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April 13, 2015 

 

 

Mark Kudlowitz 

Acting Program Manager, CDFI Program and Native Initiatives 

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund 

U.S. Department of the Treasury 

1500 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 

Washington DC 20020 

 

Dear Mr. Kudlowitz: 

 

RE:   Web-based Application Portal 

 

The CDFI Coalition is pleased to respond to the CDFI Fund’s request for comment on the 

submission of supplemental application materials through a CDFI Fund-managed web-based 

application portal beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2016.  Given the problems experienced in the past 

with the Grants.gov web portal, we agree that a Fund-managed web-based application portal 

would be preferable.    

 

In particular we agree with the Fund’s approach that its portal be developed to retain information 

that does not change from year to year, including relevant prior year financial statements.  As the 

CDFI Fund develops the portal, we would welcome the opportunity to comment on what the 

attachments will be and what information will be pre-populated.  We encourage the Fund to 

include mechanisms on how applicants can note changes from year to year.  For example, if the 

CDFI Fund will “pre-populate” the policies and procedures that are attached in Tab 6, the 

applicant may need to replace them if the policies have changed since the last application the 

CDFI submitted. 

 

The CDFI Coalition would also encourage the CDFI Fund to undertake a review of the current 

FA/TA/NACA application from a substantive standpoint. We attached a copy of our letter to 

Adam Martinez, dated May 1, 2014, and its accompanying material, which makes numerous 

suggestions for changes to the Financial Assistance application, which are equally applicable to 

the NACA application. 
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The CDFI Coalition would welcome an opportunity to discuss these issues with CDFI Fund staff 

at your convenience. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
David Beck 

Self Help 

CDFI Coalition Chair    

http://www.cdfi.org/


 
 

 

         

May 1, 2014 

 

Adam Martinez 

CDFI and NACA Program Manager 

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund 

1500 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 

Washington DC 22020 

 
Dear Mr. Martinez, 

The CDFI Coalition is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the FY 2014 Community Development 

Financial Institutions Program (CDFI Program) and Native American CDFI Assistance Program (NACA 

Program) Application, which were substantially revised from the FY 2013application.  

We appreciate the Fund’s efforts to develop objective frameworks to measure and evaluate each CDFI applicant.  

We believe the assessment of comprehensive business plans should be the means through which large and small, 

new and established, rural and urban CDFIs of every institutional type should be evaluated.  The presentation of 

each applicant’s comprehensive business plan is the best means to assure that the Fund selects the most promising 

strategies from among multiple different CDFIs with differing institutional structures and approaches to meeting 

the needs of a wide range of underserved communities and people.   

 The CDFI Coalition is concerned that the new format tends in the direction of a one-size-fits-all approach that 

will limit the Fund’s abilities to make awards to the same types of diverse financial institutions and financing 

activities that it has in the past.  By limiting an applicant’s ability to clearly articulate not simply its mission but 

its theory of change and the model it has developed to effectuate that change the Fund is removing the features of 

the application that allowed the expression of different pathways to meeting financing needs, and explaining their 

mechanisms for defining and measuring success and impact. 

To ground our comments, we think it is helpful to consider the CDFI Fund’s (the “Fund”) statutory framework 

and the stated legislative goals for the CDFI Program.   

Section 4704 of the Riegle Community Development and Regulatory Improvement Act1  directs the Fund to 
assess a comprehensive strategic plan for the organization which “includes an analysis of the needs of the  
investment area or targeted population and a strategy for how the applicant will attempt to meet those needs.”

2
    

Viewing the application as a comprehensive business plan is key.    The statute also states that the Fund should  

                                                           
1
 Public Law103-325, Chapter 47 – Community Development Banking, September 23, 1994;  12 USC 4701 et.seq. 

2
 Section 4704(2)(B) 
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assess the track record of the applicant, whether as a former awardee or not, in terms of their service in such 

communities as well as whether “the applicant will expand its operations into a new investment area or serve a 

new targeted population, offer more products or services, or increase the volume of its business.”
3
   These three 

elements allow an applicant to discuss expansion of their service areas, new innovative products, and/or the need 

for more of the types of products they currently offer and to make the case that such activities will serve 

distressed areas and have a degree of impact that merits funding.  Implicit in these elements is that funding should 

be directed to those organizations that have a  well-crafted comprehensive business plan for future lending that is 

feasible given the track record of lending and the impact that lending has made.   

