building work in St. Louis, Mr. Krauss emphasized the 
importance of the Collective Impact value of Backbone Support. The East Side Aligned website defines 
backbone support saying, "an independent, funded staff dedicated to the initiative provides ongoing 
support by guiding the initiative’s vision and strategy, supporting aligned activities, establishing shared 
measurement practices, building public will, advancing policy, and mobilizing resources." He noted that 
what often limits the success of a coalition is not expertise or ability to collaborate, but rather capacity. 
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Social Innovation District 
 

Conversations with Paul Evensen from the St. Louis Social Innovation District offered a helpful framework 
for understanding levels of collaboration and how to plan for each. The model provided identifies four 
levels of partnership: networking, coordination, cooperation, and collaboration.1 Each level requires 
greater commitment and “give” from the partner organizations, but also provides capacity for a higher 
level of goal accomplishment. Levels of partnership are summative – collaboration includes elements from 
cooperation, coordination, and networking – but do not necessarily occur in a step-wise progression. The 
level of partnership required of a group is determined by the level of goal accomplishment the group 
wishes to achieve. This is summarized in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1. Relationship between Goals and Depth of Partnership 

From Paul Evensen, ThreadSTL, 2016. 

 
 
If the highest level of goal accomplishment is completion of a joint-project – for example, the Memphis 
CDFI Network is focused on building relationships and collectively hosts joint events that benefit individual 
members – the level of partnership needed is coordination, but not necessarily cooperation or more. At 
present, this is aligned with the structure of the Memphis Network, but their ability to accomplish larger 
goals may be limited if they wish to move to goals with greater scope. As they consider a joint initiative, 
they will need to shift how the members work together to share resources. This will require a greater 
commitment than some of the members currently have and will also require that they set aside some of 
their control over the joint activity.  
 

                                                           
1 Evensen, P. (2016). Relationship between levels of partnership and shared work. ThreadSTL: St. Louis, MO. 
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It is important to acknowledge early that deepening the level of partnership requires an increasing loss of 
control as the joint mission of the partnership takes a more prominent role in determining organizational 
actions. At the level of collaboration – and a key reason why collaboration can be so difficult – is the need 
to make organizational changes that are in support of the joint aim. This may mean increasing emphasis 
or scaling back on a particular product or service because that is what benefits the group. Because this 
process can feel threatening to organizations, and because it may take more time to bear fruit on larger 
aims, it is critical to have commitment to the partnership by individual organization’s decision-makers 
from the outset. Everyone must be clear that concessions made to the partnership are in pursuit of the 
joint goal, but that large aims often result in “growing the pie”. Open, honest communication is critical at 
all stages to make this level of collaboration function for everyone. 
 
It is not the aim of all coalitions to accomplish large, long-term goals. Depending on the needs in the 
community, the ideal goal accomplishment may be at the project-level, indicating that design of the 
partnership should focus on coordinating activities and exchanging information. The important factor is 
to honestly assess partnership aims early, commit to the level of “give” and “take” that will be required, 
and to design processes accordingly. 
 

IV. St. Louis CDFIs: What we see and hear from you 

 
In the fall of 2015, key respondents from each organization within the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition 
completed surveys to identify major goals to be fulfilled and challenges to be overcome through 
participation in the CDFI coalition. The CDFI practicum research team followed up with these key 
respondents and conducted 20 to 30 minute qualitative interviews. Based on the information provided 
by respondents, the practicum research team collated and synthesized responses to develop a series of 
key issues that collectively embody the goals, aspirations and challenges of the CDFI coalition, which can 
be found below. 

 
Challenges 
 

Awareness 
 Need to build research, awareness and advocacy 

 Few borrowers know what value a CDFI brings to common market 
 Officials and other community decision-makers do not understand CDFIs 

 
Capital (access and deployment) 

 Challenge deploying it and working with borrowers 
 Capitalization – need money to deploy 

 Need increased access to low cost capital 
 Partial and unbalanced CRA performance evaluations affect the utility of CRA as a tool for 

access to capital 
 

Capacity 

 Challenge expanding/building staffing infrastructure to deploy money 
 Banks benefit from efficiencies of scale (and are more competitive because of that) 
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Technical Assistance 

 Need technical assistance regarding growth and it is not within the national CDFI funding 
priorities for small CDFIs 

 Reporting guidance is hard to use and offers little benchmarking 
 
Regulatory Standards 

 Strict regulations impact who we can lend to 
 Requires additional overhead staff to comply with standards 
 Competing standards between Federal and State governments impact who we can lend to 

and how to meet grant requirements 
 
Goals 
 

Awareness   

 Build awareness within industry, across industry, and with key stakeholders – includes 
understanding better where each CDFI fits in with the others 

 Establish simple communication messaging about CDFIs 
 Develop regional symposiums and gatherings to organize traditional lending partners, further 

agenda, knowledge, etc. 

