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Section One: Executive Summary

The Social Investment Organization and the Riverdale Community Development Corporation have launched a national community investment study to determine how socially responsible investment can help to develop local communities. Debt and equity capital, in combination with technical assistance, can help build communities yet financing is not always readily available for such projects.

“The aim of community investment is to finance deep-seated needs of local communities that cannot ordinarily be addressed by traditional corporate models. These needs include issues such as community development, the alleviation of poverty and the encourage of co-operative business models.” (taken from the 2002 Social Investment Review by the Social Investment Organization www.socialinvestment.ca)

The Community Investment Study is funded from February 2003 until September 2003. This initiative emerged out of four conferences on community finance that were held in the late 1990s by ACEM (the Montreal Community Loan Fund) and Ellmen Shaw Public Affairs. During these conferences, participants articulated the need for community loan funds to work together to grow the sector. 

The five objectives of the study are:

1. to identify barriers to growth of the community investment sector 

2. to find ways to work together that benefit the community investment sector as a whole 

3. to learn from experiences organizing community finance and micro-enterprise networks in the USA and UK  

4. to conduct an analysis of the feasibility of a national association

5. to lay out the next steps in creating a national association.

These objectives are being achieved through the following activities:

a) a literature review on micro-credit in Canada (commissioned by Industry Canada)

b) a survey of community financing organizations and initiatives

c) feedback and input from an advisory committee comprised of  representatives of different types of funds from all regions of Canada. The purpose of the committee is to bring a variety of experiences to the study and to help identify needs and opportunities for the network. A list of advisory committee members can be found at the end of this report

d) a review of how national community financing associations came to be formed in the USA and UK, the services they offer, how they are managed and how they are financed

e) an assessment of the willingness of sponsors to provide financial support for the strategic planning and operational stages following the feasibility study
This document addresses the first two objectives of the study; 1) to identify barriers to growth and 2) to identify ways of working together. 

To meet objective 1# - Information was gathered by conducting a literature review, conversations with stake-holders, and via consultations in Vancouver at the Social Investment Organization’s conference and CED Credit Union Forum in June 2003.

To meet objective #2 – Data was collected through a survey conducted between April and June 2003. We surveyed 53 community investment funds, asking them to fill out an online survey in order to develop a greater understanding of the community investment sector.  We received 34 responses. All respondents are separate funds with the exception of the National Aboriginal Capital Corporation Association, which is an association representing 54 Aboriginal Financial Institutions. The mid term results of the survey were presented at the Social Investment Organization’s national conference and at the CED Credit Union Forum, both held in Vancouver in June, so staff of community investment funds, financial advisors, foundations, ethical funds and other interested participants could give us feedback and discuss how the socially responsible investment sector could help community investment. 
Summary of findings from the survey 

· the study found 57 community investment funds (non governmental) and 54 Aboriginal financial institutions in Canada

· 64% of community investment funds surveyed started in the five year period between 1995-2000

· half of surveyed loan funds receive capital from private investors

· 85% of community investment funds surveyed lend for micro or small business development, 50% for co-operative development, 29% for housing and 18% for training  (Note: funds lend for more than one activity)

· 65% of funds lend directly to clients, while 35% provide loan guarantees for loans issued a financial institution, in most cases a credit union

· 91% of community investment funds offer term loans with fixed regular payments, 35% offer a line of credit, 15% do equity investing 

· the majority of community investment funds are only “moderately” satisfied with their current strategies for collaborating, gathering information, doing policy work and fundraising

· 60% of respondents believe if a national association is created, it would help their fund “to a great extent” and 40% feel it would help their organization “to some extent.” 

· asked to name two services that would be most helpful for a national network to offer, the top responses were 1) a virtual or central source of information on community investment 2) a  means for creating visibility for the sector and coordinating our voice, and tied for third were 3a) a facilitator for networking and partnering opportunities and b) an investor locater/assistance capitalizing funds

Next Steps for the Community Investment Study

The results of the survey and consultations clearly indicate that there is a strong interest in the creation of a Canadian network linking stakeholders in the community investment sector.  It is now time to answer the final question for the feasibility study – is funding for the start up and operation of a network available?

By early September 2003, a feasibility study will be written with:

· The case for a network of community investment programs and organizations

· A comprehensive list of stakeholders, including investors, borrowers, lenders, funders, and credit unions

· A description and analysis of three potential models for the network – each with slightly different services and programs and, as a result, different start-up budgets.

Susannah Cameron, the researcher of the Community Investment Study, is very interested in your feedback on this report and/or assistance seeking funding for the network. Please telephone Susannah at (416) 462-0496 ex 41 or email scameron@riverdale.org
Section Two: Barriers to the growth of the sector 

The Social Investment Organization defines community investing as “the placement of money in businesses or investments reflecting a vision of an alternative kind of economy. Community investors place money in community investment funds providing capital to local entrepreneurs, co-operative or community-oriented enterprises such as worker or consumer co-ops, regional development bonds, not-for-profit enterprises, community loan funds, conservation financing, risk mortgages or construction loans for housing.  Alternative investors want their investments to help create local jobs, develop local enterprise, provide essential services or empower workers or consumers.” (taken from www.socialinvestment.ca)

For the purpose of this study, a community investment fund is defined as a pool of capital that is used to make loans and/or loan guarantees to borrowers such as low income individuals, micro enterprises, affordable housing project, non profits, environmental projects and community asset development. Community investment funds may have only one loan product or they may have a diversified portfolio of financial services. The sources of capital for community investment funds are diverse, and include contributions and loans from private donors/investors, faith based institutions, government loan-guarantees, financial institutions, socially responsible pension funds and other institutions, etc. 

