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Five research priorities for
community development
financial institutions:

Advancing financial inclusion
through evidence-based practice
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CDFlI clients, from left: Keynan Ammons, Ammons Design and Home Decor - Tina Travis, Errand Girl + SAY Si arts education
afterschool program participants

Regardless of how they

do it, CDFIs share a

common understanding
about what they do:
empower individuals and
communities by meeting
them where they are, when
the needs are significant, and
resources are low.
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INntroduction and

stakeholder overview

Community development financial institutions (CDFIs) foster lasting,
transformational development by providing inclusive, fair, and
equitable financial services to people, organizations, and places
underserved by mainstream banking institutions.! The array of
products and services offered by the country’s certified 1,470+ CDFls
are as diverse as the communities they serve.?

This brief outlines a proposed research agenda mainly from the
perspective of CDFl loan funds.? These CDFIs specialize in offering
affordable loans that increase economic mobility and build wealth.
Ultimately, this type of lending empowers individuals to own homes
and small businesses, supports jobs with livable wages, and offers
a pathway to revitalize community infrastructure. In addition to
offering credit products, CDFI services may include a range of
courses and one-on-one mentoring sessions that build personal
and/or business financial literacy. Figure 1 outlines the industry’s
major stakeholders.

CDFls have long been an integral part of the financial system. That
importance is illustrated by their role in responding to economic
recessions and downturns. In 2008, when traditional financial
institutions slowed or halted lending operations, CDFls worked to
expand affordable capital access in high-need communities.® More
recently, the industry saw a surge in media attention and increased
funding due to its role as a “financial first responder” during the
COVID-19 crisis.” Throughout the pandemic, CDFls provided loans,
grants, and other community resources to consumers, small
businesses, and nonprofits. The ability of CDFlIs to quickly provide

Figure 1. Key stakeholders in CDFI research

Those who receive or benefit from CDFI services

* Individuals and organizations that obtain a
CDFI financial product or service.

e Individuals, organizations, and places that
experience an increase in socioeconomic well-
being as an indirect benefit of CDFI products
and services.

Governments and quasi-public entities

* Federal agencies as well as state, local, and tribal
governments that support and/or regulate CDFIs.

* The Federal Reserve system Board and its regional
member banks.

this kind of aid has helped cement their importance in the financial
inclusion ecosystem.®

Regardless of how they do it, CDFIs share a common understanding
about what they do: empower individuals and communities by
meeting them where they are, when needs are significant, and
resources are low.? Yet despite this shared vision of a more
inclusive financial system, CDFIs and their stakeholders may differ
on how to best track progress. To foster more alignment across
these perspectives, we propose five research areas to help CDFls
highlight progress, identify challenges, and ultimately achieve their
goals. While not intended to be exhaustive, we offer the following
as a starting point for financial inclusion research on, with, and

for CDFls:°

Outline the theoretical foundations that
underpin CDFI activities.

Conduct analyses that highlight historical
lessons and emerging trends.

Work toward improving evaluation and
impact measurement/management.

Identify funding strategies that improve
capacity and sustainability.

Demonstrate the value of CDFIs via improving
data quality and accessibility.

O © © o ¢©

Universities and institutions that engage in applied research

Institutional and individual impact investors

* Applied researchers at think tanks and allied
private-sector entities.

 University faculty and students studying inclusive
finance and allied topics.

* Financial service institutions, allied service providers,
and philanthropic foundations that provide debt capital
and grant funding.

* Institutional and individual social impact investors
that provide capital as part of their purpose-driven
investment philosophy.
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Theoretical foundations of CDFI activities

In our observation, there has been limited theory building that
considers the value of CDFIs." What does exist conceptualizes
CDFls as entities that utilize a strategic mix of “interventions” that
foster community and economic development.'? CDFl interventions
typically comprise affordable and accessible financing products

paired with intensive technical services. However, there may be

a growing disconnect between the goals of CDFI interventions
and the industry’s incentives for activities.” Table 1 describes
several hypothesized existing and emerging tensions hinted at by
other research.

Table 1. Possible tensions between CDFI activities and systems-level forces

Benefit of CDFI activities

Offering inclusive financing products and services that
respond to community needs'

Acting as a catalyst for neighborhood renewal by
providing services that reverse patterns of racism and
institutionalized disinvestment'®

Providing reasonable and accessible financial products/
services to individuals, businesses, and organizations that are
otherwise unable to access credit'®

One way to improve the effectiveness of CDFI programs and services
is exploring the assumptions behind their preferred strategies and
tools. Questions for consideration might include:?°

Foundational theory of CDFls

What are the underlying theoretical bases for the CDFI
organizational form? How do CDFIs compare to similar community-
based organizations?

Selection of strategies and tools

What institutional and social forces have made lending the primary
CDFI tool? What are the advantages of lending compared to other
strategies like technical assistance and grantmaking??!
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Potential structural tension

Maintaining deep ties and connections with communities
while growing and scaling'

Use of funding and investment from stakeholders whose
policies and products may contribute to systemic inequities'

Support system with limited low-cost, long-term, flexible debt
capital and unrestricted grant funding due to unfounded
perceptions of borrower riskiness!

Assessing structural tensions

What is the extent and nature of the hypothesized structural
tensions between CDFIs and their support systems? How do these
tensions influence CDFI activities and outcomes?

Operating as intermediaries

Some CDFIs are intermediaries that do not directly interact with
community members.22 How can this intermediary role be built into
theory building, impact measurement, and research?
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CDFI history, operations, and trends

CDFls arose from a mix of grassroots advocacy and institutional
regulatory pressures.?® Through the 1960s, many banks were less
likely to provide financial services to low- and moderate-income
communities. This exacerbated disparities in access to capital,
economic development, and wealth across the country.?*

Change in this area started in earnest with the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, which provided funding for community
development corporations (CDCs). CDCs are grassroots local service
providers, and their mode of operation laid the groundwork for

the modern CDFlindustry. Later, the Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA) in 1977 created a regulatory framework that required certain
large financial institutions to provide banking services in low- and
moderate-income neighborhoods.

Though the CDFI certification is only a few decades old, organizations
with CDFI-like activities have existed for some time.?> Chicago’s
South Shore Bank, founded in 1973, is often considered to be the
nation'’s first CDFI due to its mode of operations. The products and
services provided by the bank were mimicked by other community
entities, including those gathered at the first large "CDFI" meeting

in Waltham, Massachusetts, in 1985.% In 1994, the Department of
the Treasury's CDFI Fund was established and subsequently created
the CDFI certification. Today, entities certified by the CDFI Fund offer
services across many American neighborhoods.