 Outreach to educational institutions as a way to increase research capabilities 
 Promote learning/awareness within the community development finance industry 

 
Capital Deployment 

 Develop comprehensive strategies from deployment and borrowing standpoint 

 Facilitate deal-sharing and discuss how to specifically partner, i.e., asking "how would you 
imagine me expanding this to my client base" 

 
Capacity Building 

 Provide technical assistance (or funding to access TA): better understanding of what other 
CDFIs are doing to grow 

 Establish benchmarking to help monitor individual CDFI performance 
 Develop clear platforms (i.e., websites) and resources (including individual expertise) to guide 

the CDFI grant and application processes 
 
CRA 

 Build better understanding by traditional lenders which will lead to better funding through 
CRA investment in CDFIs 

 Share coordination among CDFIs which makes a more compelling argument for CDFI 
investment 

 
Lobbying & Advocacy 

 Develop strategies to mitigate policy risks 
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V. Recommendations 

  
Recommendations for the Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition fall into three categories: core principles, the 
role of the coalition in the St. Louis community development landscape, and next steps. 
 

Core Principles 
 

Based on the data collected through this research, there are several core principles that the Greater St. 

Louis CDFI Coalition should adhere to: 

 

 Communication 

o Communication should be open, honest, and proactive 

o It is realistic to expect that members will face some competition in the course of working 

together. To ensure an environment that encourages collaboration, members must be 

honest about this competition at the outset and throughout the collaborative process.  

o Organizations vary in strengths, goals, and capacity for involvement. To maximize use of 

resources and strengths, and to minimize frustration, it is important to acknowledge 

these differences openly. Acknowledgement of differences paves the way to finding 

productive collaboration points and to setting realistic expectations of partnership. 

 Inclusion 

o Coalition members have differing priorities and face different challenges. While not every 

meeting will hold the same relevance for each member, it is important to be intentional 

about representing the varied perspectives and priorities of multiple members, 

particularly when creating annual agendas and long-term strategies. 

o Inequality is guaranteed in a group of diverse partners – the coalition must therefore 

intentionally design processes to encourage equality and create space for divergent 

interests. Successful management of a coalition is tied to holding the tension between 

differences and common goals. 

 Mission 

o All CDFI coalitions researched have been able to make significant progress on goals that 

they have set for themselves by coordinating activities to target these goals. 

o The level of commitment and partnership required from the coalition will be driven by 

the type of goals that the coalition sets. 

 Internal and External Partnership 

o The CDFI coalition is a space for CDFIs to grow capacity to work together and to build 

relationships with external partners as a group. The coalition is unique in St. Louis because 

it provides a mechanism for fostering partnership between CDFIs. This internal 

partnership – through information, skills, and deal sharing as well as partnered capacity 

building – should remain a core characteristic of the coalition.  

o The coalition offers CDFIs a platform for action as a collective, including developing 

partnerships and outreach efforts at a larger scale than is feasible individually. 

o It is not the aim of the coalition to duplicate other coordination efforts in place in St. Louis. 

The coalition should seek to partner with other collaborations (InvestSTL, SLEHCRA, 

MSLCRA, and CBN) where overlap or complementarity exists. This will mean 
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communicating strategic agendas when appropriate, depending on shared members to 

inform the coalition on potential for alignment, etc.  

 CDFI Ownership 

o Buy-in and explicit commitment to collaboration from each member’s upper 

management is critical to their ability to complete necessary activities for joint goals. 

o Coalitions cooperating and collaborating have shifted from meetings driven by the initial 

convener to self-convened meetings and self-directed agendas.  