1. Barrier: Money for operating shortfalls

How can we ensure a steady source of operating funds for community investment funds?

Despite extensive research and experimentation in the USA and in Canada, it has proven very difficult for community investment funds to cover operating costs through the generation of interest and administration fees alone. Partnerships between business training organizations, financial institutions and community groups have brought expertise together to make community financing more efficient but usually some form of subsidy is still needed. Many funds are constantly struggling to find operating funds, threatening their stability and taking energy away from lending activities.  Is there a way of offering operating subsidies to efficiently managed funds?  

2. Barrier: Capitalizing the investment fund

The Social Investment Organization’s “Canadian Social Investment Review” found only $69 million in community investment in Canada in its 2002 Social Investment Review. ( www.socialinvestment.ca)

There are several reasons why the size of community investment in Canada is relatively small compared to the total $51.4 billion of total assets in Canada managed according to social responsibility guidelines.  Many potential investors do not realize they can invest in their own neighbourhoods, as community investment is not promoted as rigorously as other forms of socially responsible investment. Nor is there an obvious way for a potential investor to locate community investment funds other than by word of mouth or through extensive online research. Feedback from financial advisors, foundations and potential investors indicate that the due diligence process leading up to an investment in an individual community fund is too time consuming. In addition, financial advisors/brokers are not provided with commissions, fees, or any incentive for informing their clients about community investment options. 

Community economic development organizations and incorporated loan funds in Canada are challenged by restrictions imposed by provincial securities regulations that make the process of issuing investment shares extremely expensive. It costs thousands of dollars in legal fees to develop a prospectus and follow all regulations.

Another barrier to growth is that community investment funds are not RRSP eligible. In 2000, the Jubilee Fund in Winnipeg sent a request to the Department of Finance asking that the Income Tax Act and/or regulations be amended to allow RRSP investments in independent, community development loan funds.  The request was declined. A coordinated, national approach to modifying current regulations could make community investment a more attractive option for investors. 

3. Barrier: Access to community investment funds

How can we increase the supply of community investment in Canada?

We found approximately 57 community investment funds (operated as separately incorporated loan funds or charities or managed by co-operatives, community economic development organizations, credit unions and private organizations) in Canada. Six funds have ceased operating* since 1998 and 16 have started up. How can we increase the scale of existing funds and encourage new funds to start up? Are there ways the community investment sector as a whole can increase its visibility?

Note: Calmeadow’s website contains an in-depth report on the closing of Calmeadow Nova Scotia. www.calmeadow.com

4. Barrier: Lack of communication and information flow among community investment funds

Best practices are still evolving and loan products and delivery mechanisms vary depending on the local community, the target market and the loan purpose. However, the process of refining lending methodologies can be improved if loan fund managers, board members, and staff have opportunities to share their experiences and lessons. 

How can formal networking and information sharing (training and technical assistance, listserves, websites, exchange visits, conferences) be developed so funds can learn from one another and share resources to improve operations and reach greater numbers of individuals, cooperatives, businesses and community non profits and projects?

5. Barrier: Lack of research and training 
A scan of the literature available on community investment funds in Canada found very little public research and almost no comparative research. There seem to be an increasing number of partnerships between community loan funds and financial institutions. In the western provinces, credit unions have partnered with business development centres and Western Economic Diversification to provide loans to businesses, housing projects and environmental projects that would otherwise not receive financing. There is also a trend away from peer lending (loan circles) and toward individual loans.    

Yet, we know very little about the effectiveness of different lending methods and models in Canada. Which types of partnership and models work best? Are there better models for urban versus rural areas? Could a comparative study of different models of community loan fund providers be conducted to see which serve the greatest number of clients, how to  serve low income clients, which is most cost effective, which have the best success rates? Is Western Diversification’s fixed loan loss reserve a form of support that might be replicated in other parts of Canada? How is consulting best provided in conjunction with financing? Are there loan products offered at one community investment fund that could be replicated in other parts of the country? 

There are also almost no training opportunities for staff of community investment funds in Canada. Most learn on the job by trial and error. Are there ways of providing training?

Section Three: Research Results – Breaking Down Barriers

Section two listed the barriers to the growth of the sector. This section presents potential ways of overcoming these barriers.  Through the process of conducting the literature review, the on-line survey, and speaking with stakeholders in face-to-face consultations and through telephone calls, potential solutions to over come the barriers to the growth of the community investment sector have emerged. Of course each potential solution has pros and cons and takes resources and money to implement. Some of the solutions could be implemented in a few weeks; others will take years of concerted effort. As a sector we will need to be realistic and strategic. 

The purpose of this research is to see how we can work collectively to overcome some of the barriers we now face. We are proposing that a national association or network with set services and functions would help us coordinate our efforts and overcome some of the barriers listed in the last section. 

Money for operating shortfalls

How can we ensure a steady source of operating funds for community investment funds?

Suggestions:

· Through a listserve or networking events, staff and boards of community investment funds could share successful fundraising techniques and share sources of administration monies 

· Through a network, funds could collectively advocate for on going core funding from the federal government and/or from regional development agencies and/or provincial governments

· A network could produce shared communications pieces and success stories that could be used to inform potential funders 

· A network could coordinate the collection of data nationally to be used by individual funds in their funding proposals to strengthen their case for support from funders

· Research to study the most efficient ways of running a community loan fund and minimize expenses

Some community investment funds have attained charitable status so they can apply for money from charitable foundations and offer tax receipts to individuals. They could share information with other funds that want to learn about the process.               

Capitalizing funds

How can we ensure that loan funds have enough capital?