Understanding this institutional history is critical because it
suggests CDFIs are subject to strong path-dependent forces shaped
by governments (local, state, and federal), mainstream financial
institutions, and other similarly vested stakeholders.?” The sector’s
development and evolution appear to be somewhat different from
allied financial inclusion initiatives with similar goals.?® To that end, in

CDFls act as a catalyst for
neighborhood renewal by providing
services that reverse patterns of racism

and institutionalized disinvestment.

order to better identify opportunities for cross-sector growth and
inter-industry collaboration, we propose a line of inquiry focusing on:

Structural efficiencies

What are the respective roles and competitive advantages of
different CDFl organization types (loan funds, credit unions, banks,
venture capital funds) and forms (nonprofits, for-profits, social
enterprises)? How can the industry leverage this variation to improve
operational efficiencies and enhance social impact?

Models of collaboration

What types of collaborations between different organization
structures can address shared operational challenges and enhance
social impact? What examples of successful collaborations—both
within the industry and across allied sectors—can CDFls emulate?

Contributions to social change

What role can or do CDFIs play in addressing the social inequities
that prevent marginalized communities from achieving prosperity?
How have endogenous (organizational capacity, cultural competence,
etc.) and exogenous (path dependency, isomorphic pressures, etc.)
forces influenced CDFI effectiveness in social change issues?

Analysis of industry trends

How have CDFls changed and evolved over time? What
programmatic, operational, and financial trends have emerged,
and how have they shaped operations and performance? How do
these trends vary by organizational type, sectoral focus, asset level,
beneficiary demographic, geography, and similar characteristics?

D Welcome &
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Impact measurement/management and program evaluation

CDFls know the effectiveness of their
programs is critical to amplifying their
social impact.?® In a recent survey of
Opportunity Finance Network members,
impact measurement/management

(34%) and program evaluation (22%) were
flagged as high areas of need.®® Despite the
acknowledged importance of these items,
the industry often interchangeably uses
terms like “impact measurement,” “impact
management,” and “program evaluation.”*!
For instance, the “impact measurement and
management (IMM)"32 term is sometimes
used to encompass both performance
measurement and program evaluation

activities.®® In contrast, program evaluators
typically use it to describe causal claims
about outcomes—that is, the net effect

of what may have happened “but for” the
program or activity in question.* There may
be value in adopting a consistent definition
setin this area, either by borrowing from
another discipline or crafting something

de novo.

For purposes of this brief, impact
measurement (and management) refers to a
continual process involving methods and
leading practices to collect quantitative
and qualitative data.?> The reason for

Table 2. Impact measurement/management and program evaluation guideposts

Considerations and guideposts

Program evaluation is a non-adversarial process done with an organization and its clients (and not a process

Process®’

needs of CDFIs, their borrowers, clients, and communities.

Scaling?®

Metrics#

)

these data collection efforts is to track
progress against targeted outputs and
outcomes.*® Evaluations are episodic
analyses that use impact measurement
data. The scope of evaluations varies
widely, but at a high level, they are intended
to assess whether a product, program,

or activity performs as intended and is
consistent with the organization’s mission.>”
In support of developing research in this
area, Table 2 proposes several guideposts
for consideration.3®

done to them). Evaluators need to consider any inherent privilege and craft processes that equitably reflect the

The need for rigor is balanced against the need for flexible and creative evaluation methods. Evaluators can
right size the process to fit a CDFI's available financial resources and staffing capacity.

Metrics are ideally crafted to fit with the evaluative processes’ timeline, oriented toward longer-term outcomes,
and are integrated into the organization’s overarching strategic goals.

Itis unlikely that the socioeconomic changes prompted by CDFl interventions can be disentangled from the

Limitations*?

between an intervention and an observable outcome.

Goals*?
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complex community systems they work in. The nature of CDFI activities means that significant time may pass

To offer the right mix of products and services, it's helpful to know what is working (and what is not). To do that,
findings can be structured to inform organizational strategy by offering an objective assessment of program
implementation and effectiveness.
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Given existing levels of CDFl organizational and resource capacity,
engaging in rigorous program evaluation may be difficult.
Compounding the issue, CDFls have multiple constituencies across
the array of governments, philanthropic organizations, and private
institutions that provide funding. Engaging with these interests often
involves conducting multiple types of evaluations, as it is unlikely
any single assessment could fit the needs of every stakeholder.4
After all, it may be difficult to understand what to measure and whose
standards should serve as benchmarks.“> Nevertheless, the field

is under increasing pressure to show organizational legitimacy by
adhering to an agreed-upon set of standards and processes.*®

Researchers have argued that these pressures can be categorized
into coercive, mimetic, and normative forces.*” Coercive forces arise
when organizations seek to respond to pressures from political,
regulatory, and funder stakeholders.*8 For instance, CDFIs may feel
pressure to assess activities to fit funder needs over community
needs.* Mimetic pressure occurs when entities “copy” strategies
utilized by other organizations.>® One example is the tendency of
CDFlIs to adopt impact metrics used by peer organizations perceived
to be more successful. Normative pressure is the result of standards
and processes within organizations being shaped by the forces of
professionalization.®' This can take the form of CDFls conflating
compliance with impact measurement.>?

To be sure, impact measurement/management and evaluation
issues are common challenges across many types of nonprofits and
social enterprises. But for CDFls and their stakeholders, this area

is important because it enables better tracking of progress toward
a more inclusive financial system. We propose a research agenda
that highlights the value of impact measurement/management

and evaluation while also socializing and educating stakeholders
about limitations:

Creating industry terminology

Which frameworks, terminologies, and definitions of impact
measurement/management and program evaluation are appropriate
and useful for CDFIs? Should CDFIs use the terminology of adjacent
sectors, or craft their own language to describe these activities?

Assessing the viability of systems-level frameworks

Given the diversity of CDFI activities and their constituencies,

is it possible (or desirable) to craft a systems-level evaluation
framework?5® What are the trade-offs of this type of framework?
How can any proposed meta-level framework be consistently
applied across one CDFI to the next?>*

Standardizing organizational evaluation processes

Is it possible (or desirable) to offer leading practices for CDFI
evaluation and impact measurement/management activities?>*
Are there ways that other social sectors have enhanced evaluation
knowledge and uptake that can be applied to CDFIs?

