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Executive Summary 

HUD’s Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program 

is an initiative designed to help families 

participating in HUD’s Housing Choice 

Voucher, public housing, and project-based 

Section 8 programs make progress towards 

economic security. Among other program 

features, the FSS program offers participating 

families the opportunity to build savings through 

the FSS escrow account, which grows as 

participants’ earnings grow.  Participants receive 

their escrowed savings upon successful 

graduation from the program.  

Compass Working Capital, a non-profit based in 

Boston, Massachusetts, takes a unique approach 

to FSS, placing a particular focus on helping 

participants build assets and financial capability 

through the provision of financial coaching and 

financial education.  Prior research1 found that 

Compass’ FSS programs in Cambridge and 

Lynn, Massachusetts have been successful in 

helping participants to significantly increase their 

household earnings and individual credit scores 

and reduce credit card and derogatory debt.   

This process evaluation focuses on a network 

that Compass established – the Network – to 

help expand the number of households 

benefitting from its asset-building model for 

FSS.  Currently, there are about 75,000 

households enrolled in FSS in the U.S.,2 only a 

small fraction of which are receiving financial 

coaching through Compass or another FSS 

provider. Through the Network, Compass seeks 

                                                      
1  Geyer, Judy, Lesley Freiman, Jeffrey Lubell, and Micah Villarreal. 2017. Evaluation of the Compass Family Self-Sufficiency 

(FSS) Programs Administered in Partnership with Public Housing Agencies in Lynn and Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Cambridge, MA and Bethesda, MD: Abt Associates. 

2 This is the approximate number of public housing and Housing Choice Voucher households participating in FSS, per HUD’s 

FY 2019 Congressional justifications.  https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-

%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf.  In addition, a much smaller number of households participate in FSS 

programs offered by multifamily owners. 

Glossary 

FSS Program 
HUD’s Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program is an 
initiative designed to help families participating in HUD’s 
Housing Choice Voucher, public housing, and project-
based Section 8 programs make progress towards 
economic security. A key feature of the FSS program is the 
FSS escrow account, which grows as participants’ earnings 
grow.  Participants receive their escrowed savings upon 
successful graduation from the program; interim 
withdrawals are also possible under certain circumstances. 

Compass 
Compass Working Capital is a non-profit organization that 
provides financial services to families with low incomes, 
supporting them to build savings and financial capabilities 
as a pathway out of poverty.  

In this report, the term Compass staff refers to staff who 
work directly with clients participating in the FSS program. 

Network 
The Compass Network is a group of public housing 
authorities, multifamily housing owners, and nonprofit 
organizations to which Compass provides assistance in 
establishing or strengthening FSS programs that draw on 
Compass’ FSS program model. Through the Network, 
Compass is (1) helping public housing agencies that offer 
FSS programs to incorporate the Compass model’s asset-
building and financial capability elements into their own 
FSS programs and (2) helping multifamily property owners 
start new FSS programs guided by Compass’ program 
model and approach.  

Compass Network staff are Compass employees who 
provide Network partner organizations with a range of 
training and TA. Network partner staff are staff of the 
member organizations that make up the Network. 

Compass’ asset-building FSS program involves the 
standard FSS program elements coupled with financial 
education and financial coaching. 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf
https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf
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to help existing FSS providers adopt elements of Compass’ asset-building model and help new FSS 

programs launch using this model.   

Through the Network, Compass also seeks to expand the number of households benefitting from FSS in 

general.  Currently, national enrollment in FSS falls far short of the potential enrollment of the program 

authorized by law.  Nationwide, about 2.1 million households receive one of the three housing subsidies 

eligible for participation in FSS (public housing, the Housing Choice Voucher Program, or project-based 

Section 8) and have a head that is neither elderly nor a person with a disability3  If FSS programs 

nationwide could reach the same 18 percent enrollment that Compass does in its FSS programs, FSS 

could reach more than 375,000 households, about five times the current FSS enrollment of approximately 

75,000 households.  While there are many practical obstacles that would need to be overcome in order to 

expand FSS to this level, the substantial potential to expand FSS, and particularly an asset-based FSS 

program model, to thousands of additional households is an important part of the motivation of Compass 

for launching the Network. 

The recently authorized expansion of the FSS program to multifamily properties with Section 8 contracts 

provides a particularly important area for expansion as there are currently only a small number of 

multifamily FSS programs.  While many public housing agencies (PHAs) already have FSS programs, 

there are still some PHAs that have not established them, providing an additional opportunity to start new 

FSS programs. 

Compass launched the first Network cohort of three partner sites in September 2016. Since then, the 

Network has grown to seven active sites4 across six states serving more than 700 clients. Three of these 

sites are new multifamily FSS programs and four are existing FSS programs run by public housing 

agencies. For all programs, the Network provides member sites with regular technical assistance (TA) to 

help them implement various elements of the Compass model, such as aspirational marketing and 

outreach, financial coaching and education, and data analysis. For start-up sites at multifamily properties, 

the Network also offers members assistance with FSS program design and launch.   

This report summarizes the key findings of Abt’s process evaluation of the Compass Network over five 

months of planning and two-and-a-half years of Compass’ work operating the Network. This report is the 

Final Report. A prior, 18-month Interim Report was delivered to Compass in September 2017. 

                                                      
3 Author’s tabulation of data extracted from HUD Picture of Subsidized Housing Database, reflecting 2017 program data.  

https://www.huduser.gov//portal/datasets/assthsg.html.  The elderly and persons with disabilities are eligible to participate in 

FSS, but tend to participate at much lower rates than people who are neither elderly nor a person with a disability.  This 

benchmark thus provides a conservative estimate of the number of households that might potentially benefit from FSS. 

 

4  POAH Chicago is the eighth member of the Network; however delays in HUD approval of their action plan means they have 

not had an active FSS program until the first quarter of 2019, after the data collection period of the evaluation.  

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html
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Progress toward Network Goals 

For the first phase of the Network, Compass had both specific goals for impact of its work during the 

phase and also a broader goal to experiment with one or more approaches for expanding the number of 

households benefitting from its FSS model.  Compass’ specific goals for impact of the Network were to: 

(1) expand the reach of its asset-building FSS program model; (2) build a field of practice that could 

influence broader systems change; and (3) influence FSS policy. As described below Compass made 

impressive progress towards each of these goals.  The Executive Summary reviews progress towards each 

of these goals in greater detail, before reviewing key opportunities for the next phase of the Network 

identified by Network partners and the Study Team.  As reflected in our write-up of these direct goals, 

Compass also gained significant practical experience with several approaches to expanding the number of 

households participating in an asset-building FSS program which has helped shape Compass’ approach to 

the next phase of the Network. 

Goal 1: Expanding the Reach of Compass’ Asset-Building FSS Program Model 

 Compass provided high-touch technical assistance (TA) to seven new or existing FSS programs 

operated by public housing agencies and multifamily owners, supporting them to incorporate the 

Compass asset-building model into their FSS programs.  

 Sites valued the high-touch TA provided by Compass, but were constrained by funding and staffing 

resources in the speed and extent to which they could adopt the asset-based program model. 

 In addition to providing high-touch TA, Compass launched a high-fidelity affiliate pilot to expand 

the asset-based program model to one of the nation’s largest housing authorities, the Philadelphia 

Housing Authority. 

 As a result of the program launches and enhancements by organizations participating in the 

Network, approximately 732 households are now benefitting from an FSS program that 

incorporates elements of Compass’s asset-building FSS program model.  Compass estimates that 

26,493 households are eligible to join FSS programs offered by these organizations, suggesting the 

potential for a larger future impact as more families join FSS.  At most agencies, expansion is 

contingent on identification of additional funding to staff larger FSS programs.  

Evaluation of Network 

Compass hired Abt Associates Inc. to evaluate the National Network’s first three years of activity. Since Compass 
anticipated that the model for the National Network would evolve during its initial exploratory phase – and since the 
direct impacts on households take several years to unfold – it is too early in the life-cycle of the intervention to measure 
the quantitative impacts of the Network on the earnings, credit, and debt outcomes of FSS participants served by 
Network partner organizations. Thus, this evaluation focuses on identifying lessons learned from the Network’s early 
implementation, making it a process or formative evaluation—as distinguished from an impact evaluation, which would 
rigorously assess the initiative’s effects. The evaluation provided Compass with regular feedback on how the Network is 
working from an objective and informed third-party point of view, through a series of quarterly memos and in-depth 
interim and final reports. Compass has used the feedback from the evaluation to strengthen its activities in support of 
the National Network. 

As part of the evaluation, we talked monthly with Compass Network staff about activities, held focus groups with and 
interviewed Network partner staff and Compass Network staff, observed Compass and Network activities, and visited 

seven Network partner sites.  We also reviewed program documents related to Network activity. 
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To achieve the goal of expanding the reach of its FSS program 

model, Compass offered high-touch TA to the seven Network 

partners active during the evaluation period.5  Network partners 

were either existing public housing authority (PHA) FSS programs 

or multifamily properties looking to Compass to help them launch a version of the asset-building FSS 

program model at their property. At the time Compass conceived of the Network in 2016, multifamily 

FSS programs were few and far between, and Compass expected to work predominantly with PHA-based 

FSS programs. Since the Network’s launch, however, interest in FSS has grown among multifamily 

owners and the multifamily FSS program has been permanently authorized by Congress, creating an 

opportunity to expand Compass’ asset-based FSS program model 

to the multifamily affordable housing sector.  

Compass’ high-touch TA has 

been greatly valued by both the 

PHAs working to strengthen 

existing FSS programs and the 

multifamily properties launching new FSS programs. PHA 

Network partner staff found the TA particularly valuable in 

learning how to implement the financial coaching element of 

Compass’ FSS program model. Multifamily Network partner staff 

reported that the high-touch TA was critical to launching their 

FSS program in a timely fashion and providing the technical 

know-how to navigate FSS program rules.  

The staff capacity of individual 

Network partners, determined by 

available funding, constrained 

the speed at which programs 

could expand or launch the 

asset-based FSS program model.  Programs able to secure 

philanthropic funding had greater staff capacity and were more 

successful in quickly launching and sustaining the program. One 

multifamily Network site was not able to secure additional 

funding and, in light of this and other challenges, in December 

2018 decided to end its FSS program.  

In addition to the high-touch TA 

model, Compass also developed what it calls a “high-fidelity affiliate 

model” at one of the Network sites. The high-fidelity affiliate model 

involves a close replication by a local partner of all components of 

Compass’ asset-building model. Compass sub-contracts 

implementation of the FSS program to the affiliate giving Compass Network staff close control over how 

the model is implemented. In the first application of this high-fidelity affiliate model, Compass has 

teamed up with Clarifi, a financial counseling organization headquartered in Philadelphia, to offer a 

                                                      
5  An eighth Network partner joined the Network, POAH Chicago; however due to delays in approval of their HUD Action Plan 

the site was not active in the Network until after data collection for the evaluation was completed. 

High-Touch TA to PHA and 

Multifamily FSS Programs 

Two Approaches for 
Expanding the Reach of 

Compass’ Asset-building 
FSS Model 

High-Touch Technical 
Assistance: Through the 
Network, Compass provided 
direct one-on-one technical 
assistance to member sites that 
included support with learning 
financial coaching skills, 
improving and standardizing data 
collection, incorporating 
aspirational marketing, and 
adjusting FSS program policies 
to better align with an asset-
building perspective. 
 
High-Fidelity Affiliate Model: 
Compass is testing a model in 
which a local affiliate closely 
replicates the Compass asset-
based program model, supported 
by Compass staff with similar 
supports to the high-touch TA. 
This model allows Compass 
greater control over how the 
model is implemented since the 
affiliate is a sub-contractor to 

Compass. 

Sites Value TA 

Network Supports 

Resources Constrain 

Program Launch and 

Expansion 

High Fidelity Affiliate 

Model Pilot Launched 

in Philadelphia 
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version of Compass’ FSS model to FSS participants served by the Philadelphia Housing Authority. 