 Minimal Structure 

o Keep it simple. The coalition should create only what structure is needed to facilitate the 

achievement of goals as they have been set. 

o Start small. Consider the four levels of collaboration: networking, coordination, 

cooperation and collaboration. The scope of goals that the coalition wants to accomplish 

will determine the level of partnership required. Once the level of partnership is 

determined, establish structure and activities to foster this level of partnership. 

 

CDFI Coalition in the St. Louis Landscape 
Figure 2. CDFI Coalition and Partner Collaborations         There are several key partnerships 

with other coalitions in St. Louis that 

the CDFI coalition should 

intentionally pursue. Some of these 

(SLEHCRA, InvestSTL, and CBN) 

already share overlap in 

membership. The MSLCRA is a 

partnership that does not share 

overlap, but should be engaged as a 

key partner because of the potential 

for strategic alignment in ensuring a 

better system of community 

development finance. Although 

CDFIs share interests with these 

other entities, there is also a set of 

independent interests unique to 

CDFIs (especially concerning 

awareness and technical capacity directly related to CDFI status) that merit having a separate CDFI 

coalition independent of other coalitions. The CDFI coalition should work in partnership with the other 

finance collaborations in St. Louis to pursue a comprehensive and cohesive community development 

strategy in the region, while also focusing on CDFI-specific interests within the coalition. 

 

The CDFI coalition should attempt to avoid duplicating efforts of other coalitions and should consider what 

these coalitions have to offer in assessing the resources available to coalition members. For example, 

where CDFI technical assistance and capacity-building needs overlap with those of CDCs involved with 

CBN, resources may already exist in the community to help build capacity and share technical knowledge. 

InvestSTL, on the other hand, may be a good partner for meeting access to capital needs and strategic 

alignment of investing priorities. 
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In addition, the coalition should work with the East-West Gateway Council of Governments and the St. 

Louis Economic Development Partnership to help align goals and strategies with larger community-level 

goals. In particular, the coalition may be able to leverage St. Louis’s Promise Zone status through working 

with the Economic Development Partnership. 

 

Recommended Next Steps 
 

After considering the research, there are four broad recommendations that stand out for the CDFI 

coalition’s next steps. These are listed below and then explained in greater detail. Some of the 

recommendations offer a clearly prescribed action while others include options that will depend on 

choices that the coalition makes about objectives. 

1. Define a decision-making process. 

2. Establish a minimal organizational structure, including hiring an administrator. 

3. Identify the objectives of the coalition based on a common mission, collective assets, and 

prioritized needs. 

4. Define clear roles, responsibilities, and actions to achieve objectives. 

 

1. Define a Decision-making Process. 

 

In order to determine objectives, roles, and responsibilities, it is best to develop a process that allows the 

group to build consensus. Understanding that tension may arise from collaboration, especially when 

competition exists, it is important that each member is committed to the both the objectives and the 

process set by the coalition.  

 Develop a plan for decision-making. Because of size of the St. Louis CDFI coalition, either a 

consensus-based process or a voting process which requires a quorum (5 out of 6 CDFIs present) 

with majority-rules voting should be adopted. 

 Objective and agenda development: There are several models to use for setting the group agenda.  

o With 6 CDFIs, it is feasible to undertake major decisions as a group, although this will take 

up significant meeting time. This is the model used by ADA. If the coalition grows to a 

larger size, it may be desirable to elect an executive committee.  

o Executive teams work best with an odd number, preferably with five members to avoid 

the likelihood of tie votes. Three members is feasible, although not optimal because it 

may lead to consistent 2:1 imbalanced dynamics. However, if an executive team is formed 

with the coalition’s current size, three would be the optimal number and should include 

representation from a credit union, a large-scale lender, and a small-scale lender. An 

executive team would be in charge of setting the annual agenda which should be 

informed and approved by all members, and would also be charged with ensuring that bi-

monthly meeting agendas adhere to the overall objectives and agenda. 

 

2. Establish a Minimal Organizational Structure  

 

The Greater St. Louis CDFI Coalition should keep organizational structure as simple as possible and build 

infrastructure as a group only as needed. It is more important to put time and energy into setting goals 
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and acting to achieve those goals than to establish a very formal organization, especially in the early stages 

of the coalition. 