Identifying outcome metrics

How can CDFls identify the set of outcomes they should focus

on while balancing endemic capacity constraints?*¢ How can
measurement and evaluation activities be fashioned in a manner
that allows community, borrower, and client voices to be heard,
centered, and valued?*’

Exploring the utility of rating systems

How do CDFls and their stakeholders use voluntary rating systems?
How do these systems align with the research on the qualities of
effective voluntary rating systems in other sectors?*® How do these
systems affect a CDFI's capacity and accountability?*®

Centering equity in metrics

What strategies should be used to incorporate the voices of CDFIs,
their borrowers, clients, and communities when crafting metrics?
How can the needs and perspectives of other stakeholders (e.g.,
funders, investors) be balanced in this area?

Program
evaluation is a
non-adversarial
process

done with an

organization (not

"SPACE & A1
GH &

a process done = RS
to them). ‘

CDFlI clients: Alabama Aerospace and Aviation High School (AAHS)
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As of 2021, about three-quarters of certified CDFIs were nonprofits.®°
The extent of self-sufficiency within the industry varies greatly,

but many CDFIs need funding from government, business, and/

or philanthropic institutions to sustain operations.®' Despite noble
intentions, research suggests these institutional funders may
sometimes add to capacity constraints. For example, philanthropic
organizations may offer grant opportunities that encourage the
creation of one-time programs based on funder (rather than
community) priorities.

Raising funding to enhance capacity has been a long-term challenge
of the nonprofit sector.®? But in the aftermath of both the COVID-19
pandemic and increased nationwide attention to racial violence, new
innovations have emerged. For example, the CDFI Fund's 2021 Rapid
Response Program provided entitlement-based funding awards

for lending and technical assistance.®® During the same timeframe,
an array of philanthropic funders reoriented their giving toward
community engagement, relationship building, and flexible grant
terms. This included a focus on providing community organizations
with recurring and unrestricted aid. Such changes reflect the theory
that nonprofits, and not funders, have the experience to understand
the needs of the populations they serve.5

Capacity constraints are often equated with limited budgetary
resources, but the constraints CDFIs face are both financial

and nonfinancial. The community and economic development
literature suggests at least four other types of capacity.® First,
organizational capacity encompasses the business processes
CDFls use for activities, adapting to change, and hiring/retaining
human capital.’¢ Second, programmatic capacity refers to the level
of effectiveness of an organization’s services. In the case of CDFls,
this includes financing and a large array of free technical assistance
initiatives.®” Third, political capacity is the extent to which CDFls
successfully maintain relationships with regulators, policymakers,
and major funders.®® Fourth, network capacity is the ability to
engage secondary stakeholder groups. For CDFIs this includes ties
with other community nonprofits, faith-based organizations, and
educational institutions.®®
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To meet the needs of both CDFIs and their array of cross-sector
supporters, we propose building an evidence-based funding
framework for capacity building:

Funding source effectiveness for CDFls

What is the relative utility of funding from different sectors
(government versus philanthropic versus private) in the CDFI
industry? How can CDFIs leverage and pair different funders and
sources to improve capacity and impact?

Funding system improvements

How can funders and investors structure loans and grants to
improve CDFI capacity and impact? What are the trade-offs of
different funding and capitalization sources?

CDFI capacity constraints

How do CDFI capacity constraints compare to those observed in
other areas of community and economic development? How should
funders and investors build organizational, programmatic, political,
and network capacity to bolster long-term CDFI sustainability?

Effects of recent events

How did financial support for CDFIs change due to events like the
pandemic and the Black Lives Matter movement? What discrete
philanthropic strategies were targeted at CDFls during this period?
Did these strategies build CDFI capacity, and if so, how? Can or
should these examples be emulated?

Engagement in the policymaking process

How do CDFls engage with local, state, and federal policymakers?
How do federal, state, and local policies affect CDFls in terms of their
ability to grow, scale, and effect change?
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Data is a prerequisite for research and needed to evaluate financial
inclusion efforts.” Table 3 lists the major quantitative datasets that
cover at least some portion of the CDFI loan fund industry. Though
well-suited to capture CDFI processes and outcomes, qualitative
data collection has not garnered much attention in the industry.”?
Many CDFlIs collect data via focus groups, interviews, and participant
observation. For example, CDFI staff frequently interview clients

to gather information for marketing and promotional purposes.’?
But such efforts are rarely standardized enough to make them
amenable to formal qualitative analysis. If collected in line with
accepted protocols, transcripts from these interactions could serve
as rich sources of data and may be well-suited for hybrid thematic
analysis frameworks.”?

Expanding research data infrastructure

Concerted efforts to improve data quality through standardization
and enhanced collaboration may be of large benefit to the industry.
To understand why, consider analyses of the CDFI Fund'’s Transaction
Level Reports (TLRs), which contain detailed information on the
quantity and characteristics of CDFI financial transactions.” Analyses
of the data have sometimes resulted in unexpected findings. In one
case, a quasi-experimental study found that areas with high levels of
CDFl investment had worse economic outcomes (mortgage approval
rate and median mortgage amount) compared to similar places

with no investment.” It isn't possible to know for sure, but such
findings could be due to low data quality, limited scope of coverage,
and/or an inability to triangulate the TLR data with other sources.
Regardless of the cause, these issues highlight the need for data
quality improvements.

CDFlI clients, from left: SueEllen Mancini, Sad Girl Creamery « Cordon family, Phat Daddy’s on Da Tracks + Shae Jones, Olivia
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Table 3. Summary of major CDFI data sources

Annual Certification

Institution-level data about

Report (ACR)’®

CDFI Fund

Transaction Level
Report (TLR)”®

CDFI Fund

CDFI Survey®'

Federal
Reserve System

Aeris Cloud Data

Aeris Insights

Annual
Member Survey?

Opportunity
Finance Network

portfolios, development services, and
operational characteristics

Population-level coverage of all certified CDFIs

Detailed loan-level data across 50 variables”

To date, primary data source for bulk of existing
CDFl research

Institutional survey of CDFIs containing data on
financials, activities, and industry trends

Though extensive efforts are taken to solicit
responses, CDFI participation is not mandatory

Financial and output data that is used in Aeris
financial and impact management ratings®?

Scope is rated CDFls and non-rated CDFls that
voluntarily choose to report certain metrics

Data on CDFI staffing, capitalization, lending
activities, portfolio performance, financials, and
programmatic outputs

Scope is OFN's membership, which is focused on
revolving loan funds

* Time lag in data releases

e Some variables are withheld in public releases
of dataset

* Changes from predecessor format make longitudinal
comparisons difficult””

* Some variables are withheld in public releases
of dataset

Regulatory changes have improved scope of
coverage; historical comparisons remain difficult®

* Convenience sample and not necessarily
representative

* Because many survey questions change over time,
longitudinal comparisons are difficult

* Raw data is not publicly available but can
be requested; however, approval criteria is
not published®

* Sample is not representative and includes only a
subset of loan fund CDFls

» Raw data are not publicly available but can
be requested; however, approval criteria is
not published

Sample is not representative because it includes only
OFN members that respond to the survey
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While it can seem a highly technical exercise, good quality data is
essential to helping CDFIs meet their goals. To enhance and build
on existing CDFI data sources, we recommend focusing on the
following issues:

Creating data collaborations

How can the industry improve data availability and transparency
while balancing the reporting burden on CDFIs? Is it possible or
desirable to start a data collaboration platform that builds upon
existing reporting?