Compass is testing this high-fidelity model to determine how it compares to the high-touch TA model as a 

vehicle for scaling its asset-building FSS model. Philadelphia Housing Authority offers an ideal pilot site 

for this model since Philadelphia Housing is one of the largest housing authorities in the country; the size 

of the site allows Compass to reach a large number of potential program participants, and offers scale that 

may allow for greater financial sustainability. 

Compass Network staff believe that the high-fidelity affiliate model will allow for greater control in 

aligning the Philadelphia Housing FSS program with Compass’ own direct service programs. As of the 

date of this report, it is too early to fully assess how successful the model will be for clients of the 

program. However, our evaluation confirms that the policies and procedures and financial coaching 

practices of the Compass-Clarifi partnership are strongly aligned with Compass’ own procedures.  

Network sites are actively serving 732 FSS participants. All 732 of 

the FSS participants are now receiving some form of financial 

coaching, which they were not receiving before the Network was 

launched. The 732 FSS participants at the Network Partner sites 

reflect an increase of 30% from 561 when the agencies joined the 

Network. The increase reflects both the start-up of new FSS programs and expansions in the number of 

FSS participants being served by existing programs.  In addition, Compass estimates that across all seven 

active Network sites (including both high-touch TA partners and the high-fidelity affiliate site), 26,4936 

households are eligible to join one of these asset-building FSS programs, suggesting the possibility for a 

larger future impact at these sites.  At most of the sites, this larger impact is contingent on identifying 

funding to cover the staff expenses associated with a larger FSS program. 

One question for future research is whether Network partners (and in 

particular, multifamily sites) can sustain their asset-based programs into 

the future. HUD does not currently provide dedicated funding for the staff 

of FSS programs at multifamily sites. In the absence of funding from HUD, many multifamily FSS 

programs will need to successfully raise philanthropic and private-sector dollars to support the time- and 

cost-intensive launch process. Ongoing assessment of Network multifamily sites, beyond the scope of this 

research, could provide additional insights into this question. We suggest an analysis of both the launch 

costs and ongoing costs of running multifamily FSS programs to provide greater insight into the funding 

needs of these programs. 

Goal 2: Field-Building: Developing FSS Program Best Practice  

 As a result of providing TA to Network partners, Compass has developed a valuable and extensive 

set of TA resources to promote best practices in delivering an asset-based FSS program. 

 Development of these materials has accelerated Compass’ own and Network partners’ use of those 

best practices. These materials could be very helpful in building a national field of FSS 

practitioners working within the asset-based FSS program model.  

                                                      
6 Philadelphia Housing Authority accounts for 21,245. 

Expansion of FSS 

Program Participants 

with Access to Model 

Sustaining Progress 
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In developing the TA that has enabled its asset-building model to 

expand through the Network, Compass has developed a significant 

and valuable library of FSS-related training curricula, tools, and 

informational resources. This is an important achievement and 

resource for the FSS field. The following exhibit shows the 

cumulative number of tools, resources and training modules developed by Compass during the past 2+ 

years. 

 

Additionally as a result of developing the TA for the Network 

partners, Compass has, as a beneficial by-product, accelerated its own 

understanding of the important components of its direct service asset-

building model and strengthened its implementation of the model. For 

example, Compass has applied the program assessment tool it developed to assess Network partner FSS 

programs to its own direct service FSS programming. Compass’ innovation in identifying and 

implementing promising practices can be helpful for continuing to strengthen its asset-building FSS 

program model. 

Goal 3: Compass’ Work Has Helped Shift Federal FSS Policy  

 Compass’ work helped to shift federal FSS policy significantly during the evaluation period, 

contributing to the passage of federal legislation which helped to strengthen the FSS program.  

 External stakeholders suggest that Compass’ impact on the new legislation came more from its 

direct advocacy work than through its mobilization of the Network. Nevertheless, Network partners 

supported the passage of the bill in significant ways, such as providing FSS program participant 

stories.  

 The Network has helped to reinforce Compass’ role as a thought leader in the FSS field, and 

particularly as a practitioner with experience in implementing the multifamily FSS program.  

Development of Valuable 

and Extensive Library of 

TA resources 

Acceleration of FSS 

Program Best Practices 
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Compass’ interest and participation in activities to influence 

federal FSS policy preceded the formation of the Network in 

2016, and most of Compass’ legislative work since 2016 has 

been done directly, rather than indirectly through the Network. 

However, the Network has provided a set of new program constituents that Compass can draw on to make 

the case for changes in the FSS program. One external stakeholder noted the value of having a Network 

with multiple different states for advocacy, offering the means to demonstrate to legislators from those 

states the value of the FSS program.  

 
A foundational part of Compass’ policy work since 2016 has 

been supporting the passage of Senate Bill 1344. The bill 

(which has now been enacted) made several changes to the 

FSS program. Three of those changes were of particular importance to Compass: (1) permanent 

authorization of the multifamily FSS program, (2) removing the cap on escrow accumulation for 

households with incomes between 50 and 80 percent of the area median income, and (3) establishing an 

Innovation Fund to fund innovative FSS activities.  

As of the date of this report, it appears that Compass’ significant contributions to federal policy have been 

mainly due to its own efforts, rather than due to its mobilization of Network partners. But Compass did 

note that Network partners have made important contributions toward FSS advocacy, a role that could 

potentially grow over time if and to the extent the Network is continued and expanded. 

The Network members provided input during the process of 

developing the new legislation. One direct service 

multifamily partner that also has Network sites—

Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH)—was more 

involved than other Network partners in submitting comments in the legislation process. Some 

interviewees conjectured that having key legislators aware of the existence of multifamily FSS programs 

in their own states was of value. Compass Network staff noted the importance of some Network partners 

advocating for modifications. In addition, Network partners in Maine and Rhode Island provided 

Compass with real-world anecdotes that Compass used in efforts to ensure a particular provision of the 

bill was not eliminated during drafting. Senate Bill 1344 was passed into law in 2018, and HUD is now 

setting up the regulations to implement it; Compass has commented through the public process on the 

content of the new regulations and plans to stay engaged through the completion of the regulatory 

process. 

In a relatively short amount of time, Compass has 

successfully influenced the development of federal FSS 

policy and established itself as a thought leader, especially 

in the world of multifamily FSS programs. Compass’ 

influence has come both through its direct service work and 

through its establishment of the Network. Perhaps the achievement of greatest impact has been to 

establish a baseline set of expectations for multifamily FSS programs that involves the provision of 

financial coaching and financial education as a core component of an FSS program. If this is maintained 

as the multifamily FSS program grows, it will represent a large shift in how FSS is implemented, as most 

PHA FSS programs do not include financial coaching as a core program element As Compass moves 

forward with the next phase of the Network, it will want to assess opportunities and next steps in field 

Compass’ Federal Policy Work 

Preceded the National Network 

National FSS Bill: Senate Bill 

1344 

Network Input on National FSS 

Senate Bill  

National Network Helped Cement 

Compass as a Thought Leader in 

Multifamily FSS Programs 
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building and influencing FSS-related systems and policy to build on the momentum from work completed 

to date.  

Next Phase of Network Innovation and Future Opportunities 

For the next phase of the Network, Compass staff are piloting different models for expanding adoption of 

their asset-building FSS model that might be more cost-effective and reach more households, expanding 

their impact.     

Evolving towards Higher Impact, and Lower Cost Strategies 

As would be expected, the development of and provision of high-touch TA has involved significant 

Compass staff time and resources.  The pilot phase of the Network to date, focused on experimentation 

and learning about different ways to work with partners to implement the Compass asset-building FSS 

program model. As Compass Network staff were not focused on revenue generation in this stage it is no 

surprise that the fee revenue from the Network partners receiving high-touch TA has been low, covering 

only about 4 percent of Network expenses.  While the fee revenue would likely cover a greater share of 

the marginal costs of continuing to offer the TA now that many of the necessary resources have been 

developed, Compass is nevertheless planning in the next phase of the Network to identify more cost-

effective delivery models that will allow it to expand its impact.  One of these models is the high-fidelity 

affiliate model.  The revenue earned from overseeing the Philadelphia FSS program, for example, covers 

closer to half of Compass’ costs.  Another approach is a lower-touch TA learning network model that 

allows Compass to reach more agencies at a lower cost through online and remote TA approaches.  These 

innovations take into account that many PHAs and multifamily owners cannot (or will not) pay higher 

fees to cover a greater share of the costs of a high-touch TA model.  

Next Phase of Network Innovation 

To move forward incorporating these considerations and learning implementation to date, Compass 

Network staff are implementing a four-part plan for the next phase of the Network.  

First, they are in the process of launching “Compass FSS Link”, a learning network that will allow 

potential Network partners to join at different tiers and prices appropriate for their needs and financial 

resources. At its core, the Learning Network will rely on an online platform to facilitate the sharing of 

Compass’ learning and foster connection among FSS practitioners.   

Second, Compass Network staff are launching a range of technical assistance and training as a fee for 

service. For example they have launched a beta version of an online multifamily FSS program learning 

course that would provide a deeper level of training on the topic for a specific fee. They will be offering 

FSS program assessments for a fee. They are also considering the launch of learning packages such as the 

“Financial Coaching Institute” where sites can take a self-paced financial education course with an in-

person training to become certified FSS financial coaches.   

Third, Compass direct service staff and Compass Network staff are looking at the possibility of 

establishing a shared remote financial coaching service to meet the needs of small multifamily 

properties that cannot hire a full-time FSS coordinator.  
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And finally, Compass Network staff will continue to partner with Clarifi and the Philadelphia Housing 

Authority on the high-fidelity affiliate model in Philadelphia.  Compass will continue to assess the 

viability of this model as a path to scale and sustainability.  

Future Opportunities 

Based on the observations and learning above, we have identified a number of potential future 

opportunities that Compass may wish to consider as it plans the next phase of the Network: 

 Continue to experiment with different approaches to achieving scale and impact 

In the next phase of the Network, Compass plans to experiment with a range of service offerings that seek 

to bring the Compass asset-building model to scale, including the high-fidelity affiliate model and shared 

service center model both supported by the Learning Network. We see value in Compass’ strategy of 

exploring these different options to better understand the trade-offs between fidelity and scalability within 

the context of financial sustainability. A central question to consider as the Learning Network unfolds is 

whether and to what extent the low-touch model is successful in helping FSS programs to adopt an asset-

building model for FSS. It will also be important for Compass to consider whether and how to link these 

different innovations together within a framework that is relevant to both Compass and outside partners. 

 Offer a range of defined price support packages 

Network partners have greatly valued the program management support and project management,7 

financial coaching support and expertise, and program launch support provided through Compass’ high-

touch TA.  We have previously recommended that Compass consider defined-price support packages and 

are glad to see that this has been incorporated into their plans going forward. Compass staff have outlined 

a set of defined-price support packages for the next phase of the Network in the areas of financial 

coaching, program management and multifamily program launch. To the extent that Compass and 

Network partners see value from these packages, Compass may wish to expand the range of defined price 

support packages to support sites’ ongoing implementation of the asset-building model. For example, 

                                                      
7  Program management support includes assessing and revising program policies and procedures, documents, and client flow in 

the program and assessing the program using the program assessment tool to promote best practices in implementing 

Compass’s asset-building model. Project management involves keeping Network partners on task with implementing the 

changes in their programs. Compass did not originally expect to provide project management support; yet Network partners 

highly value being held accountable for the changes they wish to make in their programs. 

Next Phase of National Network Innovation 

1. Lower-touch Learning Network including re-launch of current web portal with online member portal to access Network 
tools and resources, and additional community features. The learning Network will include tiered pricing with the basic 
membership offered for free. 

2. Defined price learning packages: Compass is in the process of developing a range of defined price learning and 
service packages that include an online multifamily learning course, program assessment, and a program launch cohort.  

3. Shared remote financial coaching service: Compass staff are exploring ways to identify the core components of the 
financial coaching relationship needed to maintain an effective coaching relationship, while increasing the efficiency and 
lowering the costs of offering financial coaching. This may include offering remote financial coaching. 