 Following this logic, the coalition should not form a separate legal entity, but instead operate 

under a system of MOUs similar to the example set by the Detroit CDFI Coalition. The formation 

of a separate nonprofit should be pursued only if this becomes the necessary and obvious choice 

– for example, if the coalition decides to spend significant time lobbying or if it becomes necessary 

to operate a separate loan fund which cannot be managed by a fiscal sponsor. Even in this latter 

case, it may make more sense to house the loan fund under InvestSTL than to create a separate 

nonprofit. 

 Without a separate organization, the coalition will require a fiscal sponsor to manage funds for 

staff time and events.  

 Leadership for the coalition should be led by CDFI members. This will requiring a shift from relying 

on the Federal Reserve Bank to coordinate meeting times, etc. and can be accomplished by setting 

an annual agenda and assigning a facilitator. 

 It is necessary to assign administrative tasks for the coalition to a designated facilitator. This may 

be accomplished by hiring a consultant to fill administrative roles (distributing agendas, 

coordinating meeting logistics, note-taking and summary of concepts), or sharing staff time with 

CBN or the Alliance for Building Capacity, for example. Ideally, the facilitator will be familiar with 

community development finance and be skilled in facilitating relationship-building between 

organizations. 

 Funding: The ADA offers an interesting model for funding the coalition – the part-time staff 

position is paid by interest on loans made to members. This would require a large enough pool of 

money to generate interest sufficient to cover a partial positon, and might necessitate forming a 

separate legal entity if a fiscal sponsor is unable or unwilling to manage the fund. A simpler option 

is to rely on membership dues; however, with six CDFI members and up to four ally members, the 

funds would likely need to be augmented with external funding to cover a partial staff salary, 

outreach materials/media, and training. There may be funding available to promote 

collaboration-building in the near future – OFN would be a good source for this information – 

however, this would not be a sustainable source of funds. 

Meetings 

 For the next 12 months, the coalition should continue to meet as a whole group once each month.  

o There are several topics that the coalition will need to discuss. It will be better to have a 

facilitator who can impartially oversee these conversations and help build consensus than 

for any member to try to both lead and participate in a conversation. This may be the role 

of the administrative facilitator; however, it is better to have someone else act as note-

taker, especially in discussions that may bring out competing interests, to allow the 

facilitator focus on facilitating the discussion. For a list of key topics, see Identify the 

Objectives of the Coalition section below. 

o One goal for continuing to meet monthly as a complete group is to improve inter-coalition 

awareness. This includes building a shared understanding of the strengths and unique 

role within the community that each member holds, as well as how individual goals align 

or are separate from one another. 

o Continuing to rotate the host of the meetings offers balance regarding the burden of 

logistics and helps maintain equal footing for member organizations. 
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 After the next year, all-member meetings can become bi-monthly. This will allow for 6 meetings 

each year with preserved time for sharing news and for maintaining relationships and knowledge 

about other members. It will also allow for time during the other 6 months to devote to special-

interests or task-related (committee) work. 

 The coalition should host 4 types of meetings: 

o An annual alignment meeting – this meeting should be attended by the CEO or ED of each 

member organization. At this time, the coalition should approve the annual agenda which 

will guide activities for the next year. 

 An example of how this might work is to summarize and report on achievements 

for the year at the November meeting, allow a steering committee or executive 

team to prepare a draft agenda in December, and present, amend, and approve 

the agenda in January. This is also a time to discuss the “state of the coalition” 

with CEOs and to receive official updates on individual organizational agendas. 

o Workshops or training meetings – this meeting may be open to the public and will focus 

on providing training. The ADA offers this type of meeting as trainings for community 

organizations, for traditional lenders, and for member CDFIs to promote professional 

development within the community. 

o Specific interest or topical meetings – the coalition needs a mechanism for addressing 

specific interests that may not be relevant to all members. The Detroit coalition uses a 

committee approach to lead policy and neighborhood strategies. The Memphis network 

invites guests to present on topics of interest to the group. SCCCA will begin hosting 

regional and topical gatherings to discuss more focused topics.  

o Annual agenda preparation meetings – this meeting should be set aside for preparing an 

agenda for the following year. Immediately and throughout the first year, this is a main 

focus for the coalition. Subsequent years will require less time set aside specifically for 

forming the agenda and may be completed in a committee format rather than at a regular 

meeting time. 

 All meetings should include the following 

o An agenda, distributed ahead of time. Sample agendas from Detroit CDFI committee 

meetings are included in Appendix C. 

o An assigned note-taker – preferably a second attendee from a member organization or 

administrator who is not actively facilitating the discussion. 