Enhancing data collection practices

How do CDFls typically collect and store data? How does this
vary by size, targeted clients, borrowers, and communities?
How can researchers and CDFI stakeholders improve data
collection processes?

CDFI clients: Los Angeles Mission

Leveraging qualitative data

How can use of qualitative data by and for CDFls be enhanced?
Is there value in a standardized set of semi-structured interview
guides, focus group questions, and similar instruments for
qualitative data collection?

Improving existing data assets

How can existing CDFI data sources be analyzed for robustness
and data quality? How can data collectors be encouraged to
transparently release anonymized data for research purposes?

Building new data assets

What are the shortcomings of existing data sources? Can any of
them be remedied? What data needs to be collected to address the
industry’s pressing questions? How can CDFIs and their stakeholders
work together to improve data collection resources while balancing
capacity constraints?




Panelists at Opportunity Finance Network's 2023 Small Business Finance Forum
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Concluding thoughts

CDFls and their stakeholders see value in prioritizing research The proposed areas are designed to build on existing research
capacity and infrastructure. And researchers inside and outside initiatives while centering the needs of CDFls and the communities
the industry can help by cultivating these burgeoning professional they serve. In recent years, both the number of CDFIs as well as
norms. We are keenly aware that a requisite level of capacity is industry's stature in policy, philanthropic, and business dialogues
needed to engage in research, data collection, and evaluation.® Not has increased. That upward trend means communities, businesses,
all CDFlIs are able to devote the resources needed for these activities.  and individuals throughout the country have better access to fair
Yet ultimately, we believe the CDFI community at large may benefit and equitable financial products and services. But to continue
from bolstering the five focus areas proposed here. this growth and build on these successes, there is a need to

better understand how CDFIs contribute to the nation’s financial
inclusion ecosystem.

CDFI clients: Great Oaks Charter School Bregepe
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CDFI client: Mike Mwenedata and Rwanda Bean Company team

15



Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

Endnotes

1. R.Varisa Patraporn, “Complex transactions: Community development financial institutions lending to ethnic entrepreneurs in Los
Angeles,” Community Development 46, no. 5 (October 20, 2015): pp. 479-98.

2. Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “List of certified community development financial institutions (CDFIs)" (US
Department of the Treasury, September 14, 2023).

3. Concurrently, we believe this research may also have implications for CDFI credit unions, banks, and other social sector organizations.

4. Edward St. John, Research, Actionable Knowledge, and Social Change: Reclaiming Social Responsibility Through Research Partnerships (New
York, NY: Stylus Publishing, LLC, 2013).

5. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, “Understanding community development financial institutions and their impact in low- and
moderate-income neighborhoods,” Community Development Innovation Review 15, no. 1 (2021): p. 152.

6. Elise Balboni and Christina Travers, “CDFls & impact investing: An industry review” (New York, NY: Local Initiatives Support
Corporation, 2017).

7. Brad Pedersen, “Awatershed moment”: CDFIs hope to capitalize on federal funding boost,” American Banker, April 20, 2021.

8. Anna Boyd and Charlene Van Dijk, “An_ Overview of Community Development Financial Institutions”, Consumer Compliance Outlook
(Washington, DC: Federal Reserve System, 2022).

9. Courtney Davis and Ulrike Guigui, “Driving purpose and profit through financial inclusion,” Deloitte Center for Financial Services, 2021.

10. Our proposed topics are not unique, nor are we the first to call for focusing on them. Our recommendations, especially regarding the
need for advancements in program evaluation and performance measurement, align with proposals made by other researchers.

11. University of New Hampshire Carsey Institute and Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, “Summary of the 13th Annual Financial Innovations
Roundtable” (University of New Hampshire, April 25, 2013).

12. Roland V. Anglin, Promoting Sustainable Local and Community Economic Development (Washington, DC: CRC Press, 2011); James L.
Greer and Oscar Gonzales, Community Economic Development in the United States: The CDFI Industry and America’s Distressed
Communities (New York City, NY: Springer, 2017).

13. Susan S. Fainstein, The Just City (Cornell University Press, 2011); Tricia Fitzgerald and Deborah Shepherd, “Emerging structures for
social enterprises within nonprofits: An institutional logics perspective,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 47, no. 3 (June 2018):
pp. 474-92; Teshanee Williams et al., “'Like fitting square pegs into round holes:’ How the data collection, impact measurement, and
evaluation activities of community development financial institutions (CDFIs) are shaped by external institutional pressures," in Next
50 Years: Scholarship, Practice, and Community (51st Annual Meeting of the Association for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and
Voluntary Action (ARNOVA), Raleigh, NC, 2022).

14, Valentina Hartarska, “Community development financial institutions: Board size and diversity as governance mechanisms,” Working
Paper (Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) Center for Financial Research: Washington, DC, 2006); Brent Smith, “The sources
and uses of funds for community development financial institutions: The role of the nonprofit intermediary,” Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly 37, no. 1 (March 1, 2008): pp. 19-38; William H. Simon, The Community Economic Development Movement: Law, Business.

and the New Social Policy (Duke University Press, 2002); Sherri Wallace, “Social entrepreneurship: The role of social purpose enterprises in
facilitating community economic development," Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 4, no. 2 (1999): pp. 153-74.

15. Jamie McCall and Emily Paranjape, “Assessing public, private, and philanthropic support for community development financial
institutions (CDFIs): Data on contributing operating revenues and measures of efficiency,” Policy Brief & Report (Raleigh, NC: Carolina
Small Business Development Fund, December 2019); Kirsten Moy et al., “Approaches to CDFl sustainability” (Washington, DC: Economic
Opportunities Program, The Aspen Institute, July 2008); Cephas B. Naanwaab and Valentina M. Hartarska, eds., “Efficiency in communit
development loan funds” (Annual Meeting of the Southern Agricultural Economics Association, Dallas, Texas, 2008); Brett Theodos,
Sameera Fazili, and Ellen Seidman, “Scaling impact for community development financial institutions,” Research Brief (Washington, DC:
Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, Urban Institute, June 16, 2016).