4. High-fidelity affiliate model: Building on the initial findings in Philadelphia, Compass will continue to assess the viability 
of this model as a path to scale and sustainability. 
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Network partners may be willing to pay for one-on-one personalized support—perhaps a bundle of 10 

hour-long sessions for support in one of these four areas (program management support, project 

management, financial coaching, and program launch) at a set price. This could help Network partners 

that may have identified areas they want to improve in their program but do not easily fit within the 

currently proposed defined price support packages.  

 Offer more Network partner involvement in the development of shared data collection best 

practices 

Tracking the outcomes of clients in programs that have shifted their program model with assistance from 

Compass will offer a way to know whether the TA has had an impact on clients. In order to do this, 

Compass Network staff will need to develop and encourage the adoption of data collection best practices 

and create buy-in for Network partners to use standardized measures for tracking outcomes. Compass 

could encourage the adoption of common metrics in the field by hosting a working group, an all-day 

meeting, or a series of meetings to talk about best practices in measurement and data tracking. Creating 

opportunities for partners to weigh in and think about how they could better standardize measures may 

also clarify pain points that are preventing partners from collecting similar data, thus revealing solutions 

to those problems.  

 Continue field-building by making partners and clients visible, creating working groups, 

and building the body of evidence about the asset-building model 

Building relationships among FSS practitioners in the field is critical for the FSS program to continue 

making gains and reach its full potential to help families build assets in subsidized housing. The Network 

Convening that Compass has held annually since launching the Network is one way to engage 

stakeholders and Network partners and build relationships that has shown promise in the initial three-year 

Network period. As Compass continues to take a leadership role in building the field, Compass may wish 

to consider: 

 Developing opportunities for Network partners and clients to be upfront and visible on federal 

stages—for example, facilitating opportunities by high-performing programs and their clients to 

speak at national conferences, with legislators, and in regulatory sessions.  

 Creating working groups to tackle important FSS program field issues. For example, the Network 

could convene a working group to look at the regulations that HUD is issuing on the permanent 

authorization of the multifamily FSS program. Such working groups offer a way for Network partners 

to assume thought leadership positions and to help grow the brand of the asset-building FSS program 

beyond Compass. Such working groups could also incorporate clients as thought partners, to further 

build client voice into creating FSS program best practices. 

 Assisting Network partners in locating funding for impact evaluations and other documentations of 

client experiences to provide more evidence about what works in the asset-building FSS program 

model.  

 Developing more opportunities for Network partners to have frequent touch-points 

Compass’ new model of providing defined-price technical assistance packages may be based on a cohort 

model, potentially offering the opportunity for members of a training cohort to build relationships. 

However, for these relationships to be maintained, other opportunities and touchpoints may be necessary. 

Many of the suggestions above, particularly in creating working groups and hosting more opportunities 
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for input on data collection and metrics, would help to create greater familiarity among Network partner 

staff. As Compass implements a lower-touch Learning Network that facilitates online connections, these 

kinds of opportunities will allow for stronger peer relationships among Learning Network participants. 

Stronger peer-to-peer support can facilitate shared learning of co-created best practices. 

 Develop the Network’s capacity to do joint fundraising 

The Network offers a potential opportunity to jointly fundraise for all Network partners and then 

distribute funds to member sites or for a collective Network endeavor. For example, fundraising for an 

evaluation of Network outcomes and participant experiences could offer the means to better understand 

the impact of the asset-building model on FSS program clients. National philanthropic funders may well 

be interested in such endeavors. Alternatively, the philanthropic community may be excited to launch 

cohort models that build economies of scale, or fund inter-generational asset-building innovations where 

children’s savings accounts are paired with FSS program savings. The future Learning Network offers the 

means to experiment with a working group that could explore opportunities for joint fundraising to 

continue to leverage the reputation of the Network. Successful fundraising would raise the value of the 

Network for potential and existing Network partners.
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1. Introduction 

Compass Working Capital (Compass) is a Boston-based non-profit organization that provides savings and 

financial coaching programs. Its programs have as their goal to support working families with low 

incomes to build assets, achieve their financial goals, and become financially secure. It has directly 

administered several Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) programs since 2010.8 Compass’ unique and 

innovative approach to the FSS program particularly emphasizes helping clients build assets and financial 

capability. Compass serves families in Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. 

Compass launched the Network in 2016 to encourage and support other FSS programs in replicating and 

adapting Compass’ asset-building model. To date eight FSS programs are members of the Network.9 In 

its foundational year, Compass both provided technical assistance to five Network sites, and focused on 

developing the infrastructure (methods, tools, templates, and curriculum) to enable it to provide effective 

and tailored services efficiently. After developing foundational technical assistance curricula, Compass 

worked with seven partner sites10 during their second year to implement additional changes to their FSS 

programs to align them with Compass’ model. During that second year, Compass also launched a new 

high-fidelity affiliate model, an alternative approach to the technical assistance as a way to scale 

Compass’ asset-building FSS program.  

Compass hired Abt Associates Inc. to evaluate the Network’s first three years of activity. Since Compass 

anticipated that the model for the Network would evolve during its initial exploratory phase – and since 

the direct impacts on households take several years to unfold – it is too early in the life-cycle of the 

intervention to measure the quantitative impacts of the Network on the earnings, credit, and debt 

outcomes of FSS participants served by Network partner organizations. Thus, this evaluation focuses on 

identifying lessons learned from the Network’s early implementation, making it a process or formative 

evaluation—as distinguished from an impact evaluation, which would rigorously assess the initiative’s 

effects.  

This Final Report summarizes the key learnings from Abt’s evaluation of Compass’ work on the Network 

over its first three years, including five months of planning and more than two-and-a-half years operating.  

The report is organized as follows: 

 The balance of this Introduction briefly describes the Abt evaluation including the evaluation 

research questions before providing an overview of the FSS program, Compass Working Capital, its 

asset-based FSS program model, the Compass Network and its goals, and the composition and 

timeline of the Network as of December 2018. 

 Chapter 2 reviews the strategies Compass used to expand access to its asset-building program model 

for public housing authorities (PHAs) and multifamily sites. The section includes information on the 

experiences of Network sites and their challenges in implementing the model. 

                                                      
8  The FSS program of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) helps families participating in HUD’s 

Housing Choice Voucher, public housing, and project-based section 8 programs make progress towards economic security. 

9 One site, POAH Chicago, was not active in the Network during the Evaluation period due to delays in review and approval of 

their HUD Action Plan. 

10  We use partner site and network site interchangeably to refer to sites that are members of the Network. 
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 Chapter 3 describes how Compass has worked towards the goal of building a field of FSS 

practitioners, specifically in development of FSS program best practice. Notably through Network 

activities Compass developed a valuable library of TA materials associated with its asset-based 

program model. In developing these materials Compass accelerated the development of best practice 

in its own direct service programs as well as Network partners.  

 Chapter 4 reviews Compass’ and the Network’s role in influencing FSS policy and building 

relationships between FSS practitioners both within and outside of the Network.  

 Chapter 5 considers the financial sustainability of the current model and reviews strategic 

considerations as Compass considers the next phase of the Network. It then identifies opportunities 

for Compass in thinking about the strategic direction of its Network. 

1.1 Overview of the Abt Process Evaluation 

Abt has evaluated the Compass Network to support Compass in learning from its experience launching 

the Network and supporting Network partners over a three-year start-up period funded by the Kellogg 

Foundation. Through quarterly memos and in-depth reports at the 18-month (interim report) and 36-

month (this final report) marks, the evaluation has provided Compass with regular feedback on how the 

Network is working from an objective and informed third-party point of view. Compass has used the 

feedback from the evaluation to strengthen its activities in support of the Network. 

1.1.1 Evaluation Research Questions  

The evaluation addressed four main research questions developed by Compass and Abt to evaluate 

progress towards each of the three goals Compass articulated for the Network: 

1. To what extent were Compass Network sites able to launch or expand FSS programs by using or 

adapting Compass’ asset-building FSS model? 

2. How did Compass support Network partners (what did it do), and how did Network partners 

perceive these services? 

3. What lessons were learned about the potential of the Compass Network to serve as a platform for 

facilitating the adaptation of Compass’ asset-building FSS model to other locations? 

4. What systems changes, if any, occurred during the course of the three-year observation period 

and can plausibly be linked to Network activity? 

Research questions 1 and 2 are primarily addressed in Chapter 2 of the report which addresses progress 

made towards Compass first goal: to expand access to Compass’ asset-building FSS program model. 

Research question 3 is addressed in Chapter 3 which focuses on Compass’ second goal of building a field 

of FSS program practice. Research question 4 is addressed in both Chapter 4 which addresses Compass’ 

goal of influencing policy and building a field of practice to influence systems change. Appendix A 

provides the sub-questions specified under each main question, along with detail about which research 

question and sub-question is addressed in which report section(s).11  

                                                      
11  While the research questions have guided data collection, fore readability and reduction of duplication of findings, we have 

organized the structure of this report to address the degree to which Compass was able to attain its three key goals for the 

Network. The structure of the report also includes reference to findings which were not originally part of the core research 
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1.1.2 Data Collection and Methodological Approach 

To address the evaluation research questions and provide real-time feedback to Compass Network staff, 

we collected a range of qualitative data over the past 36 months. These data include (a) observation of 

Network activities and Network meetings facilitated by Compass Network staff; (b) phone interviews 

with Network partner and Compass Network staff; (c) site visits to Compass and Network partner sites; 

(d) focus groups with Network partner staff; (e) interviews with external stakeholders; and (f) review of 

data and materials collected about each site. Appendix B provides a detailed list of our data collection 

activities. 

We coded all data sources based on the evaluation research questions. We added emergent themes evident 

in the data as necessary. We used these data sources to triangulate and cross-check themes reported in 

interviews. 

1.2 Overview of the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program and Compass’ 

Direct Service and Network Activities 

This overview covers HUD’s FSS program, the core components of Compass’ asset-building FSS 

program, and the Network. 

1.2.1  HUD’s Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program 

Purpose and Mechanism 

Established by Congress in 1990, the Family Self-Sufficiency program is administered by HUD. Its 

purpose is to help people receiving rental assistance from HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher (HCV), public 

housing, and project-based Section 8 programs to make progress towards economic security.  

FSS works to achieve that goal by combining access to stable affordable rental housing with (a) case 

management or coaching by FSS coordinators to help participants identify and achieve their goals and (b) 

an interest-bearing escrow savings account that grows as participants’ earnings increase. Like other 

participants in HUD rental assistance programs, FSS participants generally pay 30 percent of their income 

for rent and utilities. When the earnings and rent of FSS participants increase, however, an amount 

generally equal to the increase in rent attributable to the increased earnings is deposited into an escrow 

account. This functions as an incentive for FSS participants to increase their earnings while also 

supporting their accumulation of financial assets. 

If the participants successfully graduate from the FSS program—by becoming and staying employed, 

becoming independent of cash assistance, and achieving the goals they set for themselves—they receive 

their escrowed funds and may use them for any purpose. The standard program length is five years, 

                                                      
questions but which are relevant to the original goals of the Network that Compass set out in their proposal to the Kellogg 

Foundation.  
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though many families graduate early, and local programs 

may approve extensions of up to two years if good cause 

for an extension exists.  

Expansion to HUD-assisted Multifamily Housing 

FSS was originally available only to participants in the 

HCV program and public housing residents. Through the 

FY 2015 Consolidated Appropriations Act and subsequent 

appropriations acts, Congress expanded the FSS program 

to owners of HUD-assisted multifamily housing with a 

Section 8 contract (also known as “project-based Section 

8” developments). Legislation passed in 2018 permanently 

authorized the multifamily FSS program and made a 

number of other changes in the FSS program, including 

changes advocated by Compass, as described more fully in 

Chapter 4.  

Participation in the multifamily FSS program is voluntary 

both for owners and for residents. Though HUD funds the 

escrow accounts for multifamily FSS participants, HUD 

does not provide funds to cover the costs of FSS 

coordinators in multifamily buildings, with the exception 

of granting owners the ability to use residual receipts for 

this purpose.12 By contrast, HUD provides a limited 

amount of funding for FSS coordinators in public housing 

and in HCV FSS programs through an annual funding competition – for FY 2019, Congress appropriated 

$80 million for this purpose, an increase of $5 million over FY 2018. Otherwise, the multifamily FSS 

program is mostly similar to the other FSS programs.  