 All-member meetings should also include 

o Time set aside for relationship-building through sharing information about individual 

organizations. Effort should be made to encourage balanced sharing - this should include 

triumphs, challenges, and resources. To build strong relationships between CDFIs, it is 

important to know about the various products each organization provides, how each is 

succeeding at pursuing its mission, and how each is impeded from growth or impact.  This 

time is part of designing for relationship-building. Each coalition discussed the importance 

of building relationships through building familiarity, trust, and understanding of the 

diversity of member organizations. 
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3. Identify the Objectives of the Coalition. 

 

What the coalition aims to accomplish will drive decisions about what types of activities it should do and 

the form that coalition work takes. There are several important conversations that coalition members 

should have to help identify and prioritize goals. As summarized in the challenges and goals section of this 

report, top priorities to anchor these conversations include raising awareness about CDFIs (inclusive of 

strengthening relationships with banks), meeting the technical and capacity needs of member CDFIs, 

increasing access to capital and CDFI funding, and improving regulations that affect CDFI operations and 

CRA investment. 

 

Topics to discuss 

 Asset inventory – catalogue the organizational and individual strengths at the table.  

o Understanding what resources members can provide – in knowledge and skills as well as 

more tangible resources – will help formulate strategies for meeting the needs and 

addressing challenges faced by CDFIs. 

o With a clear understanding of the assets that each CDFI has, it becomes easier to define 

clear roles and responsibilities within the coalition. 

o As an exercise, inventorying the assets of member CDFIs and specific representatives will 

help increase knowledge of other CDFIs for all participants. 

o It may be helpful to think of assets in terms of competitive advantages – what does each 

CDFI do best and how can these characteristics help support the coalition? 

 Mission statement and primary goal-setting. 

o Articulating a collective mission will provide a guide-post for selecting objectives and 

goals. All objectives should relate back to the mission. OFN describes the national 

mandate for CDFIs as “financial institutions that are 100% dedicated to delivering 

responsible, affordable lending to help low-income, low-wealth, and other disadvantaged 

people and communities join the economic mainstream.”2 The CDFI Fund defines CDFIs 

as “expanding economic opportunity in low-income communities by providing access to 

financial products and services for local residents and businesses.”3 The CDFI coalition 

needs to determine its own mission statement that clearly defines the justification for a 

coalition and how it will support CDFIs in fulfilling these commitments to the community.  

o This report has highlighted some of the top priority issues for CDFIs. Using these as a 

starting point, the coalition should choose which to pursue first, keeping in mind how 

each objective will drive the coalition’s mission. For example, building awareness about 

CDFIs and how to work with them may be an underlying factor in increasing access to 

capital and should be considered a top priority.   

 Communications and awareness strategy 

o Whether or not building awareness becomes the first priority objective for the coalition, 

it is clearly related to addressing several needs of CDFIs and will rank among the objectives 

identified for the next year. The CDFI coalition should discuss how it intends to build 

awareness. 

                                                           
2 http://ofn.org/what-cdfi 
3 https://www.cdfifund.gov/Documents/CDFI_infographic_v08A.pdf 
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o The CDFI coalition should establish a common understanding of the value of the coalition 

as well as the value of CDFIs in community development. By having a unified message 

about CDFIs, members can better set expectations about involvement in the coalition and 

can present a united message to the community development and investment 

community through individual communications and collective communications.  

o One task in building awareness is communicating the services that members provide. 

Examples of how other coalitions have organized this information are included in 

Appendix B. The service matrices developed by Memphis and Detroit are particularly 

useful for the St. Louis CDFI coalition. 

o The coalition needs an effective way to share information and personal networks. 

Although hosting a LinkedIn group is not something that other CDFI coalitions have done, 

it may be a good way to access personal networks of individual coalition representatives 

to forward coalition work. Advantages include documenting individual connections and 

allowing others to see the nature of affiliation between groups. Disadvantages include 

imbalanced information if some members do not update connections on LinkedIn. 

o The coalition should have a web presence that allows it be found through internet 

searches, but may not need a full website. SCCCA’s webpage provides a useful platform 

for collecting information from the community and for making connections that lead to 

business development. This is useful because of SCCCA’s growing recognition in South 

Carolina’s community finance community. The Detroit webpage is very simple, yet 

provides most of the same information as the Memphis Network and ADA websites. It is 

different in that is a single webpage hosted on the website of a leading member, LISC. 