A possible solution discussed extensively at the SIO conference is the creation of a wholesale fund established to on-lend to community investment funds or a centralized guarantee fund. It could be established cooperatively.

Socially responsible investors at the SIO conference suggested simplifying the investment procedure with standardized promissory notes to be used by each fund.

A network could coordinate a national-wide awareness campaign with communications materials that would inform investors of the opportunity to invest in their local community. 

Borrowing an idea from a U.S. based network, the National Community Capital Association, a Canadian network could create an investor locator on a website where investors could look at a listing of funds across Canada with basic information on each fund and contact information. See http://www.communitycapital.org/cdfi_locator/index.html

A searchable database of funds could be enhanced by a common set of benchmark indicators being made available for each fund. 

Community investment funds could work collectively to change current provincial and federal policies. Currently, community lenders are challenged by restrictions imposed by provincial securities regulations. The province of Nova Scotia has overcome this problem by setting down rules governing securities issued by community development corporations been developed so community investment funds know what they need to do to operate legally. This model could be studied and potentially replicated in other parts of the country.

Another change that would stimulate investment is CCRA rules on eligibility for RRSP investments. The Jubilee Fund in Winnipeg has taken an active role in leading the campaign.  In 2000, the Jubilee Fund and several other loan funds sent a request to the Department of Finance asking that the Income Tax Act and/or regulations be amended to allow RRSP investments in independent, community development loan funds. Thus far, the request has been declined but the Jubilee Fund is persisting. A coordinated, national approach to modifying current regulations could make community investment a more attractive option for investors. 

Shared market research on community investors would also help inform the campaigns of individual loan funds across the country. Do investors need a more streamlined process and guarantees to invest, or are they attracted to it because it functions outside of the mainstream economy? Do people approach community investing as a charitable activity or as part of their ethical investing activities?  What sort of social returns are investors looking for and what documentation is needed?

Barrier: Access to community investment funds

How can we encourage the start up of new funds in parts of Canada where alternative financing options are sparse? 

Between March and June, the researcher had contact with 4 groups considering starting up funds (3 in Ontario and 1 in Alberta) and one fund that just needed a bit more capital to launch.  Obviously there may be many more. These groups all cited a lack of easily accessible information on starting up a fund in Canada. Each time an organization or a consultant starts the process of conducting a feasibility study in Canada, they must individually contact established funds and interview them about their structure, lending methods, collections processes, etc. The start-up funds also need to know where to find experienced staff, how to create legal documents and what partnerships are required to run a successful program.  A central source of information on different models of funds in Canada, lessons learned, funding sources etc. would make it easier for community groups or organizations in the start up phase.  

CEDTAP is a mechanism for making consulting available by linking staff of established funds with new funds. Some groups have used this route.

An awareness campaign or communal referral system so potential borrowers find out about existing community investment funds might also increase the size and scope of sector. Funds could share marketing materials. 

Lack of communication and information flow among community investment funds

There are the beginnings of increased communication and resource sharing in certain regions in Canada. A community credit network 

formalized in Quebec in 2001. It is called the Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire. (For more information see www.rqcc.qc.ca) In Atlantic Canada, a steering committee has met over the past few years and they have just completed an impact study on micro-credit that is available on the ACOA website. In British Columbia, credit providers have held informal meetings, and credit unions have held forums on community economic development.  Aboriginal Financial Institutions in Canada are connected through the National Aboriginal Capital Corporation Association. However there are regions of Canada where no networking takes place and there is almost no information flow between regions.    

A national network or association could facilitate communication so we benefit from learning about regional activities and initiatives across Canada. Potential tools for increasing communication would be a website, a listserve, tele-learning conferences, networking events or national conferences and a directory of funds with contact information and a program description.

Communication and collaboration could be improved by 

· sharing reports, resources, relevant news and trends via a website or portal

· making best practice documents and latest trends available as well as documenting mistakes

· a listserve would help practitioners work through problems by getting feedback or suggestions from other practitioners on a day to day basis

· a community investment fund network could partner with CCEDnet, or become a committee of CCEDnet and meet during CCEDnet’s regular conference. Special sessions or meetings could be designed so we have a chance to organize in person around particular issues. 

Barrier: Lack of research and training 
Respondents to the survey suggested a website with best practice documents. 

Community Economic Development Technical Assistance Providers have suggested that community investment funds take advantage of CEDAC - CED Across Canada (see http://www.cedcanada.ca/) This is a Pan-Canadian Web Portal that is a source of knowledge, information, and collaboration related to CED in Canada. 

The Canadian Community Economic Development Network (CCEDNet) are conducting a census of Community Economic Development programs in Canada and have also collected lists of research and resources available. CCEDNet’s list will also be made available on the CEDAC web portal.

Respondents also suggested a network could facilitate comparative research so managers can learn about what is working well in different parts of the country. Masters students, PhD students, or professors could be encouraged to do practical research that would be of value to people working in the sector.

One survey respondent suggested an association could fund research on new loan products or methodologies and then share the research nationally like the Aspen Institute in the USA. (for examples see the Aspen Institute’s Microenterprise Fund for Innovation, Effectiveness, Learning and Dissemination http://www.fieldus.org/li/index.html) 

A network could provide distance training opportunities, regional opportunities, or work in conjunction with an existing microfinance program, such as the course offered through the Coady Institute in Antigonish and ensure curriculum is appropriate for its members.

Section Four: Online Survey Results

Thirty-four staff of community investment funds (managers, coordinators, or credit officers) responded to the online survey. Not everyone responded to every question, so results may equal less than 34 on some questions.