16. Jacob S. Hacker, The Great Risk Shift: The New Economic Insecurity and the Decline of the American Dream, revised, updated edition
(Oxford University Press, 2008).




20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

Katharina Pistor, The Code of Capital: How the Law Creates Wealth and Inequality (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2019); Sarah
Quinn, American Bonds: How Credit Markets Shaped a Nation, Princeton Studies in American Politics: Historical, International, and
Comparative Perspectives (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2019); Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor, Race for Profit: How Banks and the
Real Estate Industry Undermined Black Homeownership (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2019).

. Rachel E. Dwyer, “Credit, debt, and inequality,” Annual Review of Sociology 44, no. 1 (2018): pp. 237-61

. Balboniand Travers, “CDFIs & impact investing: An industry review”; Theodos, Fazili, and Seidman, “Scaling impact for communit

development financial institutions.”

William Bynum, Diana Elliott, and Edward Sivak, “Opening mobility pathways by closing the financial services gap” (Washington, DC: US
Partnership on Mobility from Poverty, 2018); Quinn, American Bonds: How Credit Markets Shaped a Nation; Frederick F. Wherry, Kristin S.
Seefeldt, and Anthony S. Alvarez, Credit Where It's Due: Rethinking Financial Citizenship (New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation, 2019).

Usama Salim et al., “It's her time: Women entrepreneurship in Massachusetts” (Massachusetts Competitive Partnership and
Deloitte, 2021).

Instead, they provide loans and technical services to social enterprises, community facilities, nonprofit organizations, and affordable
housing developers.

Sindhu Lakshmanan and Seth Julyan, “History of the CDFl industry,” CDFI 101 (Washington, DC: Opportunity Finance Network, 2023).

Abbye Atkinson, “Borrowing equality,” Columbia Law Review 120, no. 6 (2020): pp. 1403-70; Julie Birkenmaier and Sabrina Watson Tyuse,
“Affordable financial services and credit for the poor,” Journal of Community Practice 13, no. 1 (June 14, 2005): pp. 69-85; Gary Arthur
Dymski, “Einancing community development in the US: A comparison of ‘War on Poverty’ and 1990s-era policy approaches,” Review of
Black Political Economy 36, nos. 3-4 (January 1, 2009): pp. 245-73.

"Riegle Community Development and Regulatory Improvement Act,” Pub. L. No. 103-125, 108 U.S.C. 2163 (1994).

Opportunity Finance Network and University of New Hampshire Carsey School of Public Policy, “Fundamentals of the opportunity
finance industry” (PowerPoint, Certificate in Community Development Finance Training Course, Durham, NC, January 17, 2018).

Clifford N. Rosenthal, Democratizing Finance: Origins of the Community Development Financial Institutions Movement (Victoria, Canada:
FriesenPress, 2018).

Maureen Berner et al., “Building bonds and bridges (and leveraging links): A place-based mobility strategy based on social capital
creation” (Biannual Federal Reserve Community Development Research Conference, Washington, DC, 2019); Ross Gittell and Margaret
Wilder, “Community development corporations: Critical factors that influence success,” Journal of Urban Affairs 21, no. 3 (1999): pp. 341-
61; Flaminio Squazzoni, “Local economic development initiatives from the bottom-up: The role of community development corporations,
Community Development Journal 44, no. 4 (2008): pp. 500-14.

"

Madeleine Evans, “Meeting the challenge of impact investing: How can contracting practices secure social impact without sacrificing
performance?,” Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment 3, no. 2 (April 1, 2013): pp. 138-54; Frank Vanclay, “International principles for
socialimpact assessment,” Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal 21, no. 1 (March 1, 2003): pp. 5-12.

Adrienne Smith, “Feedback on Annual Membership Survey and CDFl research priorities,” Opportunity Finance Network, 2022.

Brett Theodos and Ellen Seidman, “Erom compliance to learning: Helping community development financial institutions better determine
and demonstrate their results,” Research Brief (Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, The Urban Institute, 2017).

The phrase likely comes from social impact investing organizations like the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN), which popularized
IMM frameworks. See Abilash Mudaliar et al.,, “The state of impact measurement and management practice” (New York, NY: Global
Impact Investing Network (GIIN), 2020).

Sina Sauer, Rahel Becker, and Volker Then, “How to scale impact measurement? Evaluating the application of the synthetic control
method inimpact measurement,” in Contemporary Issues in Sustainable Finance: Exploring Performance, Impact Measurement and Financial
Inclusion, ed. Mario La Torre and Sabrina Leo, Palgrave Studies in Impact Finance (Cham, Switzerland: Springer International Publishing,
2023), pp. 9-31.




Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Emily Gates and Lisa Dyson, “Implications of the changing conversation about causality for evaluators,” American Journal of Evaluation
38, no. 1 (March 1,2017): pp. 29-46; Peter A. Tatian, “Performance measurement to evaluation” (Washington, D.C: Urban Institute
Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, 2016).

Jo Barraket and Nina Yousefpour, “Evaluation and social impact measurement amongst small to medium social enterprises: Process
purpose and value,” Australian Journal of Public Administration 72, no. 4 (2013): pp. 447-58; Jenifer Mudd, “Impact measurement for CDFI
small business lenders,” Technical Assistance Memo (Philadelphia, PA: Opportunity Finance Network, 2013); Hannah Jones, Vaughan
Jones, and Juan Camilo Cock, “Impact measurement or agenda-setting?,” in Community Research for Community Development, ed. Marjorie
Mayo, Zoraida Mendiwelso-Bendek, and Carol Packham (London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), pp. 43-64.

Jim McLoughlin et al., "A strategic approach to social impact measurement of social enterprises: The SIMPLE methodology,” Social
Enterprise Journal 5, no. 2 (January 1, 2009): pp. 154-78.

Jennifer Grafton, Anne M. Lillis, and Sally K. Widener, “The role of performance measurement and evaluation in building organizational
capabilities and performance,” Accounting, Organizations and Society 35, no. 7 (October 1, 2010): pp. 689-706; Fred Mayhew, "Aligning for
impact: The influence of the funder-fundee relationship on evaluation utilization,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership 23, no. 2 (2012):
pp. 193-217; Martin Ravallion, “Evaluating anti-poverty programs,” in Handbook of Development Economics, eds. T. Paul Schultz and John
Strauss, 4 vols. (New York, NY: Elsevier, 2008), pp. 3787-3846; Howard White, “A contribution to current debates in impact evaluation,”
Evaluation 16, no. 2 (April 1, 2010): pp. 153-64.

Peter H. Rossi, Mark W. Lipsey, and Gary T. Henry, Evaluation: A Systematic Approach, 8th ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, 2019).