The FY 2014 application focuses more on previous financial performance of the organization, with only the 

Purpose and Projections sections entirely forward-focused, which is counter to the notion of a comprehensive 

forward looking strategic plan.  While it is important to understand past financial performance, it is equally 

important to understand past types of lending, and the impact that such lending has had to determine if projected 

activity is reasonable. This point should not be construed as favoring newer, or less well-established CDFIs.  To 

the contrary, the overweighting of past financial activity constrains all types of CDFIs from presenting their 

products, financial services, strategies to reach borrowers or consumers and the impact they expect to achieve 

with the support of an award from the Fund, and is inconsistent with the fact that the award is for projected 

performance over the 3 year award period. 

The form and approach taken in the revised FY 2014 application moves the CDFI Fund’s approach to an 

evaluation of past financial performance without adequate regard for the types of distress the organization’s 

mission calls for it to ameliorate, or its success in having an impact in their market, nor does it focus sufficiently 

on the types and levels of distress in the markets in which the organization is operating.  Our observation is that 

the current application is over-weighted toward past financial performance and the quality of management; some 

70 - 80 of the 100 points available in the application assess management, systems, policies and financial 

performance.    

We believe it would be more appropriate for the Fund to return to the more balanced weighting of the FY 2013 

application which would increase the emphasis   on the planned design of the applicant’s products, the need of 

their borrowers for those products, the level of distress in the applicant’s target market and the impact the CDFI 

has made and plans to make with financial products in the future.   Fundamental to our comments is that the Fund 

should return to the level of narrative allowed in prior years, and include a more appropriate unscored Executive 

Summary of at least 5,000 characters.  With respect to the time needed for the application, we recommend that the 

Fund offer no less than 60 days to complete the application.   

We recommend that the Fund return to a more balanced, narrative based application that allows each applicant to 

tell its unique story in terms of mission, strategic plan, types of financing activity historically and planned, the 

need for that lending in terms of the types of distress in their chosen market and a discussion of the impact that the 

organization has had in the past and expects to have with the planned lending.  A more qualitative assessment  

                                                           
3
 Section 4704(4)(B), and see also 4704(5)(B) 
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approach is needed to determine whether an applicant’s business strategy to serve borrowers who lack access to 

credit and capital in their markets, the types of distress they are overcoming and the impact that they are making 

with their products and services merits a financial assistance award.     

In its request for public comments, the Fund asked specifically about the character counts, and we believe the 

allowable characters are unreasonably limited.  The use of specific sub-questions had the commendable result of 

preventing applicants from overlooking any important element of the application.   However, as they were treated 

as separate questions, they also took up unnecessary characters answering each as a stand-alone question.    

The character limits prevent those CDFIs who have multiple or unusual lines of business from completely 

responding to most questions, which we believe will make it difficult for reviewers to distinguish one group from 

another.  The character limits also penalized groups with more than one loan product, and in particular CDFI 

Banks and Credit Unions that provide both financial services and multiple loan products.    Even for those loan 

funds with a single product it was not possible to answer fully questions.   

We especially commend the Fund for gathering specific information on how the applicant is accessing other 

public and private capital.  We believe that is an improvement over the more general discussions of past 

applications.  

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE VS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AWARDS 

 

We recommend that all CDFIs who are not applying for Financial Assistance Awards be allowed to apply for 

Technical Assistance awards of up to $125,000.   CDFIs that do not have the matching funds required for the 

Financial Assistance awards would be able to seek funding for infrastructure items.  The Technical Assistance 

application should be substantially reduced in terms of questions.  Especially for new CDFIs, the level of detail 

asked for with regard to past activity has a chilling effect on whether to apply for a Technical Assistance award. 