1.2.2 Compass’ Direct Service FSS Programs 

Compass began administering an FSS program in Lynn, Massachusetts, in October 2010 as part of a 

public-private partnership with the Lynn Housing Authority and Neighborhood Development. In 

November 2012, Compass expanded to Cambridge, Massachusetts, where it administers an FSS program 

for HCV holders in partnership with the Cambridge Housing Authority. Later, Compass expanded to also 

administer FSS programs for HCV holders through the Metro Housing|Boston and in multifamily 

properties owned by the Caleb Group and Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH) in Massachusetts, 

Rhode Island, and Connecticut.  

Through that work, Compass developed its FSS program model, which is unique among FSS programs in 

the degree of attention paid to helping participants build assets and financial capability. With the goal of 

providing high-quality services similar to what might be provided by banks and advisors to high-net-

worth clients, Compass developed a model that draws on principles from the fields of psychology, 

                                                      
12 Residual receipts are funds that have accumulated within the reserves of certain multifamily projects over the years and may 

be used only for certain purposes as determined by HUD. Only a small minority of multifamily projects have residual receipts 

available. HUD Housing Notice 2016-08, https://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=16-08hsgn.pdf. 

HUD’s Largest Rental Assistance 
Programs for Families with Low-

Incomes 

Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) 
Administered by a public housing agency 
(PHA). Families with low incomes receive a 
housing voucher and can apply the value of 
their voucher to renting their preferred private 
market housing unit. Families pay about 30 
percent of their income for rent and utilities 
and the PHA pays the balance, up to a 
locally-determined payment standard.  
Families may pay more to rent a more 
expensive unit, with some limitations. 

Public Housing 
Housing units are owned by a local PHA for 
families with low incomes. Families generally 
pay about 30 percent of their income for rent 
and utilities.  

Project-Based Section 8 
Housing units are owned by a private owner 
and made affordable through a subsidy 
provided by the federal government, either 
directly or through a PHA. Families pay about 
30 percent of their income for rent and 
utilities. 

https://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=16-08hsgn.pdf
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behavioral economics, and financial coaching and asset-building, plus directly commissioned research.13 

Specifically, in addition to the FSS program’s traditional requirements and components, Compass’ 

implementation of FSS includes several innovative features:  

 A strong focus on building assets and financial capability through one-on-one financial coaching and 

regular communication with clients about balances in their escrow accounts. Compass’ financial 

coaching emphasizes paying down high-interest debt and derogatory debt, building savings through 

the escrow account, and improving budgeting and credit scores. 

 A coaching model for case management that is client-centered and non-judgmental about client 

cultures and decisions, and emphasizes clients’ goals. 

 Robust aspirational marketing and outreach strategies to grow FSS program enrollment, including a 

postcard marketing campaign that taps into and builds on families’ aspirations for themselves and 

their children. 

 A public-private partnership model, supported by philanthropy. Most FSS programs are run entirely 

by public housing authorities or multifamily property owners, whereas Compass’ FSS programs are 

partnerships between the non-profit Compass and the agencies or private owners that administer 

subsidized housing programs.  

 Evidence-based decision making. Compass regularly reviews performance data, conducts its own 

research, draws on others’ research, and commissions evaluations to assess its own progress and build 

knowledge about how to most effectively work with clients to administer an FSS program. 

Some services Compass does not provide for its FSS clients directly, instead partnering with other 

agencies that have more expertise in these areas. For example, to help clients access higher-paying jobs, 

Compass refers clients to a range of public and private employment-coaching services within a client’s 

geographic area. Coaches may refer clients to Career One Stop Centers, Jewish Vocational Services, the 

Urban League, or Boston Career Link for clients in the Boston area. Compass is hiring an employment 

coach, which may shift this approach to include more directly provided services.  

Appendix C provides an in-depth articulation by Compass Network staff of Compass’ FSS program core 

model from March 2017, including both programmatic elements and aspects of Compass’ organizational 

culture. 

1.2.3 Compass Goals and Theory of Change for the Network 

As articulated in its funding proposal for the Network to the Kellogg Foundation, Compass’ first goal in 

launching the Network was to scale up its asset-building FSS program model in up to 10 sites. It sought to 

do that in two ways: (a) by supporting PHAs to effectively incorporate asset-building and financial 

capability elements into their existing FSS programs; and (b) by working with multifamily property 

owners to launch new FSS programs. Through its Network partners, Compass aimed to reach 

approximately 1,000 households and to effect changes in client asset-building outcomes, such as building 

escrow and improved credit scores.  

                                                      
13 Compass commissioned the non-profit consulting and design firm ideas42 to examine potential behavioral barriers to uptake of 

Compass’s FSS program. Ideas42 shared this with Compass in February 2016.  
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In addition to helping the individual sites strengthen or launch their FSS programs, Compass envisioned 

that the Network also would build a community of practitioners committed to achieve two additional 

goals: to expand the scope and impact of the FSS program on families with low-income; and to influence 

national practice and policy related to the integration of asset-building and financial capability strategies 

into FSS program services.14  

Compass launched the Network knowing that by actively beginning to partner with existing and new FSS 

programs, this theory of change would be tested. Then in response to that testing, Compass would adjust 

and experiment with the Network model in order to 

reach the end goals of greatest impact for clients in 

the FSS programs involved in the Network as well as 

opportunities to advance its own learning about how 

to encourage and support the adoption of elements of 

its model by other sites. Importantly, Compass 

recognized that it needed to start somewhere, and that 

it would learn by doing. The initial plan in the 

proposal to Kellogg anticipated that Compass would 

launch with an initial six Network partners, with a 

subsequent second cohort of four partners joining the 

Network in 2017.  

The subsequent organization of this Final Report 

draws out findings related to each of these three goals 

of the Network, as well as additional insights 

Compass gained from providing TA. Chapter 2 

reviews the key finding that through the Network, 

Compass was able to expand access to its asset-

building model (increase the number of FSS programs 

implementing its approach). Chapter 3 discusses the 

core finding that through the Network, Compass 

produced valuable TA resources and accelerated 

development of its own direct service FSS program. 

Chapter 4 focuses on the roles of Compass and the Network in influencing FSS policy and building a 

field of practice with the goal of broader systems change. Finally, Chapter 5 discusses opportunities for 

Compass to consider as it moves forward with the next phase of its Network. 

1.2.4 About the Network Partners 

Compass launched the Network in September 2016 with three members; by the end of 2018, the Network 

had grown to eight partners: 

 Portland Housing Authority (ME)  

 Maine State Housing Authority  

 Springboard to Opportunities (MS) 

                                                      
14  Compass’s proposal for funding the Network to the Kellogg Foundation and the Compass Network website: 

https://www.compassworkingcapital.org/national/  

Compass’s 3 Goals for the Network 

1. Implementing Asset-Building Model at 
National Network Partners: “In the initial pilot 
phase, we intend to test this network model 
with up to 10 implementing partners, including 
nonprofit housing providers, asset building 
nonprofits, for profit housing owners, and 
mission aligned public housing agencies. We 
anticipate that these partners will serve 
approximately 1,000 households in their 
programs during the pilot phase of the 
network.”  

2. Field-Building: “Through this network, we aim 
to build a national field of practitioners 
committed to expanding the scope and impact 
of the FSS program and to further shaping 
field-related practice and learning.”  

3. Policy: “We will leverage the power of this 
network to influence national practice and 
policy related to the integration of asset 
building and financial capability strategies into 
the FSS program.”  

Source: Compass proposal to Kellogg 

https://www.compassworkingcapital.org/national/
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 Preservation of Affordable Housing/POAH Independence (MO) 

 The Community Builders Worcester (MA) 

 POAH Chicago 

 Rhode Island Housing Authority 

 Philadelphia Housing Authority. 

Exhibit 2 provides a timeline showing when the member sites joined the Network (green); and for new 

multifamily FSS programs, when their program launched (purple). Additional notable events related to 

the Network and the FSS program are also included (orange). 

Exhibit 1: Timeline of Network Sites Joining and Launching FSS Programs  

 

 

Key: MF/multifamily property. POAH/Preservation of Affordable Housing. RIHA/Rhode Island Housing Authority.   

 

Exhibit 2 on the following page summarizes selected characteristics of the eight Network partner sites. 

Four of the Network partners are public housing authorities, and another four are multifamily properties. 

Greater detail is provided in Section 2.2 on the multifamily property Network sites and in Section 2.3 on 

the PHA Network sites (except Philadelphia Housing, which is reviewed in detail in Section 2.5). 

Appendix D provides short profiles of all eight sites.
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Exhibit 2: Summary of Network partners, as of December 2018 

Site 

Date 
Joined the 
Network Organization Type 

Housing 
Program 

Type Project Partner(s) 

FSS 
Program 
Status at 
Joining 

Launch 
Date 

Benchmark 
Total 

Familiesa 
Program 

Participantsb Locale 

Maine State Housing 
Authority (ME) 

2016, 
September 

Public housing authority HCV n/a Existing n/a  1,500 54 Rural 

Portland Housing 
Authority (ME) 

2016, 
September 

Public housing authority HCV, PH n/a Existing n/a 1,476  70 Urban 

Springboard to 
Opportunities 
(Jackson, MS) 

2016, 
September 

Resident services non-profit MF Wishrock (property 
owner); McCormack 
Baron Salazar 
(property manager) 

New 2017, 
March 

364   18 Urban 

Preservation of 
Affordable Housing 
(POAH) Independence 
(MO) 

2017, 
March 

Local site within national non-
profit multifamily property owner 

MF Community Services 
League (resident 
services) 

New 2017, 
May 

592  84 Suburban 

POAH Chicago (IL) 2017, 
August 

Local site within national non-
profit multifamily property owner 

MF n/a New n/a 98 0c Urban 

The Community 
Builders, Worcester 
(MA) 

2017, 
August 

Local site within national non-
profit multifamily property owner 

MF n/a New 2018, 
April 

 210  8d Urban 

Rhode Island Housing 
Authority  

2017, 
November 

Public housing authority  HCV, PH  n/a 
 

Existing  n/a 1,106 146 Urban, 
Rural 

Philadelphia Housing 2018, 
November 

Regional non-profit financial 
services organization partnered 
with public housing authority 

HCV, PH  Clarifi Existing  n/a 21,245  359 Urban 

HCV/Housing Choice Voucher. MF/multifamily property. PH/public housing. 
a This represents the total number of families that are residents and eligible for the program. 
b This is the actual number of families currently in the program. 

c POAH Chicago has not yet launched and therefore has not enrolled any participants to date. 

d Updated from 1 reported on Q3 dashboard based on November 2018 Convening. 
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2. Goal 1: Compass Expanded the Number of FSS Programs 

Implementing Its Asset-Building Approach 

Compass’ first goal in launching the 

Network was to expand access to its asset-

building FSS program model. Its main 

strategies were (a) providing high-touch TA 

to help existing FSS programs incorporate 

components of its asset-building model; and 

(b)  providing TA to help multifamily 

property owners launch new FSS programs 

built on Compass’ asset-building model. In 

addition to providing high-touch TA, 

Compass Network staff experimented with a 

high-fidelity affiliate model in partnership 

with Philadelphia Housing Authority and 

Clarifi, as an alternative way to expand 

access to its asset-building model.  

The number of families enrolled in FSS at 

Network sites has grown by about 30 percent 

during the course of the sites’ Network 

participation, rising from 561 to 732.  All 

732 families are now benefiting from 

financial capability services such as financial 

coaching.  Network sites report that 

launching a new FSS program or 

incorporating Compass’ asset-building 

model into their existing program would 

have been significantly harder and more 

time-consuming without Compass’ TA. Sites 

also faced challenges in implementing the asset-based model, as described below. 

Before diving into each of the findings in greater detail, the chapter briefly reviews Compass’ TA model. 