Andrew Coulson, “The evaluator: Inquisitor, comrade or spy?,” Local Economy 2, no. 4 (February 1, 1988): pp. 229-36; Jara Dean-Coffey, Jill

Casey, and Leon D. Caldwell, “Raising the bar - Integrating cultural competence and equity: Equitable evaluation,” Foundation Review 6,
no. 2 (July 1,2014): pp. 81-94.

Huey T. Chen, Practical Program Evaluation: Assessing and Improving Planning, Implementation, and Effectiveness (Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2004); Guido W. Imbens and Jeffrey M. Wooldridge, “Recent developments in the econometrics of program
evaluation,” Journal of Economic Literature 47, no. 1 (March 2009): pp. 5-86; Donna M. Mertens and Amy T. Wilson, Program Evaluation
Theory and Practice, Second Edition: A Comprehensive Guide (New York: The Guilford Press, 2018).

Malcolm Macpherson, “Performance measurement in notOforOprofit and publicOsector organisations,” Measuring Business Excellence
5,no. 2 (January 1, 2001): pp. 13-17; Carolina Small Business Development Fund, “The economic impact of assisting small firms:
entrepreneurship in uncertain times,” FY2022 Economic Impact Evaluation (Raleigh, NC, 2022).

Timothy Bartik and Richard Bingham, “Can economic development programs be evaluated?,” in Difemmas of Urban Economic Development:
Issues in Theory and Practice, eds. Richard Bingham and Robert Mier, vol. 47, Urban Affairs Annual Reviews (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage,
1997), pp. 246-90; Roger R. Stough, “Endogenous growth theory and the role of institutions in regional economic development,”

in Theories of Endogenous Regional Growth: Lessons for Regional Policies, eds. Borje Johansson, Charlie Karlsson, and Roger R. Stough,
Advances in Spatial Science (Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer, 2001), pp. 17-48; Michael Woolcock, “When do development projects enhance
community well-being?," International Journal of Community Well-Being 2, no. 2 (July 1, 2019): pp. 81-89; Mary L. Ohmer, “Assessing and
developing the evidence base of macro practice interventions with a community and neighborhood focus,” journal of Evidence-Based
Social Work 5, no. 3-4 (September 5, 2008): pp. 519-47.

Robert Blair, “Strategic Planning for Economic Development: A Suggested Model for Program Evaluation,” Public Administration Quarterly
22, no. 3 (1998): 331-48; Vanclay, “International principles for social impact assessment.”




Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

44, Bledsoe, Katrina L., and James A. Graham. 2005. “The Use of Multiple Evaluation Approaches in Program Evaluation.” American journal of

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.
50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Evaluation 26 (3): 302-19.

Herman L. Boschken, “Organizational performance and multiple constituencies,” Public Administration Review 54, no. 3 (1994): pp. 308-12;
David A. Campbell and Kristina T. Lambright, “Program performance and multiple constituency theory,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly 45, no. 1 (February 1, 2016): pp. 150-71; Terry Connolly, Edward J. Conlon, and Stuart Jay Deutsch, “Organizational effectiveness:
A multiple-constituency approach,” The Academy of Management Review 5, no. 2 (1980): pp. 211-17; Chao Guo, “When government
becomes the principal philanthropist: The effects of public funding on patterns of nonprofit governance," Public Administration Review 67,
no. 3 (2007): pp. 458-73; Renée A. Irvin, “State regulation of nonprofit organizations: Accountability regardless of outcome,” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 34, no. 2 (June 1, 2005): pp. 161-78; Alnoor Ebrahim, “Making sense of accountability: Conceptual perspectives
for Northern and Southern nonprofits,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership 14, no. 2 (2003): pp. 191-212; Kyu-Nahm Jun and Ellen
Shiau, "How are we doing? A multiple constituency approach to civic association effectiveness,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly
41, no. 4 (August 1, 2012): pp. 632-55.

Chris Cornforth and Charles Edwards, “Board roles in the strategic management of non-profit organisations: Theory and practice,”
Corporate Governance: An International Review 7, no. 4 (1999): pp. 346-62; John W. Meyer and Brian Rowan, “Institutionalized organizations:
Formal structure as myth and ceremony,” American journal of Sociology 83, no. 2 (1977): pp. 340-63; Ben Suykens et al., “Determinants of
non-profit commercialism. Resource deficits, institutional pressures or organizational contingencies?" Public Management Review 23, no.
10 (October 3, 2021): pp. 1456-78.

Paul ). DiMaggio and Walter W. Powell, “The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational
fields,” American Sociological Review 48, no. 2 (1983): pp. 147-60.

Ryan Krause et al., “The coercive isomorphism ripple effect: An investigation of nonprofit interlocks on corporate boards,” Academy of
Management Journal 62, no. 1 (February 1, 2019): pp. 283-308; Saba Siddiki and Suzann Lupton, “Assessing nonprofit rule interpretation
and compliance,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 45, no. 4_suppl (August 1, 2016): pp. 1565-174S.

Randy Stoecker, “The CDC model of urban redevelopment: A critique and an alternative,” Journal of Urban Affairs 19, no. 1 (1997): pp. 1-22.

Olof Hallonsten and Olof Hugander, “Supporting ‘future research leaders’in Sweden: Institutional isomorphism and inadvertent funding
agglomeration,” Research Evaluation 23, no. 3 (July 1, 2014): pp. 249-60; Chongmyoung Lee and Richard M. Clerkin, “The adoption

of outcome measurement in human service nonprofits,” Journal of Public and Nonprofit Affairs 3, no. 2 (July 31, 2017): pp. 111-34;

Denis Bernardeau Moreau, "“Mimetic isomorphism in non-profit organisations (NPO): Sports associations in the Nord Pas-De-Calais
departments,” Societies 11, no. 3 (September 2021): p. 100.

Khaldoun Abou-Assi and Angela Bies, “Relationships and resources: The isomorphism of nonprofit organizations' (NPO) self-regulation,”
Public Management Review 20, no. 11 (November 2, 2018): pp. 1581-1601.

Theodos and Seidman, “From Compliance to Learning: Helping Community Development Financial Institutions Better Determine and
Demonstrate Their Results." Urban Institute (May 2017).

Steven Maynard-Moody and Charles C. McClintock, “Square pegs in round holes: Program evaluation and organizational uncertainty,”
Policy Studies Journal 9, no. 5 (1981): pp. 644-66.

Jenni Downes and Amy M. Gullickson, “What does it mean for an evaluation to be ‘valid’? A critical synthesis of evaluation literature,”
Evaluation and Program Planning 91 (April 1, 2022): p. 102056.