 

MATCHING FUNDS 

We suggest that the Fund wait until it has ranked the highly scored applications to request Matching Funds 

documentation. This would save the Fund valuable time in the intake process, and reduce burden on applicants by 

eliminating the need to submit such materials if they are not highly ranked.  Applicants could be requested to 

produce such documents at the time the announcements are made with the understanding that submission of 

appropriate and qualifying matching funds is part of the return of the Notice of Award. 

 

OTHER COMMENTS ON ISSUES RAISED BY THE CDFI FUND 

 With respect to the Minimum Prudent Standards, we urge the Fund to develop separate standards for 

CDFI Banks, Credit Unions, Venture Funds and Loan Funds, and suggest the Fund contract with experts 

to undertake this evaluation.   Regardless of where the MPS are set, however, rather than a ratio by ratio 

analysis, however, it would be better for each applicant to offer a discussion of why wherever they fall on 

the ratios indicates they are financially healthy,  and to discuss actions that are being taken to improve 

their performance.  
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 We believe the current FA Core SECA and Technical Assistance funding levels are adequate.  

 Applicants should not be held to the projections in the Activities Level Chart as a requirement of their 

Assistance Agreement.   Such a change would materially undermine the application as funding for a 

Comprehensive Business Plan to funding for a specific book of business. 

 We believe that  the  Fund’s recent adoption of proportional funding for  sectors such as CDFI Banks, 

CDFI Credit Unions and CDFI Venture Funds is an improvement and we encourage the Fund to 

formalize that as policy.  

 

TRANSPARENCY IN THE SCORING AND EVALUATION PROCESS 

The CDFI Coalition recommends that the Fund offer guidance on the application scoring in the Notice of Funds 

Availability (“NOFA”), and tips on how an applicant could improve its score.  The NOFA says there is a 

minimum aggregate score to be considered for an award, but it is not disclosed.   If there is a minimum score, 

applicants should know what it is and receive guidance on what it takes to exceed the minimum required score. 

 

We believe the Fund should provide more guidance to applicants as to what is needed to score well beyond the 

minimum score.  The Fund has provided thorough guidance in its NMTC program.  The CDFI NOFA also says 

“2. Substantive Review: If the Applicant has submitted a complete and eligible Application, the CDFI Fund will 

conduct a substantive review in accordance with the criteria and procedures described in the Regulations, this 

NOFA, and the Application guidance. The CDFI Fund will evaluate each Application on the criteria categories 

and the scoring scale described in the Application.”  However, there is no such guidance in either the NOFA or 

the application.  

 

The NOFA states that “Applicants whose activities are part of a broader neighborhood revitalization strategy 

and/or that target marginalized or isolated populations will be scored more favorably in the section of the 

Application pertaining to Partnerships.” (NOFA p 21).  However, the words “marginalized or isolated 

populations” was not part of any of the application questions.  This type of inconsistency underscores the need for 

more transparency in what the review process is covering and how responses are being scored. 

The Notice of Allocation Authority (NOAA) devotes 5 pages (pp 22-27 of the CY 2013 NOAA) to what factors 

will lead to a higher score.  In addition, there are tips and guidance throughout the application.    

 

The NMTC program also provides guidance to scoring through a debriefing letter to unsuccessful applicants, 

which is posted on the website for all to see, and which details what elements need to be addressed to be scored 

“excellent” on every section and group of questions in the application. (The CY 2013 NOAA and 2012 

Debriefing Letter are attached).  We believe the Fund should strive to offer clear guidance to all applicants for 

Financial and Technical Assistance, and provide feedback through debriefing letters for all applicants. 

 

We urge the Fund to operate with even more transparency which is in line with the White House adoption of  

greater transparency goals. (http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/TransparencyandOpenGovernment/).   