Because it is difficult to drive traffic to a website (especially when awareness of CDFIs is 

already low), hosting a page on an established website offers advantages in being less 

costly while providing a searchable landing point. The webpage should contain 

information about the services provided by member CDFIs as well as information about 

the role of CDFIs in community development and how to get more information or to 

contact individual members. 

 Capital needs 

o The coalition should discuss options for increasing access to capital as a collective. Options 

to consider include establishing a fund similar to that of ADA, pursing a relationship with 

a public or private funder as a collective, working with InvestSTL to develop a channel of 

capital especially for CDFIs, etc. 

o Finding practical solutions to address the capital needs of members may involve 

developing a strategic alignment in investment priorities that can help engage external 

partners and investors. It may also mean sharing access to capital between CDFIs – for 

example, some CDFIs are able to raise capital but struggle with deployment, while others 

are able to deploy capital but struggle with access to more. 

o Openly discussing the nuanced challenges faced by each CDFI in relation to capital will 

help guide strategies and opportunities for building better channels to access and deploy 

capital. 
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 Strategic alignment 

o It may be beneficial for coalition CDFIs to choose a joint strategic focus if collective impact 

is a coalition objective. Models for this approach include Detroit’s priority neighborhood 

focus or the expansion of coverage pursued by ADA and SCCCA.  

o The coalition should use the Ferguson Commission Report as an information source for 

directing regional strategic alignment. Partnership with InvestSTL, MSLCRA, CBN, East-

West Gateway, and the St. Louis Economic Development Partnership will also help 

identify the best opportunities for strategic alignment and the “low-hanging fruit” for 

proving the value of the coalition in the community. 

 Policy 

o Coalition members have differing definitions of the policy challenges faced by CDFIs. 

These span from regulatory constraints to lax regulation of CRA participation to lack of 

awareness and support within the political community. The coalition should discuss these 

different definitions, how they fit together, and how to prioritize these challenges to drive 

actions. 

 Metrics 

o The coalition should develop metrics to measure success in relation to established 

objectives. 

o The coalition should discuss how to collect (and store) feedback from members to 

measure the success of the group in meeting internally-focused goals and to measure 

inclusion and satisfaction in coalition processes. 

o The coalition should also develop metrics or a mechanism to collect feedback from the 

community on its ability to address community needs (as a coalition or on behalf of the 

CDFI community). Examples of this include East Side Aligned’s use of focus groups, or the 

presence of a community advisory board. This kind of mechanism may also help to 

measure the awareness of CDFIs in the community. 

o Some metrics to consider include (depending on objectives), evidence that people are 

using the communication tool about services provided by CDFIs, number of referrals 

between CDFIs or from external organizations, use of member organization’s customer 

satisfaction surveys to test level of community awareness about CDFIs in general. 

o Members should consider using Aeris metrics and information collected through the Aeris 

evaluation process as benchmarking metrics on individual performance (see Appendix F). 

In addition, Aeris plans to release useful resources later this year that will help in 

developing impact metrics. 

o The coalition should also discuss metrics for measuring joint performance. Detroit 

measurements are two-fold. They measure the collective impact of CDFIs as number of 

dollars invested in the city annually and since inception of each CDFI. They find that this 

number helps capture the attention of decision-makers and other community 

stakeholders. One CDFI, Capital Impact Partners, has also received funding to measure 

broad-scale community development impact indicators. Although these indicators will 

not allow the coalition to attribute changes directly to their individual work, consistent 

monitoring of community-level indicators allow the coalition and other community 

entities to monitor collective progress on community development relative to their goals. 

See Appendix H for link to the Capital Impact Partners report. 
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 Scaling-up: this topic should not be addressed in the current year. It may be possible to scale up 

in the future, but the immediate task will be to achieve “proof of concept” for the coalition by 

raising the profile of CDFIs in the community and focusing on proving the value of the coalition to 

all member organizations. It is tempting to design tasks with the idea of scaling up, but it is more 

realistic to focus on current capabilities and to identify indicators (such as reaching 11 member 

CDFIs) that would signal a need to discuss adjusting processes to accommodate a larger coalition. 