Community Investment Funds in Canada

During the course of the study, we identified 57 community investment funds in Canada. Many argue that Community Development Futures Corporations, or other types of government programs, may be defined as an alternate form of financing. For the purpose of the study, we chose to focus on the funds that are independent because there is very little information on these funds. 

Questions 1 and 2 asked for the name and contact information of the community investment fund. 

A list of respondents can be found at the end of this report.

Question 3. What year did your community investment fund start?   

	Year
	Number of respondents started 
	% of respondents started in time period

	Before 1989
	2
	6%

	1990 - 1994    
	3
	9%

	1995-1997
	11
	32%

	1998 – 2000
	11
	32%

	2001 – 2003
	5
	15%

	Start up, in process of development
	2
	6%




The period that saw the greatest growth in the sector was 1995-2000. Perhaps coincidently, this was also the period during which a series of national conferences was organized – two in Montreal host by ACEM, and two in Toronto hosted by Ellmen Shaw Public Affairs.

Question 4. Type of organizational structure

	 Type of Organizations 
	Number of respondents 
	Percentage of respondents

	Separately Incorporated Loan Fund (charitable status/some without charitable status)
	13
	38%

	Community Development Corporation or CEDO     
	7
	20%

	Credit Union
	6
	18%

	Co-op
	3
	9%

	Faith based institution
	1
	3%

	Privately funded non profit
	1
	3%

	Association
	1
	3%

	Other 
	2
	6%


A separately incorporated loan fund may still be affiliated with a community economic development corporation. Most funds have either in-house or linkages to support services such as consulting and training.

Question 5. Where does the capital from your community investment fund come from?  

The majority of funds raise capital from more than one source. 

	Source of capital 
	Number of funds w/

capital from this source
	% of funds w/ capital from this source

	Private investors
	17
	50%

	Private donors
	15
	44%

	Government *
	12
	35%

	Foundations
	9
	26%

	Credit union 

Depositors
	7
	21%

	Union
	4
	12%

	Co-op develop. fund
	2
	6%

	Community Development 

Futures Corp
	2
	6%

	Line of credit from financial institution
	1
	3%

	Other 
	2
	6%


*Some funds with micro-lending programs located in B.C., Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba have access to a limited loan loss reserve through Western Diversification.  

Question 6. What are the sources of your administration money? 

Responses included;

· Shared administration expenses with the organization or institution that houses the fund

· Credit Union operating budget for credit union managed funds

· Human Resource Development Canada 

· Regional Development Agencies (ACOA, WID, FedNor, Canada Economic Development for Quebec Regions)

· Provincial governments

· Donations and grants from individual and corporate donors, and foundations

· Fees generated from consulting/ membership/ admin 

· Interest accrued from the fund and from borrowers

It is very difficult to summarize the responses from this question as every fund had different sources or combinations of sources of administration monies. 

Question 7. Who does your fund lend to? 

Community investment funds often have more than one target market and different loan products for different groups.

	Borrower
	Number of funds lending to this 

category of borrower
	Percentage of 

respondents

	Businesses
	25
	74%

	Individuals
	24
	71%

	Co-operatives
	19
	56%

	Peer groups (also known as lending circles)
	7
	21%

	Non profits
	4
	12%

	Local CED initatives, community loan funds
	4
	12%


Question 8. What does your fund lend for?

	Activity
	Number of funds lending

for this purpose
	Percentage of responding funds

	Small or micro-business development
	29
	85%

	Co-op business development 
	17
	50%

	Housing
	10
	29%

	Consumption, household
	3
	9%

	Emergencies
	3
	9%

	Training
	6
	18%

	Getting a job (clothes, tools, fees etc)
	1
	3%

	Social (day care)
	1
	3%

	Environmental improvements
	1
	3%


Type of organization by number of funds that lend for this purpose
	Type of org/

Borrower
	Business Develop.
	Co-op Business Develop.
	Hous-ing
	Consumption
	Emer-

gencies
	Training

	Community Development

Corporation
	6
	1
	
	
	
	

	Separately

Incorp. Loan Fund 
	14
	8
	4
	1
	2
	2

	Credit Union
	5
	3
	3
	
	
	2

	Co-op
	2
	4
	1
	
	
	1

	Faith based loan fund
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	

	Privately funded non profit
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Association
	1
	1
	
	
	
	

	Other
	2
	
	
	
	
	


Question 9. Do you lend directly or do you guarantee loans from another lender?

Twenty-two community investment funds lend directly. Among these are credit unions with community financing programs. Others are stand- alone funds or CEDOs with their own loan management systems.

Twelve programs have generated a loan fund that is used to guarantee loans through a separate financial institution. 

Question 10. If you guarantee loans, who is your partner financial institution?

Of the twelve funds that guarantee loans, nine loan programs partner with credit unions, one with a bank and one province wide program partners with banks, credit unions and community business development centres throughout Newfoundland. Some of the National Aboriginal Capital Corporation Association’s (NACCA) members guarantee loans through Community Futures Development Corporations. For more information on the NACCA, please see http://www.nacca.net/
Question 11. What are the terms and conditions of your loans?
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Type of organization by terms and conditions of loans

	Type of org/

Loan terms
	Term loans with fixed reg. payments
	Line of credit
	Mortgages
	Equity investing
	Other

	Community Economic

Development

Corporation
	5
	
	
	1
	

	Separately

Incorp. Loan Fund 
	15
	5
	
	1
	

	Credit Union
	6
	5
	3
	
	

	Co-op
	4
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Faith based loan fund
	1
	
	
	
	

	Privately funded non profit
	1
	1
	
	1
	

	Association
	1
	1
	
	
	

	Other
	1
	
	
	
	


Ways of Working Together 
Question 12. How do you collaborate and/or network with other community financing initiatives? 