One example of how these goals have been adopted in another federal grants program is the Social Innovation  

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/TransparencyandOpenGovernment/
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Fund.  “In accordance with the CNCS Grant Competition Posting Policy and Procedure, executive summaries of 

all compliant applications, copies of successful applications, the names of expert reviewers, and summaries of the 

comments of expert reviewers for successful applicants are available.” 

(http://www.nationalservice.gov/programs/social-innovation-fund/previous-competitions/2012.) Finally, we urge 

the Fund to recognize that the CDFI industry is a robust contributor to community and economic development 

strategies because it encompasses multiple sectors, approaches and institutional types.  The CDFI Fund staff and 

consultants, however, are not adequately trained in the different business models for each industry sector.  We 

urge the Fund to find industry experts in each of the different sector to be responsible for the application review 

processes. There are numerous knowledgeable experts in each area that would be well-equipped to participate in 

Application review processes.    

We are glad to see the Fund has moved the application back into the Fall/Winter time frame.   We encourage the 

Fund to go even further and return the 60 day FA application period to opening in late August and with a due date 

before the end of October. 

Other comments on the narrative and excel portions of the application are offered in the attached Appendix A and 

B.   We would be happy to meet with representatives of the CDFI Fund to discuss these comments further. 

Sincerely, 

 
David Beck 

Chair of the CDFI Coalition 

on behalf of the CDFI Coalition  
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APPENDIX A – COMMENTS ON APPLICATION NARRATIVE QUESTIONS 

 

LACK OF IMPACT ASPECT OF CDFIS  

 A hallmark of CDFIs is that as mission-driven finance entities, they are judged on the impact they make.   

We believe that the FY 2014 application did not pay sufficient attention paid to an applicant’s impact – 

either previous or anticipated.  The only collection of data regarding impact is a series of cells in the 

worksheet that are attached to specific, pre-assigned output measures (number of units, number of jobs, 

etc.).  This information is too limited and does not offer applicants a narrative opportunity to explain the 

more detailed outputs and outcomes they achieve.   

 There is no space available for an organization to discuss the more qualitative impacts that an applicant 

may be achieving or attempting to achieve – increased financial sophistication on the part of credit union 

members, reduced blight in a particular area, increased family wealth for small businesses financed, 

increased involvement on the part of private sector lenders in particular under-served markets, to name 

merely a few impacts that many CDFIs are working to bring about.   

 We urge the Fund to view an organizations’ ability to generate tangible, meaningful social & economic 

impacts as a central part of the FA application.  We recommend that impact be worth at least 20% of the 

application scoring, and similar to the NMTC application (25% of points) could require an applicant to 

discuss how it defines impact, how it measures it, how effective it’s been to date in achieving impact – 

against internal and/or external benchmarks.  It could also discuss what it is likely to accomplish going 

forward, and how it already has or will document that impact, and what specific benchmarks it will use to 

assess its success. 

GUIDANCE ON WHAT THE REVIEWERS WILL BE LOOKING FOR IN THE POLCIES SECTION (Tab 6) 

 The Fund asked whether the attachment of the policies made it easier on applicants.   While it is always easier 

to attach policies than to explain them, we think this is the wrong question.   Instead, we think the emphasis 

should be on how this 10 point section will be evaluated by readers.  Will an applicant score the highest if it 

covers all 9 elements of the named Policies?   Or is it the level/depth of the Policies which are an attachment?  

How does the chart get scored versus the 3 narrative questions?    It is not clear that all organizations need all 

of these policies. See also the discussion of Q3 below. 

 The NOFA reads in part (page 21) “Applicants whose activities are part of a broader neighborhood 

revitalization strategy and/or that target marginalized or isolated populations will be scored more favorably in 

the section of the Application pertaining to Partnerships.”  However,  there is no guidance on what, 

specifically, is being scored and what an applicant must be doing to score more favorably, and as noted below 

with respect to Q 5, “marginalized or isolated populations” are not part of any application question. 