The chapter then reviews TA critical to supporting the launch of multifamily FSS programs before 

reviewing TA that supported PHA partners adjust their FSS programs to better align with Compass’ 

model. The following section (2.4) discusses constraints in expanding access to Compass’ asset-building 

model before review in Section 2.5 of the alternative approach of the high-fidelity affiliate model 

launched in Philadelphia. Finally the section concludes with a review of the growth in clients enrolled in 

the program, as well as the increase in residents of subsidized housing who have access to Compass’ 

asset-building FSS program model. 

2.1 Key Components of Network Technical Assistance  

To achieve the goal of expanding components Compass’ asset-based FSS program model to other sites, 

Compass developed a range of TA materials and an increasingly standardized approach to TA over the 

two-and-a-half-year operating period. The Network launched with three sites; each received both 

Key Highlights of Chapter 2 

 The number of families enrolled in FSS at Network sites has 
grown by about 30 percent during the course of the sites’ 
Network participation, rising from 561 to 732.  All 732 
families are now benefiting from financial capability services 
as part of their FSS program.   

 Without the high-touch TA provided to Network multifamily 
sites to launch new FSS programs, those sites likely would 
have struggled to successfully launch an FSS program. 

 Existing PHA FSS programs were able to incorporate 
financial coaching and other asset-building components into 
their FSS programs, a task that would have been 
significantly more difficult without the TA and support of 
Compass Network staff.  

 The hybrid direct service/TA Philadelphia model holds 
promise for a high-fidelity large-scale implementation of the 
asset-based model. 

 Implementation of the asset-building FSS program model at 
each Network partner was influenced by the partner’s staff 
and funding resources. Learning the asset-based model 
involved a significant investment of partner staff time. 

 Network sites faced varying client-related challenges in 
implementing the FSS program. These included clients 
struggling to access employment opportunities because of 
limited transportation options, state policies which limited 
public supports available for resident basic needs, and 
resident skepticism of the program.  
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standardized training, such as the launch training, and customized TA to meet its needs. By the end of the 

evaluation period, Compass Network staff had developed a more standardized approach to providing TA 

for existing and launching sites.  

TA support to sites included the following:15  

 Financial Coaching Support: Members initially received an in-person training on approaches to 

financial coaching, either at their program site or at the first Network Convening. After the initial 

training, Network partner staff either called or emailed Compass Network staff to discuss specific 

cases and questions, initially monthly and then subsequently as needed. In some cases where 

additional training was needed, Compass visited the site to conduct additional in-person trainings. 

 Data Collection TA: Compass Network staff supported Network partner staff with standardizing the 

site’s data collection. Specifically, Compass asked sites to submit quarterly data on designated 

program metrics; it also had sites collect Financial Practices and Well-Being (FPWB) Surveys16 from 

their clients and then submit survey results to Compass. Compass Network staff then analyzed this 

data and reported them back to Network sites in a quarterly “data dashboard.” Compass Network staff 

held regular phone calls to talk through program data collection and the dashboard results. On these 

calls, Compass’ Data and Evaluation Director helped Network partners with questions about 

collecting program data, administering the FPWB Survey, and developing data collection tools. The 

data dashboard is a highly visual PDF document graphically presenting a site’s selected program 

measures compared with statistics from Compass’ own direct service FSS programs and the Network 

as a whole (see Appendix E for an example). Compass Network staff report that such aggregated data 

are currently unavailable from any other source. Partner sites valued this support. 

 Program Management Support: Compass Network staff 

provided a range of program management support, particularly 

for multifamily property programs launching a new FSS 

program. Specifically, Compass Network staff helped with 

drafting new FSS program policies and procedures, drafting 

HUD FSS Action Plans,17 and working with Network partner 

property management staff to help them understand the core 

components of the FSS program. At the start of 2018, Compass 

Network staff began implementing a program assessment tool as 

part of their program management supports. The program 

assessment tool assesses an FSS program on 10 core elements of best practice in implementing 

Compass’ asset-based FSS program model. Each element is rated on a five-point scale ranging from 

“Underperforming” to “Setting the standard.” (Appendix F shows a sample program assessment tool.) 

Compass Network staff and Network member staff rate themselves for each element using this tool, 

and then use the results to guide an implementation plan to improve their FSS program. Compass 

                                                      
15 The TA provided varied somewhat as it was developed; however, this summary captures the core components. 

16 The Financial Practices and Well-Being Survey is designed by Compass to help capture key indicators of an FSS program 

client’s financial health and behaviors.  

17 An Action Plan is an FSS program’s plan for the population it will serve, number of clients anticipated to be enrolled and 

served, and detailed information about how the FSS program will be run. The Action Plan is submitted to the local HUD office 

for approval.  

“[Compass] is really helpful with us to 

come up and refine our outcome data—

our performance outcomes and … 

realistic numbers that we want to look 

for, realistic numbers to ask for in terms 

of performance, and what kinds of goals 

we can set for the program that would 

be realistic.” 
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Network staff also worked with Network partner staff to develop FSS program policies and 

procedures manuals, based on an outline shell provided by Compass.  

 Web Portal and Associated Learning Resources: Along with direct TA and training, Compass 

Network staff developed a Network-only web portal (launched September 2016), a series of webinars 

(launched October 2016), and a newsletter (launched December 2016). The web portal provides 

partners with resources on a variety of topics, including FSS program management, financial 

coaching, and financial content. The webinars provide greater detail about specific topics, such as 

budgeting, goal setting, and credit/debt management. The newsletter reviews Network events and 

news, including FSS policy updates, and is sent to partners monthly.  

 Access to Tools and Services: Compass tried a variety of strategies to make useful tools and services 

accessible to Network partners. For example, it brokered a deal for preferential pricing with the Credit 

Builders Alliance (CBA) so Network partners would have ready access to their clients’ credit 

reports.18 Only two sites accepted the offer, however, at least in part because the others still view the 

costs of accessing credit reports through the CBA as too high. Compass Network staff helped create a 

data management tool for one of the current sites to help it manage program data needed for multiple 

reporting requirements (e.g., HUD, Compass, and other funders) and to view each client’s data and 

history for easier case management. Compass Network staff have largely stepped back from 

providing access to these kinds of services, instead focusing more on training partners. 

 Network Convening: Financial coaching, data collection and program management TA supports 

were shared with sites not only through phone and in-person site visits. Compass also provided 

information and training through the annual Network Convening. The convening offered the 

opportunity for Network member staffers to learn together about a variety of different topics related 

to Compass’ asset-building model, as well as hearing from each other about different experiences. 

The convening was also an opportunity for field-building, discussed in a greater detail in Section 4. 

2.2 Technical Assistance Critical to Support the Launch of New Multifamily 

FSS Programs 

Multifamily property sites in the Network all launched new FSS programs as a result of Compass’ high-

touch TA. Multifamily site member staff described how difficult it would have been to launch a new FSS 

program without this support, attesting to the critical role of the Network TA in expanding the asset-based 

FSS program model to multifamily properties. Section 2.2.1 first briefly describes each of the multifamily 

sites, and then Section 2.2.2 describes the specific elements of the support from the Compass Network 

staff that was important in launching the programs. 

2.2.1 Multifamily Site Descriptions 

Since the Network has been in operation, four multifamily FSS sites have joined the Network. Three of 

four launched an FSS program during this time period; the fourth site, POAH’s Woodlawn Resource 

Center in Chicago had been waiting on the local HUD office to approve its Action Plan and is set to 

launch its FSS program in 2019. One of the multifamily sites, Springboard to Opportunities, that 

                                                      
18 Credit Builders Alliance is an organization that for a fee provides access to Transunion and Experian credit reports, as well as 

TA in understanding credit reports. Members also receive preferred status in reaching credit bureaus to discuss problems with 

access to client credit reports.  
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successfully launched decided to close its FSS program as of December 2018. This section briefly 

describes each of the sites. Longer site descriptions can be found in Appendix D. 

Springboard to Opportunities (Springboard)  

Springboard to Opportunities was one of the three initial sites that joined the Network in September 2016. 

Springboard is a non-profit organization in Jackson, Mississippi, that partners with property owner The 

Wishrock Group to provide supportive services to residents of Wishrock’s national portfolio of 

multifamily properties. In March 2017, Springboard launched its multifamily FSS program at two of 

those multifamily housing properties in Jackson owned and managed by Wishrock. Springboard was the 

first multifamily partner in the Network to have received TA from Compass to start its own FSS program. 

As of December 2018, Springboard had 18 families enrolled in its FSS program. For two years it 

struggled with two specific challenges—a property management company challenged by FSS program 

commitments, and a lack of dedicated staff and funding for the FSS program. Those challenges, coupled 

with Compass’ decision to put on hold its high-touch TA going forward, and being unable to secure 

additional philanthropic funding for the FSS program, caused Springboard to discontinue its FSS program 

as of December 2018.  

Preservation of Affordable Housing, Inc. (POAH) Independence and Community Services League 

(CSL) 

POAH is a national non-profit owner of HUD-assisted multifamily properties. It is one of the largest 

affordable housing developers in the country. Since 2015, POAH has partnered with Compass on direct 

service work. POAH partnered with Community Services League to launch an FSS program at 

Hawthorne Place in Independence, Missouri, supported with high-touch TA from Compass through the 

Network. Hawthorne Place is the largest property in POAH’s national portfolio. POAH’s role is focused 

on the management of the escrow, whereas Community Services League focuses on delivering the 

financial coaching. The team jointly markets the program. For the purposes of this report, we call this 

partnership POAH Independence. POAH Independence joined the Network in March 2017. POAH 

Independence has enrolled 84 residents to the FSS program as of December 2018.  

Preservation of Affordable Housing, Inc. (POAH) Chicago  

POAH chose a Chicago property called Woodlawn to be its second FSS program outside New England.  

For purposes of this report, we call this partnership POAH Chicago. POAH Chicago joined the Network 

in August 2017. Due to delays in HUD’s approval of the site’s Action Plan, POAH Chicago only began 

receiving TA support from Compass at the end of 2018; however this falls outside of the data collection 

period of this evaluation and as a result we have limited information about the POAH Chicago site.  

The Community Builders 

The Community Builders (TCB) joined the Network in July 2017. TCB is a non-profit affordable housing 

developer, owner, and property management company based out of Boston that provides comprehensive 

housing services. It manages and owns more than 100 multifamily housing developments in 14 states. 

With the help of Compass TA, TCB has launched an FSS program at one property in Worcester, 

Massachusetts, called Plumley Village. As of December 2018, TCB had enrolled eight participants. It is 

looking to expand FSS substantially, both at this property and across its portfolio.  
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2.2.2 Importance of Technical Assistance for Launch of Multifamily Sites 

Since joining the Network, three multifamily Network partners have launched new FSS programs—

Springboard, POAH Independence, and TCB. For two of them Springboard and TCB, support on both 

FSS program management and financial coaching was critical to their launch. One Network partner 

staffer articulated the importance of both kinds of TA in being able to launch the FSS program:  

The two biggest things, the technical support on the management side of the program, 

really understanding the ins and outs of what needs to be given to HUD and what does 

that reporting look like, and how are we making sure everyone is on the same page about 

escrow, and the roles and delegating the administrative roles out. Along with that 

creating a program manual.… Support in creating an administrative structure.… The 

other piece was having experts to go to who were knowledgeable about financial 

coaching and financial coaching practices…because we don’t have anyone on our staff 

who is an expert in that space...especially at the beginning when we had no experience 

doing that. For the third site, support in program management was critical, and the 

thought partnership offered in financial coaching, while not critical, was certainly 

helpful. 

Compass Network staff also articulated the importance of high-touch TA for multifamily sites launching 

new FSS programs:  

We learn[ed] that the multifamily, they need more support, more handholding with the 

program launch. You don’t see it so much on the PHA side because all of the PHAs we 

have worked with had an FSS program so they are already familiar with it.  

Multifamily program management support 

Multifamily Network partners launching new FSS programs came to the table with at best some very 

basic familiarity, and in some cases no familiarity, with the FSS program. Compass Network staff played 

what Network partner staff articulated as “a very important role” in teaching them about the goals and 

structure of the FSS program, and then diving in on the detailed specifics of program management in the 

FSS program. One Network partner staffer described the importance in understanding the FSS program:  

I feel like all the information that we have about how to run the program came from 

them. Just…everything.… We couldn’t have done it without them. There’s no way. 