Collaborative activities


      No. of funds   % of funds

Attend workshops and conferences in Canada         24 


70%


Attend workshops and conferences in the USA          3


  9%

Consult with staff of other similar organizations      31


91%
Participate in existing networks such as (Reseau      




quebecois, the Canadian CED Network, 

National Community Capital Association,

     24


70%


the Association for Enterprise Opportunity)              




Participate on a listserve *                                        11


 32%

* The researcher is unaware of any listserves that focus on the topic of community investment in Canada

13. How well does this strategy for collaboration with other financing programs meet your needs?

Community investment funds in Quebec formed a provincial network called the Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire in 2001. (For more information see www.rqcc.qc.ca) The 16 “community credit organizations” that make up the network are already working collaboratively. Therefore, for the following question, the responses from the members of the Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire are stated separately from respondents from other parts of the country. 

Canada except Quebec

	Very well
	7%

	Moderately
	86%

	Poorly
	7%


Quebec (where all respondents are members of the Réseau québécois and are already collaborating in a provincial network)

	Very well
	43%

	Moderately
	57%

	Poorly
	0


Question 14. How could a network of community financing programs help you to collaborate with other organizations?

Managers of community investment funds responded that a network could assist them in improving operations and practices by:

· creating a contact list that includes which fund is doing what activity, how and why that would allow managers to see how other funds in the country operate.

· making best practice documents and latest trends available as well as documenting mistakes. 

· increasing communication between funds so information is shared, new approaches can be developed, funds can explore possible partnerships and potentially expand the services and products currently offered, “provide a sounding board”, compare and ensure funds are operating on target.

· improving communication by organizing listserves and/or email lists and conferences with themes of interest to members.

· facilitating the creation of profiles of success stories to increase knowledge of the Canadian public.

· lobbying for political change and/or support from federal and provincal governments.

· adopting or developing benchmarks for funds that can be used to gather information for investors.

· improving the operations and sustainability of community investment funds by sharing or pursuing collective interests such as portfolio software, pooling resources “down the road”, board training, liens, management templates, generate qualified deal flow, fund development strategies, operational funds, organizational capacity and accountability, problem solving, co-investment opportunities  “to assist each other in identifying initiatives in which to invest, each according to our mandate”, staff training, references and supplementary information on borrowers.

From an organization planning to start up a community investment fund- 

“Having a central hub of information/best practices/contacts for all aspects of creating and maintaining a community financing program would allow us to activate our program literally years earlier than is currently possible. THIS IS A REALLY GOOD IDEA!!!!”

From a community investment fund -

“I attend the AEO (Association for Enterprise Opportunity – US association) and the degree of collaboration, best practices and knowledge of programs/ funders is enviable. 

All of these benefits could be gained by a Canadian network. There is also a possibility of creating awareness of the role of Micro Entrepreneurs in our economy, the organizations that support them and best roles for government and private sector in supporting- leading to effective PR and lobbying.”
Question 15. How do you get information, build skills, develop loan products and procedures, and learn about best practices in the field? 

The vast majority of community investment funds use more than one method to gather information 
Activity





  No. of funds   % of funds

Attend workshops and conferences in Canada       25

74%

Attend workshops and conferences in the USA        5

15%

Access written resources/reports from other 

similar organizations                                              27

79%
Using resources of existing networks such as 

(Reseau quebecois, the Canadian CED Network, 

National Community Capital Association,

the Association for Enterprise Opportunity)
   22

65%

Internet






   28

82%

Books and journals




   21

62%

Other responses include: 

CEDTAP/consultants





2

Transfer experience from commercial lending

1

Learn on the job






2

No outside information





2

Question 16. How well does this strategy for collaboration meet your needs?
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Question 17. How could a network of community financing programs help you to gather information/resources?

This question was open-ended. Most staff felt that a network could centralize research, resources and useful information on Canadian community investment in one place, thereby cutting down the time they spend looking for relevant information. Respondents mentioned sharing information to avoid duplication and having access to a broader range of Canadian materials.

Response from a community investment fund - “Having access to best practices and learnings from other approaches would directly influence our strategies, and prevent us from having to constantly reinvent the wheel.”

Eleven respondents mentioned a centralized website or resource centre that would disburse information and allow for information sharing between funds. 

More specifically, managers mentioned 

· comparative indicators between loan funds

· for group purchasing management templates, software etc.

· current research, breaking news, success stories, trends

· best practice information

· database of community investment funds with program description for each

One manager mentioned the USA’s Aspen Institute’s capacity to fund research on new loan products or methodologies that is then shared nationally. 

Other suggested ideas are tele-learning conferences, annual conferences, listserves in French and English, and training sessions. Two respondent suggested networking meetings like the one held by the Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire in March 2003 but with more organizations. 

“As we review our policies and procedures, we would like to ensure we are on track with other microloan funds to share or get new ideas and keep our own program going. We want to make sure our indicators are in line with other lenders.”

18. How do you raise public and political support and/or influence public policy?  

Activity





Number of funds   % of funds

Media







18

53%

Public meetings





15

44%

Meetings with local political and 

business leaders    





26

76%

Publishing studies and reports



 9

26%

Retaining legal cousel to advise on issues

 7

21%

Monitoring changes in regulations


11

32%

Working with regional networks or partners 

on these issues





25

78%


Letters to regulatory bodies




10

29%

Letters to and meetings with politicians


18

52%

Working with regional networks or partners on 

advocacy and/or awareness raising campaigns        11

32%

Does not do any advocacy work



  2

  6%

The Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire does not have charitable status so it can do advocacy work. In the survey, 100% of community credit organizations in Quebec (all members of the reseau) reported that they had taken part in meetings with local policiticans and business leaders (as opposed to 78% in the rest of Canada), 100% had written letters and had meetings with politicians (43% in the rest of Canada) and 100% had worked with the network on policy and advocacy issues (compared to 70% in the rest of Canada.)