 

FA APPLICATION QUESTIONS 

 QUESTION 1: Purpose – this is a 5,000 character section worth 10 points, and QUESTION 2, at 15,500 

characters,  is worth the same number of points.  The character counts should be increased for 

QUESTION 1.   In addition, Q 1.1 asks about Strategic Goals for the next 5 years.  The 5 other questions 

that also ask about Strategic Goals should be in the same question.  Accordingly, how the requested 

award amount will enable an applicant to leverage other sources of funds (Q 5.1), how partnerships with 

other organizations help an applicant meet Strategic Goals (Q 5.5), how community and economic 

development plans align with Strategic Goals (Q 5.7 – although we suggest combining this with Q 5.6 
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and 5.5), whether you have adopted particular benchmarks to help achieve Strategic Goals (Q 6.8) and  

how your projections align with your Strategic Goals (Q 7.1) would be less redundant if they were part of 

the same question.   

 

Q 1.2 should be at least 5,000 characters to fully describe the Target Market. For CDFIs with national or 

regional Target Markets, 3,000 characters are simply not enough. Likewise, CDFIs with multiple Target 

Markets (geographic and Other Targeted Populations) need additional space. 

 

 QUESTION 2: Products – We believe this question should be worth significantly more than 10 points.  It 

is a hallmark of being a CDFI that the products and services offered are better suited to borrowers in low 

income communities or to low income people than traditional financial services providers.   

Q 2.4 and 2.5 – asks that the applicant describe how it provides development services and then in the next 

question is asked to describe in quantitative terms what the demand is.  The 2 questions require a degree 

of repetition and could be combined.  Together with Q 2.6 there are 3 questions on development services, 

which seems an over emphasis because the Fund does not require that development services be offered 

for every loan product or financial service. 

Q 2.7 and 2.8 cover the applicant’s competitors.   Most applicants don’t feel there are true competitors – 

banks simply don’t offer the same products or the same terms or both.  The questions might be better 

redirected to ask why the applicant’s rates, terms or other features are better than those offered by other 

financial institutions.   Another approach would be to combine the 2 questions and have the CDFI 

demonstrate a) that there’s a functional demand for the type of financing it offers or is proposing, b) why 

what’s currently available isn’t meeting that demand – or isn’t meeting it adequately, and c) that there’s 

an actual / potential niche for the CDFI.  Asking about the applicant’s niche or competitive advantage in 

its market might get at the same points. 

IMPACTS:  There is no question about the impact that the applicant’s products and services have.  This is 

a major focus of most CDFIs and should not be left to the Q 6.7 and 7.2 discussions alone.  See the earlier 

comments on impact. 

 RELEVANT LOAN AND FINANCIAL PRODUCTS - The Fund should be explicit that an applicant 

need not describe every loan product or financial service.   Applicants should be allowed to focus on the 

most substantial products and services or those which are new and which they plan to fund with an award.   

Thus, an applicant that plans to request FA for loan capital for one of its loan products  should also be 

able to direct its narrative relating to demand, marketing, need,  to that particular loan product, even if it 

offers other products or financial services.  In the past there has been a concept of “relevant” financial 

products, and the Fund applicants often wrote about the product they planned to emphasize or a new 

product without a lot of discussion of other products in the equivalent of the Products section.  

 

 QUESTION 3: Policies – This question is worth 10 points but there is no guidance on what it takes to 

score well.  Is it a matter of whether the applicant has covered all the listed policies, or a question of how 

robust the policies are, or both?  It is unclear why three policies allow for narrative but eight others on 

Tab 6 do not.  Merely attaching policies without giving applicants any means to discuss why they do or 

do not have particular policies, or how they have addressed such policies through other means, appears 
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limiting.  We recommend that a narrative component be added.   This will also allow applicants to explain 

why a particular item is not included in the policies.  

 

 QUESTION 4: People – there is no narrative other than the Excel Charts on People, and no guidance on 

how this section will be scored, yet it is worth 10 points.  For a question that is worth 10% of the total 

points we recommend that there be a narrative discussion beyond the 500 character limitation. Such a 

narrative permits the applicant to discuss why the staffing they have works for their particular CDFI, as 

well as how the board members make a contribution to the CDFI. 