Presenting all of the templates, how to do them, the timeline… between when someone 

says they may be interested to the point where they graduate, the steps and the 

chronology.… What happens when they start escrowing, the credit reports. 

To support multifamily Network partners, Compass developed a series of in-person and remote trainings 

in FSS program management. As Compass gained experience in teaching multifamily sites how to 

manage an FSS program, it added an increasing number of resources. These resources included in-person 

trainings for FSS program staff, the program assessment tool, and the FSS program manual. These 

resources have helped multifamily partner staff to develop the structure for their FSS programs when they 

have no prior experience with the program. Another Network partner staffer said: 

It has been really helpful to work with [Compass staff person]on the program manual 

because there are certain policies and procedures that we have been writing about that 
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we have, we’re taking our best guess at and taking a stab at because no one on our team 

or the management team or the owners have written FSS rules before. 

The fact that multifamily programs were launching a new FSS program with no prior experience meant 

that Compass Network staff could design tools that allowed newly launching multifamily sites to 

implement best practices from the start of their program. This was notably true with program policies for 

interim disbursements and withdrawals. In all cases Network TA resulted in FSS program policies and 

procedures that were well aligned with the Compass asset-building model. 

To launch a new FSS program aligned with Compass’ asset-building model, multifamily programs had to 

educate a range of different stakeholders within their organizations about the FSS program, from resident 

services coordinators to property managers to accounting departments and corporate leadership. One 

staffer from a multifamily site said:  

Truly, I can’t imagine having to go through this process without them. They’ve walked 

my corporate office step by step through manuals and how to get it all started.… I just 

can’t imagine having done it without them. I think it would have taken longer and not 

been as smooth. 

Another partner explained the help Compass provided in ongoing navigation of stakeholders:  

Part of it is that Compass sets deadlines, but they have also reached out to management 

on our behalf to discuss the importance of data collection and how that works. I think 

particularly since no one on our staff is an expert on calculating escrow, having their 

support and reaching out to the management company has been really helpful. 

To educate different stakeholders involved with a multifamily property FSS program, Compass has 

developed a range of training materials and provided highly customized support to Network partner staff 

based on their specific needs. This sometimes involved bringing in national accounting staff from direct 

service and Network partner POAH. Compass Network staff continue to wrestle with how to best explain 

the FSS program model to these different multifamily stakeholders.  

Given the large number of tasks to complete in launching an FSS program, Compass also played an 

important role to help sites stay on track toward achieving program management goals. One multifamily 

partner described the importance of keeping its program on track:  

We know that there is someone behind us who wants the program to succeed and is going 

to do what they can to help us succeed. It definitely feels like there is some structure and 

support behind that. There is someone very intentionally trying to keep us from failing. I 

think probably without the network I think it would have been hard to keep this going. 

Importance of financial coaching support 

Both PHAs and multifamily sites found financial coaching support helpful, but for multifamily sites with 

no experience in financial coaching, this support was critical to implementing the asset-building model.  

Two of the three multifamily sites in the Network did not have prior experience with financial coaching.  

One multifamily site staffer explained the value of Compass’ support: 

I think so far what I have found most useful has been mostly the coaching calls that we’ve 

had just because I’m able to bring things that are happening in my own financial 
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coaching sessions.… I can bring those really specific situations to their staff and they 

offer advice and talk through things they’re looking for. And it’s been really helpful to 

have seasoned people who have had a lot of experience with financial coaching already 

able to coach me and take me through those lessons. 

The importance of Network support in financial coaching is highlighted by the fact that Compass’ 

decision to discontinue high-touch TA in the future, including financial coaching support, was a 

contributing factor to one multifamily site deciding it was no longer capable of offering the FSS program. 

The other multifamily site with no financial coaching expertise has also found the financial coaching 

support critical. One Network partner staffer from this site described the benefits of the financial coaching 

expertise provided by Compass: 

[Compass staffer’s] help with teaching us about credit reporting issues, student loan 

issues, bankruptcy issues. Before and after bankruptcy. How you handle this and how you 

handle that. It has been incredible and we rely on her a lot, actually. Whatever she is 

sharing with us we are saving. She always puts it in writing so we can save it and go back 

to it, which is really wonderful. It is very comprehensive and thoughtful. 

For staff at one of these multifamily sites, the ability to pick up the phone and ask a direct question was 

critical to a form of “just-in-time” learning both about the substantive financial information for financial 

coaching and about tools for how to approach the coaching: 

It's a whole different story when you have somebody either in-person or on the phone 

who's had the same conversation with someone, who can coach you through, been-there, 

done-that kind of experiences, and be able to offer you good tools that they've used, and 

that kind of stuff. So, for us, I think Compass has brought a lot of value. 

The third multifamily site already had financial coaching experience. However, staff at the site continue 

to find the substantive financial coaching resources on the Network’s web portal very helpful in 

addressing financial issues they do not yet have experience with. 

Compass support of multifamily sites’ property management challenges 

Multifamily sites have faced challenges specific to the need of multifamily FSS programs to work with 

property management staff and owners. By necessity, multifamily Network sites usually operate their FSS 

programs in partnership with property management staff. Within a multifamily property, property 

manager goals are to ensure that sufficient revenue is collected to cover expenses. In practice this means 

enforcing rules on the property to ensure that rent is paid and to evict tenants who are late on rent or who 

are not following property rules. Unsurprisingly, this sometimes creates an adversarial relationship with 

tenants: tenants can often harbor resentments towards the property manager, and property managers can 

be prone to judge tenants.  

The FSS program at multifamily properties requires the involvement of the property manager. The 

property manager role in the FSS program is to manage the escrow account, with potentially an additional 

program recruitment role. This dual role, combined with a heavy workload, creates an inherent tension 

between the property manager’s enforcement role and its support for the FSS program when a 

multifamily owner wishes to provide a FSS program. Compass Network staff and staff at multifamily 

sites commented that it has been challenging to navigate that relationship. In all the multifamily sites, FSS 
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program staff, with assistance from Compass, sought to negotiate differences they had with property 

management.  

Every partnership between FSS program staff and property management is unique and some sites 

experienced greater difficulties than others. Some sites were able to bring in leadership to shift how 

property managers approached working with residents. In one multifamily site, high turnover in property 

management staff and a lack of support from the property owner created additional problems. Property 

management challenges contributed in part to Springboard’s decision to discontinue its FSS program.  

We observed that Compass Network staff were extremely helpful to multifamily sites in aiding staffers to 

think through challenges related to property management. At the National Convening, a staffer at one 

multifamily partner shared with us how Compass staff had helped it think through how to approach its 

property management staff and attempt to get their buy-in. Another multifamily staffer described in an 

on-site training that Compass had helped with checking the validity of the data coming from property 

management staff, giving Network partner staff ammunition to go back to the property management staff 

and request additional clarification checks. 

A session on working with property management staff at the 2018 Network Convening demonstrated the 

ongoing pain points for FSS program staff and pointed to the clear need for developing strategies to 

educate and work with these different stakeholders. 

2.3 Technical Assistance to Support Public Housing Authority FSS Program 

Adjustments 

PHAs in the Network already had existing FSS programs when they joined the Network; they hoped to 

better align their programs with Compass’ asset-building FSS program model. Three of the four PHAs in 

the Network received TA towards this goal; the fourth site, Philadelphia Housing, incorporated a different 

model, which we review in Section 2.5. PHA sites receiving TA described the different elements of the 

Compass model they incorporated into their FSS program and the importance of Compass’ TA to being 

able to incorporate these elements. Compass provided both substantive support and help holding the 

programs accountable to goals they set. This Section 2.3 first reviews the PHA Network sites, and then 

describes the changes PHA programs made to their FSS programs with help from Compass Network 

staff.  

2.3.1 PHA Site Descriptions 

Three PHA with existing FSS programs received high-touch TA in the Network: Maine State Housing 

Authority, Portland Housing Authority, and Rhode Island Housing Authority. This section briefly 

describes the characteristics of each of these programs.  

Maine State Housing Authority (MaineHousing)  

MaineHousing is one of the initial sites that launched the Network in September 2016. Prior to its 

participation in the Network, MaineHousing had an existing FSS program for many years; however, it 

was looking to revamp its program to incorporate financial coaching. MaineHousing currently has 54 

residents enrolled in its FSS program and continues to look for ways to expand that enrollment. 

MaineHousing faces a unique challenge in that the program serves a primarily rural population.  
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Portland Housing Authority (Portland Housing)  

Portland Housing joined the Network in September 2016. As with MaineHousing, Portland Housing had 

an existing FSS program prior to joining the FSS Network. Portland Housing’s FSS program operates 

within the organization’s broader resident services program, called emPOWERme. Through this structure, 

residents are screened for FSS eligibility and then referred to FSS staff if eligible. Portland Housing 

currently has 70 residents enrolled in its FSS program.  

Rhode Island Housing Authority (RIHA) 

RIHA joined the Network in November 2017. As one of the earliest public housing authorities to 

implement the FSS program, RIHA already had an established FSS program in place prior to its 

engagement with Compass. Through its engagement in the Network, RIHA is integrating financial 

coaching into its FSS program and looking for ways to increase enrollment. Its FSS program enrollment 

currently stands at 146 residents.  

2.3.2 Changes PHA Sites Made in Their FSS Program 

PHAs in the Network primarily joined the Network with the goal of introducing the Compass asset-

building model to their FSS programs. Their initial understanding of the changes necessary to align 

themselves with Compass’ asset-building model included changing their marketing materials, introducing 

financial coaching, reviewing client credit reports, and formalizing data collection. After Compass 

Network staff developed and started using the program assessment tool with PHAs, those partner sites 

reported making more changes to their program policies and procedures that better aligned them with 

Compass’ asset-building model. This section reviews the different changes that PHA sites made in 

aligning their FSS programs with Compass’ asset-building model. 

Shifting marketing towards client aspirations 

A core part of Compass’ asset-building model includes in the words of Compass staff “keeping the 

opportunity at eye level”; in other words, giving potential participants multiple opportunities to see 

aspirational postcards and posters encouraging them to attend an informational session about the FSS 

program. Staff from all three PHAs in the Network reviewed Compass FSS program marketing materials 

and worked to increase the aspirational nature of their own marketing materials:  

 Staff from MaineHousing spent time studying the Compass marketing and outreach approach, 

looking for ways to adapt the Compass model to their statewide FSS program. Although ultimately 

MaineHousing has not incorporated group orientation sessions, it has adjusted some of the language 

in its marketing materials.  

 Portland Housing incorporated graphics about the escrow account in their marketing materials, and 

created an information sheet about the FSS program based on Compass materials.  

 RIHA shared the information and ideas about aspirational marketing language with its marketing 

department managing the marketing and outreach for its FSS program. The marketing department 

revised the marketing materials to include some aspirational elements. RIHA FSS program staff have 

also remembered the Compass language about “keeping the opportunity at eye level”; in their 

marketing push to increase FSS program participation, they have incorporated multiple avenues to 

send out information about the program, from email to postcards to flyers. Compass assisted RIHA 

with reviewing the marketing materials to help increase the aspirational language, and it also 

suggested using e-blasts as a route. 
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However, none of the PHAs has to date incorporated group orientation sessions as part of its program 

marketing, which is a component of Compass’ direct service FSS model. MaineHousing considered 

trying to do remote group orientation sessions, but decided this was not feasible. It has moved to a remote 

one-on-one orientation session, as opposed to a group orientation. Portland Housing recruits individuals 

jointly with its Resident Opportunities and Self Sufficiency (ROSS) grant program, marketing the two 

programs as emPOWERme. RIHA has not looked at group orientation sessions as an option. 

Incorporating financial coaching into regular client meetings  

Drawing on TA support provided through one-on-one calls, in-person and remote training, and 

information resources from Compass, Network PHA partners incorporated one-one-one financial 

coaching into their work with FSS program clients.  