Question 19. How well does your public and political support and/or advocacy strategy meet your needs?
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Question 20. How could a network of community financing programs help your policy/advocacy strategy? 

Responses from community credit organizations -

“En représentant les cercles et les fonds, en défendant leurs intérêts, en rencontrant les ministres, en organisant des conférences de presse..., comme le fait présentement le Réseau québécois du crédit communautaire.”
“Sharing examples between provinces/territories would bolster our case locally for government support for CED.”
Managers identified the following five areas where a national network could assist with policy and advocacy.

· Credibility for the sector (network must have a well informed, well connected spokesperson),

· Visibility for the sector (must promote a clear message about what it is that we do and how community investing impacts our communities),    

· Regional and national data that can be used by local funds for their own promotion, and proposal writing,

· National voice for advocacy work/policy change




· Sharing strategies
 across the country

· Awareness of policy issues in the sector

One respondent suggested that a network could be a source of success stories, research and issues packaged that can be used by all community investment funds. Another suggested press releases.

“We need exposure! No one really knows how important/necessary we are in the community. Such a network would help.”

Question 21. Strategy for raising funds: how do you raise investment funds, operating expenses etc? 

Fundraising activity 


No. of loan funds   % of loan funds

Direct solicitation from private 

Investors






20

59%

Applications to foundations



20

59%

Applications to government programs

24

71%

Applications to social investment 

Organizations



  

11

32%

Borrower fees and interest charges 


21

62%

Investing the Loan Fund




11

32%

Other responses included;

Credit union – internal resources 


2

 6%


Sale of fundraising product  



1

 3%

Private donor 





1

 3%

Community investment deposit  


1

 3%

Question 22. How well does this fund raising strategy meet your needs?
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Question 23. How could a network of community financing programs help your fundraising strategy?

The network should: “Identify funders supportive to the sector; educate funders as to why the sector should be supported; raise awareness of the community economic and social benefits of the programs; raise awareness of credible programs to funders, and; write support letters for organizations.”
	Network Strategy
	Number of funds
	Percentage

	Help investors/general public locate community investment opportunities
	7
	34%

	Share fundraising best practice
	7
	34%

	Collectively work to secure ongoing core funding
	4
	12%

	Make members aware of funding sources
	3
	9%

	Collectively work to secure a loan guarantee
	1
	3%

	Push for tax and regulatory changes that make community investment attractive  ** (Suggestions include tax credits, RRSP eligibility)
	3
	9%

	Not sure
	1
	3%


**For more information on RRSP eligibility for community investment funds, check Social Investment Organization’s website www.socialinvestment.ca section entitled “SIO's Campaign for RRSP Fairness for Community Investments.”
Support for a National Association

Next Steps for the Community Investment Study

By August 2003, a feasibility study will be written containing the following three sections:

· The case for a network of community investment programs and organizations

· A comprehensive list of stakeholders, including investors, borrowers, lenders, funders, and credit unions

· A description and analysis of three potential models for the network – each with slightly different services and programs and, as a result, different start-up budgets.

The following questions will assist us to develop potential models for the network, build the case for support and develop a budget and cash flow for a potential network.
Question 24. To what extent would a national network of community financing initiatives help your organization meet its needs?
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Question 25. Please name the two services that you would consider most helpful for a national network to offer? 

	Network Services
	Percentage of funds that named this a top priority

	Unified voice for visibility, representation and advocacy
	26%

	Networking and partnering
	18%

	Training
	15%

	Virtual resource centre with research and reports/online information sharing
	35%

	Public education
	6%

	Emerging lending practices, product development, innovation and research 
	9%

	Lobby for tax credits/ RRSP eligibility
	3%

	Deal sourcing
	3%

	Finding investors/ capitalizing loan fund 
	18%

	List of funds and programs offered
	9%

	Loan syndication
	3%

	Lobby for ongoing core funding 
	9%

	Reference service (borrowers)
	3%
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Beyond the survey – The network service that came up consistently from both funds and potential investors at the Social Investment Organization’s 2003 conference, was the need for a centralized fund for Canada. Investors expressed an interest in simplifying the process of investing in community funds and practitioners liked the idea of a central fund as a ready source of capital. 

Question 26. Please tick the appropriate box for category of membership. Assuming an association or network for Community Investment and Financing is formed, would your organization be interested in participating as a

                          Very interested                                 Not interested

                                                Some what interested 

	Fee paying member
	18
	12
	0

	Founder/

Sponsor
	7
	10
	6

	Volunteer participation on working group
	20
	9
	1


Question 27. This is a hypothetical member fee schedule for a national network. Please rate the fee schedule for each level of membership. 
	Member
	Too high
	About right
	Too low
	Not sure

	Student and low income 

would pay a $40 
	35%
	47%
	0
	18%

	Organizations with a 

budget up to $100 000 

would pay a $200 annual fee
	42%
	58%
	0
	0

	Organizations with a budget from $100 001 

to $1 000 000 would pay a $400 annual fee
	45%
	55%
	0
	0

	Organizations with a budget over $1 000 001 would pay a $500 annual fee
	24%
	67%
	10%
	0

	Major sponsors would pay an annual fee of $5,000
	16%
	47%
	5%
	32%


Question 29. Are you aware of any funders or investors interested in supporting community investment and lending programs in your region? 