Robert D. Herman and David O. Renz, “Advancing nonprofit organizational effectiveness research and theory: Nine theses,” Nonprofit
Management and Leadership 18, no. 4 (2008): pp. 399-415.

Jamie McCall and Michele Hoyman, “Community development financial institution (CDFI) program evaluation: A luxury but not a
necessity?" Community Development: Journal of the Community Development Society, 2021, pp. 1-31.




Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

20

Carol H. Weiss, “The stakeholder approach to evaluation: Origins and promise,” New Directions for Program Evaluation, Special Issue:
Stakeholder-Based Evaluation, 1983, no. 17 (1983): pp. 3-14.

Annika Becker, “An experimental study of voluntary nonprofit accountability and effects on public trust, reputation, perceived qualit

and donation behavior,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 47, no. 3 (June 1, 2018): 562-82; Mary Kay Gugerty, “Signaling virtue:
Voluntary accountability programs among nonprofit organizations,” Policy Sciences 42, no. 3 (August 1, 2009): pp. 243-73; Aseem Prakash
and Mary Kay Gugerty, “Trust but verify? Voluntary regulation programs in the nonprofit sector,” Regulation & Governance 4, no. 1 (2010):
pp. 22-47.

Angela L. Bies, "Accountability, organizational capacity, and continuous improvement: Findings from Minnesota’s nonprofit sector,” New
Directions for Philanthropic Fundraising 2001, no. 31 (2001): pp. 51-80; Rachel Christensen and Alnoor Ebrahim, “How does accountabilit
affect mission? The case of a nonprofit serving immigrants and refugees,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership 17 (December 1, 2006):
pp. 195-209.

US Department of the Treasury and Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “2021 Annual Certification and Data Collection
Report [Released in Response to a Freedom of Information Act Request by Lance Loethen and Tract Advisors],” 2022.

Robin Newberger et al., “Evolving roles of mission-focused and mainstream financial organizations: Implications for the scale and
sustainability of CDFIs,” in Reengineering Community Development for the 21st Century, eds. Donna Fabiani and Terry F. Buss (New York City,
NY: Routledge, 2008), pp. 15-32.

Shelley C. Scherer, “Organizational identity and philanthropic institutions,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership 28, no. 1 (2017):
pp. 105-23.

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “Community Development Financial Institutions Rapid Response Program (CDFI
RRP)," 86 FR 11824 § (2021).

Patsy Kraeger, “Shifting philanthropic engagement: Moving from funding to deliberation in the eras of the COVID-19 global pandemic and
Black Lives Matter,” Local Development & Society, July 1, 2021, pp. 1-14.

Nan Lin, “Building a network theory of social capital,” in Social Capital: Theory and Research, eds. Nan Lin, Karen Cook, and Ronald Burt,
1st ed. (New York City, NY: Routledge, 2001), pp. 1-26; Eileen Trzcinski and Joanne Sobeck, “The interrelationship between program
development capacity and readiness for change among small to mid-sized nonprofits,” Journal of Community Practice 16, no. 1 (May 22,
2008): pp. 11-37.

Ramya Ramanath, “Capacity for public service delivery: A cross-case analysis of ten small faith-related non-profit organisations,”
Voluntary Sector Review 5, no. 1 (March 31, 2014): pp. 3-27; Marilyn Taylor, “Communities in the lead: Organizational capacity and social
capital,” Urban Studies 37, no. 5-6 (2000): pp. 1019-35; Carol De Vita, Cory Fleming, and Eric Twombly, “Building nonprofit capacity: A
framework for addressing the problem,” in Building Capacity in Nonprofit Organizations, eds. Carol De Vita and Cory Fleming (Washington,
D.C.: The Urban Institute, 2001), pp. 5-32.

Maureen Berner, Alexander Vazquez, and Meagan McDougall, “A local programmatic approach to organizational capacity: Summer meals
for children, federal policy failure, and a threat to the enterprise of public administration,” Public Administration Quarterly 43, no. 4
(2019): pp. 489-526.

Mitchell Brown, “Enhancing and measuring organizational capacity: Assessing the results of the U.S. Department of Justice Rural Pilot
Program Evaluation,” Public Administration Review 72, no. 4 (2012): pp. 506-15; Tara Kolar Bryan, “Toward a contingency model for the
relationship between capacity and effectiveness in nonprofit organizations,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 48, no. 4 (August
1,2019): pp. 885-97; Colleen Casey, “Public values in governance networks: Management approaches and social policy tools in local
community and economic development,” American Review of Public Administration 45, no. 1 (January 1, 2015): pp. 106-27; Manoj K.
Shrestha, “Internal versus external social capital and the success of community initiatives,” Public Administration Review 73, no. 1 (2013):
pp. 154-64.

Nancy Nye and Norman Glickman, “Working together: Building capacity for community development,” Housing Policy Debate 11, no. 1
(2000): pp. 163-98.




70.
71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.
82.

83.
84.

85.

Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

Courtney Davis, “Alternative data and financial inclusion,” Deloitte Center for Financial Services, 2021.

Ericka Costa and Caterina Pesci, “Social impact measurement: Why do stakeholders matter?,” Sustainability Accounting, Management and
Policy Journal 7,no. 1 (January 1, 2016): pp. 99-124; John W. Creswell and David J. Creswell, Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and
Mixed Methods Approaches, 5th ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 2017); Sadruddin Bahadur Qutoshi, “Phenomenology: A
philosophy and method of inquiry,” Journal of Education and Educational Development 5, no. 1 (2018).

Geoff Smith et al., “Collaborators or Competitors? Exploring the Relationships between Community Development Financial Institutions
and Conventional Lenders in Small Business Finance,” Working Paper (Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, March 2009).

Teshanee Williams et al., “Beyond bridging and bonding: The role of social capital in organizations,” Community Development Journal, no.
bsab025 (August 11, 2021); Jennifer Fereday and Eimear Muir-Cochrane, “Demonstrating rigor using thematic analysis: A hybrid approach

of inductive and deductive coding and theme development,” International Journal of Qualitative Methods 5, no. 1 (March 1, 2006):
pp. 80-92.

Although reporting requirements are changing, the current TLR scope of coverage is certified CDFls that received grants from the
CDFI Fund.

Michael Swack, Eric Hangen, and Jack Northrup, “CDEFls stepping into the breach: An impact evaluation—summary report” (Carsey School
of Public Policy, University of New Hampshire, August 2014).

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “Annual Certification Report: 2021 CDFI Fund Annual Certification and Data
Collection Report (ACR) Instructions,” US Department of the Treasury, December 2020.