One PHA Network partner, noted, “It was not in our policy to do financial coaching with people. We did 

it, but very lightly. Now it is a deliberate financial curriculum. It is a literacy program component to FSS 

that was not there before.” PHA FSS program staff worked closely with a Compass financial coaching 

staffer to review client cases, go over questions about credit reports, and build their comfort and self-

confidence with asking questions about financial topics. As one PHA Network staffer stated, 

Meetings have changed. We never had a financial piece to our meetings. We only focused 

on goals. So now we actually have a credit piece, we have a budget piece, and I think 

that’s what’s lengthened our appointments a lot. And I think our clients are now a little 

bit more comfortable talking to us, and they tell us a little bit more. 

All of the PHA site staff valued the mock client sessions that Compass Network staff organized with 

Network FSS programs to simulate a client session. Others noted that they benefitted from coaching calls 

where Compass Network staff were able to address concerns about questions that would arise in the field. 

All PHA sites reported the value of the financial coaching resources available on the web portal. 

Part of Compass’ approach to financial coaching includes pulling a complete credit report through 

Transunion, through a contract with CBA. In 

Compass’ own direct service FSS programs, its 

financial coaches regularly review credit reports with 

clients, helping them work on reducing debt, 

removing incorrect information, and ultimately 

improving the credit score itself. The credit reports 

that Compass reviews are those that mainstream 

lending institutions most frequently review and 

depend on for products such as mortgages or credit 

cards.  

All PHA Network partner sites have adopted the 

practice of reviewing credit reports. However, none of 

the PHA partners is pulling FICO scores and credit 

reports using the CBA service suggested by Compass. 

RIHA has partnered with Avantus amending an 

existing contract through its mortgage department to 

pull FICO scores and credit reports at a low fee.  

MaineHousing Remote Financial Education 

MaineHousing FSS program staff directly 
provide financial coaching to clients as well as 
offer several ways for clients to get remote 
financial education.  

 Online financial education class through 
New Hampshire Housing Authority’s 
online financial education game 
“Financial Freedom.”  

 Paper long distance curriculum mailed to 
the participant. The Restart FSS coach 
discusses each completed chapter with 
the FSS participant.  

 In-person financial education class held 
by a Maine provider called New Ventures 
Inc.  

 Secret Facebook group for MaineHousing 
FSS program clients. 
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Both MaineHousing and Portland Housing have asked clients to access a free credit report service 

themselves called Credit Karma®, an online service that provides a credit score and access to the full 

credit report for its owner. Credit Karma provides Vantagescores which are different from FICO scores. 

Though the reports draw from both Transunion and Equifax and may provide a fuller picture of a client’s 

credit profile than simply looking at the credit report, there are a few  disadvantages to using such scores. 

First, clients do not see the FICO score that lenders most frequently look at when considering them for a 

loan or mortgage. Second, it is hard to compare client credit scores between Network sites. Third, using 

CreditKarma requires the client to pull the credit report and bring the information to the coach to review. 

By contrast, with the client’s permission, organizations who are approved by a credit bureau and FICO 

can pull the report on behalf of the client, increasing the likelihood that the financial coach and client 

review the credit report together at regular intervals. 

PHA Network partners articulated cost as the impediment to contracting with CBA to pull Transunion 

FICO scores and credit reports.  

Providing financial education classes 

Compass’ core approach has historically incorporated financial education. To provide more services to 

clients and make use of existing financial resources in the area, Portland Housing partnered with local 

Key Bank to offer optional financial workshops for its residents (including but not limited to FSS 

participants) at the housing authority’s office. After the initial workshop by a Key Bank volunteer, 

Portland Housing decided to also conduct some of the workshops using its own staff. The financial 

workshops focus on basic banking, budgeting, and credit, and they offer different sections for different 

levels of specificity. 

With dispersed populations, both MaineHousing and RIHA have struggled with the idea of providing 

financial education classes. MaineHousing offers financial education remotely one-on-one and now 

through a secret Facebook page. 

Changes in interim disbursement policies 

Upon joining the Network, PHA sites already had an 

existing set of FSS program policies and procedures 

in place. Until Compass Network staff rolled out the 

program assessment tool and suggested that all 

Network partners develop an FSS program policies 

and procedures manual, Network PHA sites did not 

talk about changing their program policies and 

procedures to better align with Compass’ asset-

building model. However, after going through the 

assessment and manual processes, all three PHA sites 

have already adjusted or clarified, or intend to adjust 

their interim withdrawal policies to allow for interim 

withdrawals for credit-building purposes and for 

reasons which support access to employment.  

Using interim withdrawals to pay off debt incurred 

before joining the FSS program and rebuild credit is 

National Network Financial Coaching Support 

Compass offers two levels of financial coaching to 
partner organizations.  

 Focused at the beginning of an organization’s 
engagement with Compass, the first level of 
financial coaching TA teaches staff the basics of 
financial coaching, including how to create a 
budget with the client, reviewing credit history, 
and setting financial goals. The TA often is 
delivered through in-person trainings with 
Compass staff.  

 At the second level of financial coaching TA, 
Compass staff take a hands-off approach, 
encouraging partner organizations to reach out 
to Compass with specific questions regarding 
financial coaching. Throughout this phase, 
Compass also engages in discussions on highly 
specialized subjects with financial coaches 
during check-ins around issues that financial 
coaches have encountered with their clients.  



GOAL 1: EXPAND ACCESS TO MODEL 

Abt Associates  Compass Working Capital | Network Evaluation Final Report ▌pg. 20 

one of Compass’ core policies towards participant asset-building: its theory is that credit is an important 

asset that a person brings to a banking relationship.  

Formalizing data collection 

All participating FSS programs—both PHAs and multifamily sites—use Compass’ FPWB Survey to 

collect initial data from clients on financial well-being and behaviors. Also, all sites report program data 

to Compass quarterly; Compass then analyzes the data and reports them back to partner sites in the data 

dashboard.19 Appendix E includes a sample data dashboard. 

Upon joining the Network, PHA sites worked with Compass Network staff to formalize and standardize 

data collection about their FSS programs. Similarly to multifamily sites, PHA sites sent select FSS 

program data to Compass Network staff for checking. Compass Network staff sent back a data dashboard 

that presented the data in a format allowing sites to see their progress alongside that of other Network 

sites.  

For two of the PHA sites, the help with data collection was a big motivation in joining the Network; 

specifically, these sites hoped to gain access to Compass’ own data management system. Though that 

ultimately was not feasible, Compass Network staff were able to provide extensive data-related support to 

these two sites, including developing an Access database for one of them. 

The discipline of collecting data and reporting it to Compass has value for the PHA sites; specifically, 

having data about their program all in one place. One PHA site staffer explained:  

In the past we were collecting data sporadically. We kind of just pulled it together when 

someone needed a report done, or they needed facts, or some numbers. Now we actually 

have a spreadsheet that Compass provided that we can report to them where we track 

our tenants, whether they are enrolled or graduated or terminated. We track their 

income. We also track their [Housing Assistance Payments], how they are using the 

money, if they get a disbursement because of the suggestion that they gave us. Now when 

somebody needs a report from us or they need numbers we have one specific spot that we 

can all go to and just pull it right away, we don’t have to search for it. 

Data collection guided by Compass Network staff has also allowed some program staff to set more 

realistic program goals. And PHA sites valued the ability to benchmark their sites’ progress over time. 

One PHA Network partner found that breaking down the information into digestible formats has allowed 

it to better comprehend the data summarizing the work that it does. One Network partner staffer noted 

that operationalizing the data collection process has improved the program’s overall client flow process. 

Additionally, she talked about how she is able to more easily share program output data with funders and 

Board members. 

                                                      
19 Multifamily sites are collecting and reporting client data to Compass, but only one of the sites reported value from the data 

collection support: support was critical in getting accurate escrow information from its property management company. One of 

the multifamily sites has only just started to report program data after enrolling its first client in the last quarter of 2018; 

another multifamily site already has an established data collection system, which makes reporting information straightforward, 

and so requires minimal support from Compass Network staff in setting up or improving its data collection. 
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One Network partner staffer articulated the value of having measures that have been validated and 

checked. “It is nice to be collecting data that has some sort of evidence or research behind it, that has 

been learned through experience that these indicators are the most helpful and most reliable.” 

Programs have appreciated the flexibility in submitting data to Compass in a variety of formats, noting 

that if Compass mandated use of a particular data reporting program, it would potentially dissuade smaller 

programs with limited budgets from participating in the Network.  

The other data collection task that Compass has asked Network sites to do is administer to their clients the 

FPWB Survey, which Compass uses for its own direct service clients, to assess financial practices and 

well-being. PHA sites reported that incorporating the survey into their coaching appointments has helped 

as a conversation starter with clients about their financial practices.  

2.4 Constraints in Expanding Access Experienced by Network Partners 

Staff capacity, determined by funding available to Network partners, constrained the speed at which 

programs could expand or launch the asset-based FSS program model.  Programs able to secure 

philanthropic funding had greater staff capacity and were more successful in quickly launching and 

sustaining the program. One multifamily Network site was not able to secure additional funding and in 

December 2018 decided to close its FSS program.  

Additionally, Network partners faced a set of specific client-related challenges which slowed the ability 

of program staff to expand access to the asset-building FSS program. This section discusses each of these 

constraints in greater detail.  

Low staff and funding capacity to implement Compass’ FSS program model 

PHA and multifamily partner staff reported feeling overwhelmed by the volume of information required 

to learn Compass’ asset-building model. Staff at sites that had no prior financial coaching experience 

reported a particularly steep learning curve in developing their own financial content knowledge so that 

they would feel sufficiently confident in talking with clients about potentially sensitive financial topics.  

Management at one Network site found that the steep learning curve of the FSS program resulted in staff 

lacking the confidence to talk about the FSS program and financial coaching; the result was ineffective 

FSS recruitment. The manager of the site’s FSS program discussed this challenge with Compass Network 

staff. Together they developed a strategy to focus training on one site staffer whom Compass had 

identified as having strong resident relationships. With focused training and support, this staffer became 

increasingly comfortable with the FSS program and in offering financial advice to residents. The payoff 

was clear in a quick increase in clients enrolled in the program over subsequent weeks. 

The steep learning curve was perhaps a symptom of insufficient time for staff to learn and practice the 

core elements of financial coaching, or to implement changes to their policies and procedures. Staff from 

five of the seven active Network partners reported facing the challenge of limited staff capacity in 

implementing changes to their FSS programs. This was especially a challenge for sites at the beginning of 

their engagement with the Network when learning and practice was the greatest. Staff at the sites reported 

a tension between trying to build their programs by incorporating aspects of the Compass program model 

and continuing to carry out their existing responsibilities. Program site staff at times felt overwhelmed by 

the need to provide individualized financial coaching while learning on the job. One FSS coordinator 

explained the challenge: 
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You have to individualize each approach because everyone is so different.… I’m 

interested in learning more…and…it’s just the three of us, and for FSS it’s currently just 

me, so it’s challenging to do that ongoing financial assistance, but that’s our goal, is to 

improve upon that. 

Some earlier partners who joined the Network when Compass was still developing its approach to TA 

reported feeling overwhelmed by the amount of Compass TA they received. After this feedback from 

partners, Compass adjusted to a more on-demand model of TA, which partners preferred. The large 

amount of information that sites have to learn has meant in some cases that sites implemented the model 

at a slower pace than Compass Network staff originally anticipated. 

Staffing challenges were particularly difficult for multifamily sites operating new FSS programs. Network 

program staff described challenges in juggling existing responsibilities with FSS programming. As 

staffers from a multifamily site expressed, 

I’m carving out time now for FSS, but it’s really hard, because people are constantly 

looking for me for different things, all sorts of things…because we had full-time jobs 

before FSS…so juggling that has been the biggest challenge. 

One multifamily site recently decided to discontinue its FSS program because it does not have sufficient 

capacity to operate the FSS program and manage the other additional challenges of uncooperative 

property managers. Staff from this site emphasized that the FSS program needed a full-time employee 

focused only on the program. However, delays in funding and a property owner so far unwilling to 

increase funding for the FSS program have meant that the organization is not able hire a full-time 

employee for the program.  