 

 QUESTION 5 – Partnerships – this question covers 2 distinct topics – the sources of leverage a CDFI has 

tapped from federal, other government and private sources (Q 5.1-5.3) and the connections the applicant 

has to broader community and economic development plans  (Q 5.4-5.7).  However, none of the questions 

in Q 5 references marginalized or isolated populations, as noted above with respect to the NOFA 

language.    

 

LEVERAGE: Q5.2-5.3 - the question specifically asks the applicant to create a ratio regarding increasing 

Total Assets and/or Revenue, and to describe how the rate was determined. The relation of leverage to 

Total Assets and/or Revenue is very confusing and is something that is not typically measured by CDFIs.    

Traditionally CDFIs are asked about the multiple of capital they can expect to raise or have historically 

raised compared to the requested CDFI Fund award.   The question could be re-worked if that was the 

intended purpose.   It was also not clear whether prior CDFI Fund awards should be discussed in Q 5.3.   

The question did not take into account that CDFIs that finance real estate also leverage funds at the 

project level.  

 

The second set of Q 5 questions ask about local, state or federal economic development plans while the 

NOFA does not – it mentions neighborhood plans only.  The NOFA and the application should be 

consistent.  This question is very difficult for many rural CDFIs and national or regional CDFIs to 

answer, and Q 5.6 and 5.7 are similar enough that they should be combined to reduce repetition. 

 

Questions 5.4 and 5.5 implicitly assume that a CDFI needs various partners to carry out its activities / 

meet its goals.  But there are many effective CDFIs that operate largely independently of other entities, 

either because of the types of services they provide or the market in which they operate.  These questions 

can effectively discriminate against organizations that can meet the needs of their markets without any or 

very few partnerships.  

 

If question 5.7 is intended to determine whether the applicant’s products and services serve a meaningful 

community or economic development goal, and their alignment with federal, state or local economic 

development plans are considered evidence of that, it could be included in the discussion of strategic 

goals.   

The Fund continues to link CDFIs to neighborhood plans in the NOFA, although it states it is not a 

requirement: 

D. Coordination with Broader Community Development Strategies: Consistent with Federal 

efforts to promote community revitalization, it is important for communities to develop a 
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comprehensive neighborhood revitalization strategy that addresses neighborhood assets essential 

to transforming distressed neighborhoods into healthy and vibrant communities. Neighborhood 

transformation can best occur when comprehensive neighborhood revitalization plans embrace 

the coordinated use of programs and resources that address the interrelated needs within a 

community. Although not a requirement for participating in the CDFI Program, the Federal 

government believes that a CDFI will be most successful when it is part of, and contributes to, an 

area's broader neighborhood revitalization strategy. (p 2) 

While it is true that many CDFIs work together with local, state or federal government or private sector 

partners, this policy approach fundamentally disadvantages CDFIs that are not making real estate loans in 

specific local communities to build housing or other projects, and particularly seems to discriminate 

against business lenders.  We recommend that this language be withdrawn from the NOFA and that the 

Fund instead focus its questions on how the applicant is serving needs of underserved borrowers / markets 

through its loan, investment and/or financial projects, and how the loans investments and services benefit 

those markets.  Without understanding the objective of the questions, and in light of its limitation on 

CDFIs offering business loans, our first recommendation would be to eliminate these questions.  In any 

event the three could easily be combined into a single question.  

 

 QUESTION 6:  Performance – these questions appear to be looking to the past three years since they are 

linked to Performance Tab 9.   However, they are hard to address without discussing current and 

projected activities.  We recommend that applicants be asked to address past performance and future 

projections together.  This would also eliminate redundancies between Q 7 and Q 6.   

In addition, it is not clear whether the Fund is scoring applicants higher to the extent they have other 

benchmarks besides the Fund’s MPS.  Moreover, it is not clear how the Fund is instructing reviewers to 

assess performance against the Fund’s MPS.  While a 20% Net Asset Ratio is a minimum prudent 

standard, does that make a 30% or higher MPS even better?   Is performance on the MPS scored on the 

basis of each individual MPS or is there an assessment of the financial health of the entire organization?   