· Local credit unions across Canada

· ACOA, Western Diversification, FedNor, Ministère des Régions
· Credit Union Charitable Foundation
VanCity Community Investment Deposits

· Trillium Foundation

· CEDnet

· CEDTAP

· Socially Responsible Funds 

· McConnell Foundation

· Social Venture Partners

· Renewal Partners

Question 30. We would like to list the names of institutions that responded to the survey in our public report. Would you be willing to be listed as a survey respondent in the report?

Survey Respondents:

1. ACCESS Riverdale Community Loan Fund - Toronto

2. ACEM – Montreal Community Loan Fund – Montreal

3. Black Business Community Investment Fund – Halifax
4. Metro Credit Union’s Community Micro loan Fund  - Toronto

5. CAIC Alternative Investment Co-operatives – national

6. Ottawa Community Loan Fund – Ottawa

7. Ford City Microloan Fund – planning phase – Windsor

8. Coast Capital Savings’ Rising Tide – BC

9. Circle of Habondia Lending Society – Crescent Valley, BC

10. Saint John Community Loan Fund – St. John

11. Community First Development Fund of Saskatoon, Inc. – Saskatoon

12. Social Capital Partners – national

13. The Jubilee Fund – Winnipeg

14. Van City Credit Union’s Self Reliance Loans, Peer Lending, ABLED 

15. Van City Credit Union’s Deposit Funds - BC

16. Ecotrust’s The Natural Capital Fund – BC

17. National Aboriginal Capital Corporation Association – national (51 Aboriginal Financial Institutions)

18. Stepping Stone Loan Program – Sudbury

19. Fonds d'emprunt communautaire Feminin, Lachute
20. Reseau Access Credit, Rimouski
21. Newfoundland- Labrador Federation of Co-operative’s Cooperative and Micro Business Development Service - Newfoundland

22. anonymous

23. MCC Employment Development’s Micro Business Loans – Calgary

24. Les Cercles d’emprunt de Quebec – Quebec

25. Fonds communautaire d’emprunt de la Mauriceie – Trois Rivieres 

26. The Maytree Foundation’s Immigrant Employment Loan Program - Toronto

27. The Canadian Worker Co-op Federation’s Worker Co-op Fund - national

28. OK Community Loan Guarantee Fund - Kingston

29. PARO: A NW Ontario Women’s Community Loan Fund - Thunder Bay

30. Fonds d’emprunt economique communautaire – Quebec

31. Fonds communautaire d’Acces au micro-credit – Sainte-Therese

32. Edmonton Community Loan Fund- Edmonton
33. Partners for Economic and Community Help (PEACH) – Vancouver
34. Assiniboine Credit Union’s Community and Micro-lending Program -Winnipeg
Stakeholders (in addition to survey respondents)

Associations
Le Réseau québécois du credit communautaire
Pan Canadian Community Futures Network
Community credit organizations and community development credit unions (in addition to survey respondents)
Anglican Community Development Fund - Toronto

CCEC Credit Union - Vancouver

Community New Ventures Program Micro-loan fund- Edmonton

Saskatoon Credit Union

SEED Loan Fund – Waterloo

SEED Winnipeg

The Loan Circle of Society of Central Alberta

Victoria Women Work!

Yukon Micro-loan program

Fonds d'entraide communautaire, Saguenay-Lac-St-Jean

Societe de'investissement Urbaine Chicoutimi-Jonquiere

Cercle d'emprunt de Charlevoix, Baie St Paul

IDEE, Sherbrooke

YMCA, Montreal

Cercles d'emprunt d'Option Femmes Emploi, Gatineau

FIEF, Baie Comeau

SOCLE, Laval

Cercles d'entraide de la rive sud, Beloeil
Page Credit Union
BCA Financial Group 
Community Works – Calgary 

Life*Spin Community Development Loan Association – London 

Association communautaire d’emprunt de la Rive-Sud

Réseau d’investissement social du Québec

FilAction
Advisory Committee Members for the Community Investment Study

Seth Asimakos, Saint John Community Loan Fund, Saint John, N.B. 

Colin Bérubé, ACEM, Montreal, Quebec

Priscilla Boucher, Van City Savings Credit Union, Vancouver, B.C.  

Karen Knopf, First Ontario Fund, Toronto, Ontario

Greg O’Neill, Arctic Co-operatives Limited Development Fund, 

Russ Rothney, Assiniboine Credit Union, Winnipeg, Manitoba

Sean Van Doorselaer, Enterprise Centre, Social Capital Partners, Toronto, Ont.

Social Investment Organization

Riverdale Community

184 Pearl St. 2nd floor



Development Corp.

Toronto Canada M5H 1L5


1007 Gerrard St. East








Toronto Canada M4M 1Z4

� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���











PAGE  
22
Community Investment Study – July 2003


_1120311047.xls
Chart5

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.06

0.84

0.1



Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Satisfaction

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



Satisfaction With Current Methods of Collaboration

0.06

0.84

0.1



extent of need

		To a great extent

		To some extent

		Not much



The Extent to Which A National Network Would Meet the Needs of Community Investment

0.6

0.4

0



what to do

		Unified voice

		Networking/partnering

		Training

		Virtual resource centre

		Public education

		Practices, products, innovation, research

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding

		Deal sourcing

		Finding investors/capital

		List of funds/programs

		Loan syndication

		Reference service (borrowers)