One facet of scale-up that may be worth discussing at this point is the number of representatives 

from each organization expected to participate in coalition activities and specifically which ones 

for particular activities. For example, CEOs should be available when decisions that affect 

organizational operations will be made.  

 

4. Define Clear Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions to Achieve Objectives.  

 

The scope of the coalition’s objectives will determine the level of partnership required. This will, in turn, 

determine the actions and form of partnership required (committees, events, specialized training, 

strategic initiatives, etc.).  

 Each member CDFI must commit to the agreed objectives at a high-level within the organization. 

 Once commitment to the objectives is established, it becomes easier to discuss the actions 

necessary to achieve objectives. 

 Roles and responsibilities should be clearly assigned based on what needs to happen to achieve 

objectives and who is best-suited to complete each role. Considering the varied strengths of each 

member will help develop the strategies and assign roles. 
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List of Interviews 
 
OFN:  
 Donna Fabiani, Executive VP of Knowledge Sharing, dfabiani@ofn.org, 202.250.5519 
 
Appalachian Development Alliance: 
 Ed Harris, Executive Director, ed.harrisrp@hotmail.com, 606.534.6224 
 
Detroit CDFI Coalition:  
 Kirby Burkholder, IFF, kburkholder@iff.org, 313.309.7820 
 Hank Hubbard, One Detroit Credit Union, hank@onedetroitcu.org, 313.965.8640x212 
 Brad Frost, Capital Impact Partners, brad bfrost@capitalimpact.org, 313.230.1118 
 
Memphis CDFI Network: 
 Cynthia Norwood, Communities Unlimited, cynthia.norwood@communitiesu.org, 901.312.9797 
 Tracy Buckley, Community Lift, tracy@communitylift.org, 901.521.4232 
 Ernestine Smith, Assisi Foundation, 901.684.1564 
 Amy Schaftlien, Unity Housing, aschaftlein@uhinc.org, 901.272.1122 
 
South Carolina Community Capital Alliance:  
 Tammie Hoy, Together Consulting, tammie@sccommunitycapital.org, 843.864.9800 
 
Aeris: 
 Paige Chapel, President & CEO, pchapel@aerisinsight.com, 206.328.6110 
 
East Side Aligned:  
 Evan Krauss, United Way, evan.krauss@stl.unitedway.org, 844.372.2025 
 
Community Builders Network: 
 Karl Guenther, CBN Administrator, Community Development Specialist, UMSL, 
GuentherK@umsl.edu, 314.516.5845 
 
St. Louis Social Innovation District: 
 Paul Evensen, Wyman Center, Paul.Evensen@wymancenter.org  
 

mailto:dfabiani@ofn.org
mailto:ed.harrisrp@hotmail.com
mailto:kburkholder@iff.org
mailto:hank@onedetroitcu.org
mailto:bfrost@capitalimpact.org
mailto:cynthia.norwood@communitiesu.org
mailto:tracy@communitylift.org
mailto:aschaftlein@uhinc.org
mailto:tammie@sccommunitycapital.org
mailto:pchapel@aerisinsight.com
mailto:evan.krauss@stl.unitedway.org
mailto:GuentherK@umsl.edu
mailto:Paul.Evensen@wymancenter.org
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Service Diagrams 
 

Appalachian Development Alliance 
 (located on website: http://www.adaky.com/statemap.htm) 
 

 
 

  

http://www.adaky.com/statemap.htm
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Detroit CDFI Grid  
(located on LISC website: http://programs.lisc.org/detroit/detroit_cdfi_coalition/index.php) 

http://programs.lisc.org/detroit/detroit_cdfi_coalition/index.php
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Memphis Service Matrix  
(located on website: http://www.cdfimemphis.org/faq.html) 

 

 
 

  

http://www.cdfimemphis.org/faq.html
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South Carolina Community Capital Alliance 
 (located on website:  http://www.sccommunitycapital.org/who-we-serve/resourcesmaps/) 