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “"Allocatee Institution Level Report Guidance,” US Department of the Treasury,
September 2020.

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, “CDFI Program and NACA Program FY 2017 Data Release: Data, Documentation
and Instructions,” US Department of the Treasury, June 21, 2019.

Heidi Kaplan, “Eirst mover: The CDFI Fund's CIIS Database holds promise to create substantial data repository for communit
development investments,” Federal Reserve Bank of San Fransisco Community Development Investment Review, Data and Technology, 3, no. 2
(2007): pp. 51-63.

Until recently, only certain types of CDFI Fund grant awardees had to complete the TLR. The CDFI Fund's audit shows 248 FA awards were
made from 420 applications (59% award rate) during a recent grant cycle. There were about 1,271 certified CDFls at the time. Since older
TLR data are not representative, it will be challenging to conduct longitudinal comparisons between older and newer datasets. See CDFI
Fund, “Annual Certification and Data Collection Report and Transaction Level Report: Overview of Final Revisions and Modifications.”

Surekha Carpenter et al.,, “2021 CDFI Survey key findings” (Washington, D.C.: Federal Reserve System, August 2021).

As of the date of publication, there were 79 CDFIs with recent Aeris financial ratings and an additional 101 CDFIs that reported a more
limited set of data on a voluntary basis. See Aeris, “CDFIl Selector,” 2023.

Aeris, “Federal Reserve Bank's call for papers for CDEI Symposium May 2020," Aeris Insights (blog), September 26, 2019.

Opportunity Finance Network, “Opportunity finance institutions side by side: Fiscal year 2020 OFN Member Data Analysis” (Washington,
D.C.: Opportunity Finance Network, April 2021).

Stephen Danley and Brandi Blessett, “Nonprofit Segregation: The Exclusion and Impact of White Nonprofit Networks,” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 51, no. 3 (June 1, 2022): 507-26.

21



Five research priorities for community development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

Authors

Jamie McCall

Research & Insights Manager
Center for Board Effectiveness
Deloitte LLP

jamiemccall@deloitte.com

Eugenia Vivanco

Senior Director, Community
Impact & Funding

Raza Development Fund

evivanco@razafund.org

Adrienne Smith, PhD
Senior Vice President, Research

Opportunity Finance Network
asmith@ofn.org

Contributors

Courtney Davis
Advisory Principal
Deloitte & Touche LLP

coudav@deloitte.com

22

Acknowledgments

The authors wish to express their gratitude to the many individuals who provided input for
this report. We are deeply grateful for the thoughtful feedback and support received from:

Deloitte

Vee Bell

Ivy Clark-Dominguez
Nora Ellison
Constance Gamache
Carey Oven

Caroline Schoenecker

Opportunity Finance Network
Sacha Adorno

Alba Castillo

Lisa Chensvold

Seth Julyan

Sindhu Lakshmanan

Beth Lipson

Caroline Valvardi

Raza Development Fund
Annie Donovan
Melissa McDonald

Carolina Small Business
Development Fund

Lori Diaz

James Onorevole

Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta

Charlene van Dijk

Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond

Surekha Carpenter

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Mike Eggleston

Urban Institute

Brett Theodos

University of New Hampshire

Michael Swack

University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill

Jonathan Morgan

Teshanee Williams



unity development financial institutions: Advancing financial inclusion through evidence-based practice

A



Deloitte.

About this publication

This publication contains general information only and Deloitte is not, by means of this publication, rendering accounting,
business, financial, investment, legal, tax, or other professional advice or services. This publication is not a substitute for
such professional advice or services, nor should it be used as a basis for any decision or action that may affect your business.
Before making any decision or taking any action that may affect your business, you should consult a qualified professional
advisor. Deloitte shall not be responsible for any loss sustained by any person who relies on this publication.

About Deloitte

Deloitte refers to one or more of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, a UK private company limited by guarantee (“DTTL"), its
network of member firms, and their related entities. DTTL and each of its member firms are legally separate and independent
entities. DTTL (also referred to as “Deloitte Global") does not provide services to clients. In the United States, Deloitte refers to
one or more of the US member firms of DTTL, their related entities that operate using the “Deloitte” name in the United States
and their respective affiliates. Certain services may not be available to attest clients under the rules and regulations of public
accounting. Please see www.deloitte.com/about to learn more about our global network of member firms.

About the Purpose & DEI Office

Exceptional organizations are led by a purpose. At Deloitte, our purpose is to make an impact that matters by creating trust
and confidence in a more equitable society. The Purpose & DEI Office works to advance sustainability, equity, and trust
through commitments that support our shared values. We seek to consistently embed purpose in our organization’s strategy
to deepen the impact and positive change we make for our clients, people, and communities.

About the Center for Board Effectiveness

Deloitte’s Center for Board Effectiveness helps directors deliver value to the organizations they serve through a portfolio
of high-quality, innovative experiences throughout their tenures as board members. Whether individuals aspire to board
participation or have extensive board experience, the Center’s programs enable them to contribute effectively and provide
focus in the areas of governance and audit, strategy, risk, innovation, compensation, and succession.

About Raza Development Fund

Raza Development Fund, Inc. (RDF) is a Latino-led and serving community development financial institution (CDFI) formed

in 1999 by UnidosUS (formerly, National Council of La Raza), the country's largest and longest-serving Latino civil rights and
advocacy organization. RDF was created to advance economic opportunity, social mobility, and racial justice. Since inception,
RDF has directly invested more than $1 billion in 38 states, leveraging more than $6 billion in the areas of education, affordable
housing, health care, social services, and social entrepreneurship. Headquartered in Phoenix, Arizona, RDF lends nationwide.
Learn more about our work at razafund.org.

About Opportunity Finance Network

Opportunity Finance Network (OFN) is a leading national network of more than 400 community development financial
institutions (CDFIs), specialized lenders that provide affordable, responsible financial products and services in low-income
rural, urban, and Native communities nationwide. As a trusted intermediary between CDFIs and the public and private sectors,
OFN works with its partners—banks, philanthropies, corporations, government agencies and others—to create economic
opportunity for all by strengthening and investing in CDFIs. Since its founding in 1986 and through 2021, the network has
originated $100 billion in financing in rural, urban, and Native communities, helping to create or maintain more than 2.6 million
jobs, start or expand more than 696,000 businesses and microenterprises, and support the development or rehabilitation of
more than 2.3 million housing units and more than 13,600 community facility projects. \

n.org.

Copyright © 2023 Deloitte Development LLC, Raza Development Fund, Inc., and Opportunity Finance Network.
All rights reserved.