 QUESTION 7: Projections – as noted above these questions are redundant with Q 6 and could be 

combined to more comprehensively ask applicants to discuss their historic and projected activities in a 

way that better allows them to discuss current year projections. 
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APPENDIX B - FA EXCEL WORKBOOK 

 

The Excel workbooks have some positive aspects, and there was an appreciation of the fact that the financial 

information and trends in particular was a good exercise for many applicants.  We noted the following issues with 

the Excel workbooks: 

 The locked spreadsheet presented problems with printing, creating a time-consuming process.  

 It was difficult to review the charts with loan fund, bank and credit union financial data on the same charts.   

We recommend returning to having separate charts for the various types of applicants, especially for regulated 

and non-regulated financial statements. 

 The charts include a column that shows the applicant’s year to date activity, but it should also have another 

column in which an applicant can provide a projection of their current FY activity. It was very difficult to 

discuss current year activity as applicants were instructed not to use projections for the remainder of the year.  

In addition, the trends in the charts were skewed because some applicants are in the first Q of their FY and 

others were in Q 3, and again, no projections could be used for the current year.   

 Credit Union Tax Status:  The Applicant Intake Form - Q 7 - does not include the tax status options for credit 

unions [neither 501(c)(1) nor 501(c)(14)].  

 The Performance (past activity) and Projection (future activity) charts should return to being in a single chart.   

It was difficult to show the continuum of change that supports the growth projections of an applicant with the 

past and future divided. Target Market –Customers Served (Products, Tab 5) did not sufficiently allow an 

applicant to convey who was being served.   

 There was no guidance on how an applicant was to calculate the poverty, income and unemployment in its 

Target Market.   Some applicants based it on borrower data, some based it on their loan sector, and some 

based it on averages in their target market.  Without precise guidance, applicants may not be fairly compared. 

 The Customers Served section needs to allow for serving end users (affordable housing residents and users of 

social services or charter school facilities).  Currently the chart allows entries for borrowers and those who 

receive development services but does not have a cell for CDFIs whose loans benefit low income persons as 

end-users.   

 There should be specific guidance on how the number of “end users” should be calculated to allow for a fair 

comparison of applications.  Should it be the actual count of affordable units?  Documented number of users 

of community facilities? Number of low income employees at a business?  If estimates are allowable, the 

basis for creating the estimate should be discussed to assess its reliability.  

 Similarly, in the break-out chart, the Fund should allow for incomes, race and other features for both direct 

borrowers and for end users.   

 The Target Market should allow for a decimal point in the poverty rate, which is the typical means of 

expressing poverty.   

 Tab 8 – Partnerships - we recommend that the chart be changed to show all sources of public and private 

funding, not just the top 10. If the Fund wants a comprehensive picture of the sources of leverage a CDFI has 

tapped, all funders in the past 3 years should be identified.   Currently, the Guidance says to list the funders 

that have had the most impact.  The example is the CDFI Fund.   However, it was not clear whether prior FA 

or TA awards were required in the chart.  If they were not the largest, or received in all three years, many 

applicants left them off.    
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If the charts were comprehensive it would give the reviewers/Fund staff a complete view of the sources the 

CDFI has been able to leverage.  In addition, there should be guidance on what amount or form or number of 

funding sources is better than any other, and how this information is fit into the scoring of the application.   

 Formula Error:  On the “Performance Tab” of the Workbook, the 3-year Historic Averages for the Activity 

and Impacts charts are actually sums, not averages. 

 Portfolio Performance Ratios – the formula shows a fail when in fact, the CDFI passed. Second, the LLR 

MPS of +/- 1.5% of PAR penalizes CDFIs with no delinquencies – if they have a reasonable LLR of, for 

example 5%, but no delinquencies, they fail the measure and then have to use up valuable characters to 

explain why their “fail” is actually a prudent portfolio management strategy.  
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