1. How many entities (and specifically CDFIs) serve each county and region:  

 

http://www.sccommunitycapital.org/who-we-serve/resourcesmaps/
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2. What types of lending are available in each county? 
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3. Who is operating in each county? 
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Baltimore Profile Book: CDFI Definition, Service Matrix, and Sample Profile  
 (located on website: https://baltimorecdfis.org/about-2/who-is-involved/) 
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Detroit Meeting Packet: Sample Agenda & Sample of Organizational Framework
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Memphis Outreach Materials 
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SCCCA Membership Tiers 
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Aeris Ratings, Descriptions, & Documents
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East Side Aligned Materials  
Intervention Mapping Grid – copyright The Forum for Youth Investment 
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East Side Aligned Structural Overview 
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Useful Reference Links 
 
CDFI Collaboration Websites: 
 Appalachian Development Alliance: www.adaky.com 
 Baltimore CDFI Roundtable: https://baltimorecdfis.org/  
 Detroit CDFI Coalition: http://programs.lisc.org/detroit/detroit_cdfi_coalition/index.php  
 Memphis CDFI Network: http://www.cdfimemphis.org/  
 South Carolina Community Capital Alliance: http://www.sccommunitycapital.org/  
 
St. Louis Collaboration Websites: 
 St. Louis Graduates: http://www.stlouisgraduates.org/  
 CBN: http://www.communitybuildersstl.org/  
 East Side Aligned: http://www.stl.unitedway.org/east-side-aligned/  
 Social Innovation District: http://www.socialinnovationstl.com/  
 
OFN Resources for CDFIs: 
 CDFI information and explanation (see video): http://ofn.org/what-opportunity-finance  

CDFI Collaborations: Keys to Success report: http://ofn.org/sites/default/files/OFN_CDFI-
Collaborations_FINAL_R1.pdf  

 
Reports and Documents 
 

Aeris Ratings Process complete guide: http://www.aerisinsight.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/03/Inside_Aeris_Rating9.pdf  
 
Baltimore CDFI Profile Book: https://baltimorecdfis.files.wordpress.com/2015/05/profiles-of-
cdfis-serving-baltimore_march-2015.pdf  
 
Capital Impact Partners report on community impact data: http://www.capitalimpact.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/10/2015-Towards-Inclusive-Growth-in-Detroit.pdf  
 
CDFI Industry Analysis Report, Carsey Institute: 
https://www.cdfifund.gov/Documents/Carsey%20Report%20PR%20042512.pdf  
 
CBN foundational report (Creating Whole Communities): 
http://pprc.umsl.edu/pprc.umsl.edu/data/EnhancingCapacity2011.pdf 
 
InvestSTL vision and implementation report: 
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/53f2a72ae4b0cf69a8da3921/t/568d46729cadb64c795fec
13/1452099186227/STLRCEDSImplementationPlan_December_2015_FINAL.pdf  

  
  

http://www.adaky.com/
https://baltimorecdfis.org/
http://programs.lisc.org/detroit/detroit_cdfi_coalition/index.php
http://www.cdfimemphis.org/
http://www.sccommunitycapital.org/
http://www.stlouisgraduates.org/
http://www.communitybuildersstl.org/
http://www.stl.unitedway.org/east-side-aligned/
http://www.socialinnovationstl.com/
http://ofn.org/what-opportunity-finance
http://ofn.org/sites/default/files/OFN_CDFI-Collaborations_FINAL_R1.pdf
http://ofn.org/sites/default/files/OFN_CDFI-Collaborations_FINAL_R1.pdf
http://www.aerisinsight.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Inside_Aeris_Rating9.pdf
http://www.aerisinsight.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Inside_Aeris_Rating9.pdf
https://baltimorecdfis.files.wordpress.com/2015/05/profiles-of-cdfis-serving-baltimore_march-2015.pdf
https://baltimorecdfis.files.wordpress.com/2015/05/profiles-of-cdfis-serving-baltimore_march-2015.pdf
http://www.capitalimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/2015-Towards-Inclusive-Growth-in-Detroit.pdf
http://www.capitalimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/2015-Towards-Inclusive-Growth-in-Detroit.pdf
https://www.cdfifund.gov/Documents/Carsey%20Report%20PR%20042512.pdf
http://pprc.umsl.edu/pprc.umsl.edu/data/EnhancingCapacity2011.pdf
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/53f2a72ae4b0cf69a8da3921/t/568d46729cadb64c795fec13/1452099186227/STLRCEDSImplementationPlan_December_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/53f2a72ae4b0cf69a8da3921/t/568d46729cadb64c795fec13/1452099186227/STLRCEDSImplementationPlan_December_2015_FINAL.pdf
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