Number of funds that named this a top priority

9

6

5

12

2

3

4

1

6

3

1

1



Collaboration strategy

		Very well		Very well

		Moderately		Moderately

		Poorly		Poorly



0.21

0.21

0.7

0.7

0.09

0.09



Collaboration

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.21

0.7

0.09



Public and political support

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.06

0.84

0.1



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1

		Very well		6%

		Moderately		84%

		Poorly		10%

		To a great extent		60%

		To some extent		40%

		Not much		0%		0

		Network Services		Number of funds that named this a top priority

		Unified voice		9

		Networking/partnering		6

		Training		5

		Virtual resource centre		12

		Public education		2

		Practices, products, innovation, research		3

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding		4

		Deal sourcing		1

		Finding investors/capital		6

		List of funds/programs		3

		Loan syndication		1

		Reference service (borrowers)		1





Sheet1

		





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1120311149.xls
Chart6

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.21

0.7

0.09



Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Satisfaction

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



Satisfaction With Current Methods of Collaboration

0.06

0.84

0.1



extent of need

		To a great extent

		To some extent

		Not much



The Extent to Which A National Network Would Meet the Needs of Community Investment

0.6

0.4

0



what to do

		Unified voice

		Networking/partnering

		Training

		Virtual resource centre

		Public education

		Practices, products, innovation, research

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding

		Deal sourcing

		Finding investors/capital

		List of funds/programs

		Loan syndication

		Reference service (borrowers)



Number of funds that named this a top priority

9

6

5

12

2

3

4

1

6

3

1

1



Collaboration strategy

		Very well		Very well

		Moderately		Moderately

		Poorly		Poorly



0.21

0.21

0.7

0.7

0.09

0.09



Collaboration

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.21

0.7

0.09



Public and political support

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.06

0.84

0.1



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1

		Very well		21%

		Moderately		70%

		Poorly		9%

		To a great extent		60%

		To some extent		40%

		Not much		0%		0

		Network Services		Number of funds that named this a top priority

		Unified voice		9

		Networking/partnering		6

		Training		5

		Virtual resource centre		12

		Public education		2

		Practices, products, innovation, research		3

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding		4

		Deal sourcing		1

		Finding investors/capital		6

		List of funds/programs		3

		Loan syndication		1

		Reference service (borrowers)		1





Sheet1

		





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1119980526.xls
Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Satisfaction

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



Satisfaction With Current Methods of Collaboration

0.07

0.86

0.07



extent of need

		To a great extent

		To some extent

		Not much



The Extent to Which A National Network Would Meet the Needs of Community Investment

0.6

0.4

0



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1

		Very well		7%

		Moderately		86%

		Poorly		7%

		To a great extent		60%

		To some extent		40%

		Not much		0%		0





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1120310925.xls
Chart4

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.16

0.81

0.03



Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Satisfaction

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



Satisfaction With Current Methods of Collaboration

0.06

0.84

0.1



extent of need

		To a great extent

		To some extent

		Not much



The Extent to Which A National Network Would Meet the Needs of Community Investment

0.6

0.4

0



what to do

		Unified voice

		Networking/partnering

		Training

		Virtual resource centre

		Public education

		Practices, products, innovation, research

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding

		Deal sourcing

		Finding investors/capital

		List of funds/programs

		Loan syndication

		Reference service (borrowers)



Number of funds that named this a top priority

9

6

5

12

2

3

4

1

6

3

1

1



Collaboration strategy

		Very well		Very well

		Moderately		Moderately

		Poorly		Poorly



0.21

0.21

0.7

0.7

0.09

0.09



Collaboration

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.21

0.7

0.09



Public and political support

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



0.06

0.84

0.1



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1

		Very well		16%

		Moderately		81%

		Poorly		3%

		To a great extent		60%

		To some extent		40%

		Not much		0%		0

		Network Services		Number of funds that named this a top priority

		Unified voice		9

		Networking/partnering		6

		Training		5

		Virtual resource centre		12

		Public education		2

		Practices, products, innovation, research		3

		Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding		4

		Deal sourcing		1

		Finding investors/capital		6

		List of funds/programs		3

		Loan syndication		1

		Reference service (borrowers)		1





Sheet1

		





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1119981014.xls
Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Satisfaction

		Very well

		Moderately

		Poorly



Satisfaction With Current Methods of Collaboration

0.07

0.86

0.07



extent of need

		To a great extent

		To some extent

		Not much



The Extent to Which A National Network Would Meet the Needs of Community Investment

0.6

0.4

0



what to do

		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority		Number of funds that named this a top priority



Unified voice

Networking/partnering

Training

Virtual resource centre

Public education

Practices, products, innovation, research

Lobby for tax & RSP credits/core funding

Deal sourcing

Finding investors/capital

List of funds/programs

Loan syndication

Reference service (borrowers)

9

6

5

12

2

3

4

1

6

3

1

1



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1

		Very well		7%

		Moderately		86%

		Poorly		7%

		To a great extent		60%

		To some extent		40%

		Not much		0%		0

		Network Services		Number of funds that named this a top priority

		Unified voice		9

		Networking/partnering		6

		Training		5

		Virtual resource centre		12

		Public education		2

		Practices, products, innovation and research		3

		Lobby for tax credits/ RSP eligibility/core funding		4

		Deal sourcing		1

		Finding investors/capital		6

		List of funds/programs		3

		Loan syndication		1

		Reference service (borrowers)		1





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1119979603.xls
Chart1

		Term loans with fixed regular payments

		Line of credit

		Equity investing

		Mortgages

		Investment in low interest loans

		Purchasing receivables

		Other



Number of community investment funds offering these terms

Type of Term

31

12

5

4

1

0

1



Sheet1

		Loan Term		Number of community investment funds offering these terms

		Term loans with fixed regular payments		31

		Line of credit		12

		Equity investing		5

		Mortgages		4

		Investment in low interest loans		1

		Purchasing receivables		0

		Other		1





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