Staffing is obviously affected by program budgets: the more budget available, the more staffing resources 

can be assigned to the program changes. However, program budgets also made it difficult to implement 

some additional components of the Compass model. For example, one PHA program was not able to use 

the Compass approach of sending high-quality, aspirational postcards to recruit new clients because of the 

cost of creating and sending them. One of the resident services coordinators explained: 

 I thought the [Compass marketing materials] were nice, but it’s not something I would 

use, because I can’t afford to send it out to over 1,000 people. I don’t have the funds in 

my grant to be able to do that. 

Similarly, for three PHAs, the decision to use alternative credit reporting services that are free rather than 

paying for access to FICO credit reports and scores through CBA appears to be largely financial. This has 

created a challenge for Compass Network staff who had hoped to have comparable credit scores to track 

across Network sites, allowing them to see changes over time for the whole Network, or to provide an 

average credit score for Network sites.  

Partner sites were aware of the benefits of increasing funding they had available, and in some cases were 

working to find additional funds. One site had managed to forestall the challenges of insufficient funds 

and challenges with staffing by having site partners commit at the launch of the program to extensive 

fundraising to support the property staffing. This site included a financial coaching partner that had 

extensive demonstrated fundraising capacity to very effectively sell the initiative to local funders. Two 

sites took steps to increase the amount of funding available to expand their services. Portland Housing 

acted both to build its funding capacity for growing the FSS program and to develop creative strategies 
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for reducing the workload of its full-time FSS program staff. It applied for and was successful in 

obtaining additional grant funding to supplement its HUD program funding and hired a grant writer to 

build its overall grant-writing capacity beyond the FSS program. One multifamily site had attempted to 

access more funds to support its FSS program but was unsuccessful, resulting in the decision to close it 

down.  

Sites were somewhat at the mercy of their organizational experience and success in fundraising, which 

was largely affected by the larger context of available funds and foundations to reach out to. The 

multifamily site that was not successful in raising funds to keep its FSS program going was located in a 

philanthropically impoverished location. 

Client-related Challenges Vary for Each Site  

The Greater Boston area offers a host of advantages as well as unique challenges for Compass’ FSS 

program clients: the advantages of a strong labor market, geographical density, and relatively supportive 

public transportation system and the disadvantages of an expensive housing market. The successes 

observed for Compass clients in the Greater Boston area FSS programs in the recent Abt evaluation20 may 

in part be supported by that local context: clients may not face some or all of the barriers that sites with 

more dispersed populations or fewer employment opportunities do. All partner sites noted that their 

specific sites have unique characteristics that pose challenges to FSS program implementation, challenges 

that clients of Compass’ direct service programming in the Greater Boston also experience though 

perhaps not always to the same degree.  

Employment and transportation 

Dispersed rural populations often face challenges with limited employment opportunities. Additionally, 

staff at two multifamily programs in more urban locations noted a lack of employment opportunities for 

their residents. This makes it challenging for residents to gain a steady income, much less focus on asset-

building and savings. One staffer explained: 

It’s really hard for folks to find jobs. There is really limited economic development. And 

even when jobs are available, most of them are far away. 

The lack of job opportunities is often an issue of not having transportation to get to the job. One of the 

partner staff described the challenge of unreliable transportation:  

There is no public transportation that’s reliable. There is a bus system, but it’s constantly 

breaking down and it’s not typically on time. It’s not conducive to getting to a job on any 

sort of regular basis. And the infrastructure is really bad, so roads are crumbling and 

there [are] potholes.… Unless you have some sort of reliable transportation, it’s really 

difficult to hold a job. 

We observed on one site visit the local bus broken down on the side of the highway: staff at the FSS 

program site noted that this was a common occurrence. Residents at this multifamily property faced real 

challenges in being able to get transportation to employment. One FSS program staffer commented that 

they work proactively to find jobs for residents that are local and accessible: 

                                                      
20 Geyer, Judy, Lesley Freiman, Jeffrey Lubell, and Micah Villarreal. 2017. Evaluation of the Compass Family Self-Sufficiency 

(FSS) Programs Administered in Partnership with Public Housing Agencies in Lynn and Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Cambridge, MA and Bethesda, MD: Abt Associates. 
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Obviously, the program is only successful if people then become employed or they 

improve their employment, advance in their employment, so that they have an increase in 

income. So that the challenges are how do we get people to jobs making livable wages 

when access to transportation is so limited?… We have to be real creative to get people 

jobs. So in order to address that, we’re really looking at job development with local 

employers and connecting real people to real jobs that are accessible to them. 

Transportation is also a challenge for rural populations; rural populations are often far from employment 

opportunities. As a result, owning a car is a critical support to obtaining a job. 

Engaging with the local employment and transportation environment is clearly critical to the success of 

some FSS programs. Ensuring the asset-building model can be flexible enough to support residents to 

access employment (e.g., allowing interim withdrawals to support purchase of a car) may be beneficial for 

sites where a car means being able to access better employment opportunities. Compass’ typical interim 

withdrawal policies are supportive and flexible to allow participants to use interim withdrawals for car 

purchases. Additional engagement with local transportation policy may also be beneficial where it makes 

sense. For example, POAH Independence was considering engaging with local city officials to advocate 

for additional bus routes to serve the property it serves with the FSS program.  

State policy environment 

State policy can influence where residents’ starting point is; residents with fewer supports from state 

benefit programs are often in a state of crisis when they walk into an FSS program. Springboard staff in 

Jackson, Mississippi, commented that the state policy infrastructure meant residents struggled to access 

basic welfare benefits to meet their basic needs such as food assistance. In response to this challenging 

environment, the FSS coordinators had to tailor their services to meeting such basic needs before they 

could start thinking about saving money. Staff also found that many clients struggle with unsupported 

mental health challenges, which has made it more difficult to provide services. This suggests a need for 

some sites to engage with their local state policy infrastructure, which can make provision of the FSS 

program more or less successful. 

Language 

Compass’ Boston program serves residents speaking multiple languages, but Portland, Maine, receives a large 

number of refugees, so Portland Housing faces a population speaking an extraordinary number of languages 

and with a diverse number of cultural practices. Staff frequently have to use interpreters to communicate 

with them. Staff estimate they interact with approximately 40 percent of clients in the agency’s 

emPOWERme program through an interpreter. Another challenge reported is that some residents do not 

use credit for religious reasons. An emPOWERme staffer explained:  

A lot of my immigrant refugees don’t believe in credit. So they don’t want to pull [a credit 

report]. They don’t want to know. I try to encourage them, to hopefully try to educate 

them. But sometimes they’re just not there yet. Some people are so afraid.… It’s against a 

religious belief. They’re not allowed to have credit. 

Skeptical residents 

Resident skepticism was articulated as a challenge at two different multifamily sites. Program staff have 

had to work to build buy-in among eligible residents for the FSS program, noting those who are skeptical 

of the FSS program ask, “What’s the catch?” At the longer-established multifamily site, staff have had 

success in reaching residents once a few residents have had success in the program and been able to 
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withdraw funds from their escrow account. Residents then start sharing that the program is real and 

trustworthy by word of mouth and enrollment ramps up quickly. The second multifamily site has been 

brainstorming with Compass on ways to better engage residents, including holding office hours in lieu of 

more formal onboarding orientation sessions to increase staff accessibility to residents. Learning from the 

first site, the second hopes that once enrollments ramp up, word-of-mouth contact will persuade 

additional residents to enroll in the FSS program.  

2.5 The Alternative Approach of a High-Fidelity Affiliate Model  

In addition to providing high-touch TA, Compass developed a second approach to bringing its asset-

building FSS model to Public Housing Authorities—a high-fidelity affiliate model. Higher intensity than, 

and drawing on the high-touch TA outlined above, this model offers the opportunity to create a higher-

fidelity application of Compass’ asset-building FSS program in other cities. The structure of the model 

allows Compass greater control and accountability over the details of operation, even as it continues to 

partner with local organizations for implementation. In its first application of this model, Compass is 

partnering with Clarifi, a non-profit financial counseling organization based in Philadelphia, and the 

Philadelphia Housing Authority, to offer the Compass FSS model to the Authority’s clients. This section 

briefly reviews the structure of the high-fidelity affiliate model as implemented to date in Philadelphia. 

The section then reviews reflections from Compass and Clarifi staff about the potential advantages this 

model offers in bringing the asset-based model to scale, and concludes with a summary of program staff 

experiences to date. 

2.5.1 Structure of the High-Fidelity Affiliate Model 

Philadelphia Housing is one of the largest PHAs in the United States, serving 36,000 households, 21,245 

of whom are headed by an individual who is neither elderly nor a person with a disability. After 

responding to a request for proposals, Compass was awarded the contract with Philadelphia Housing to 

administer the FSS program in April 2018. Compass sub-contracts with Clarifi, a local mission-aligned 

non-profit financial counseling organization, to implement the FSS program locally, with training and 

support from Compass staff. The partnership is funded by revenue from the Philadelphia Housing 

contract supplemented with philanthropic support.  

Program responsibilities are shared between Compass, Clarifi and Philadelphia Housing, with Clarifi 

overseeing direct program implementation, Compass providing oversight and support, and Philadelphia 

Housing responsible for the escrow management. Exhibit 3 provides a breakdown of key FSS program 

activities and the organization responsible to carry out these program components. 
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Exhibit 3: Responsibilities of each partner in the Philadelphia high-fidelity model 

 Compass Clarifi Philadelphia Housing 

Responsible for FSS Program Contract 
with Philadelphia Housing 

X  n/a 

Hiring FSS Program Director and 
Financial Coaching Staff 

X X  

Front Line Staff Employees  X  

Providing Training of FSS Program 
Director and Financial Coaching Staff 

X X  

Conducting Financial Education and 
Coaching 

 X  

Marketing FSS Program to Philadelphia 
Housing Residents 

 X  

Administering Contract of Participation  X X 

Escrow Management   X 

Source: Interview Data 

The model takes advantage of Compass’ and Clarifi’s strengths. Compass brought to the table a strong 

track record of working with Massachusetts public housing authorities to implement their FSS programs 

as well as the knowledge accumulated through the Network. Clarifi brought to the table expertise in the 

local communities of Philadelphia and experience working with Philadelphia Housing.  Both Compass 

and Clarifi have financial coaching expertise and experience. 

Compass sees Clarifi as being strongly mission-aligned, particularly in their client-centered approach to 

financial education and counseling. Compass and Clarifi worked together to develop the job description 

for and hire a program director. Clarifi then hired five additional FSS program financial coaching staff. In 

addition to Clarifi’s training process, which includes certification by the National Foundation for Credit 

Counseling, the six FSS program staff have all been trained at Compass’ Boston office. The program 

director spent two weeks at Compass, and the other five FSS program staff did a shorter version of 

apprenticeship training extremely similar to the Compass model for hiring and training financial coaches.  

Compass provided dedicated staff to conduct financial coaching, training and to help administer aspects 

of the FSS program while Clarifi hired these additional staff. Additionally, Compass’ executive director, 

Sherry Riva, is involved in contractual and oversight functions with the Philadelphia Housing 

relationship. 

Clarifi is a member of the Compass Network and its staff have access to all Network trainings and events. 

Compass Network staff are on hand to provide TA, but provide a much higher level of support for this 

partnership than they do for other high-touch TA partners. For example, Clarifi FSS program staff have 

access to Compass’ direct service trainings such as Compass’ financial coach weekly lunch and learns.21 

                                                      
21 Lunch and Learns are a regular learning opportunity for Compass direct service financial coaches to review specific set topics 

together and trouble shoot any client issues related to the topic of the week.  
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2.5.2 Advantages of the High-Fidelity Affiliate Model 

With a public-private partnership supported through local philanthropy during the start-up phase, this 

model aims to be of a higher fidelity to the Compass direct service model articulated in Chapter 1 of this 

report than the Network partners who have only received technical assistance.  

Compass staff articulate that this model has several advantages over the high-touch TA model: greater 

control over the design and implementation allowing for a potentially higher-fidelity implementation of 

Compass’ model and an ability to hold the local partner accountable. Specifically, this model allows 

Compass a high degree of control over how the model is implemented—as a sub-contractor Clarifi is 

accountable to Compass for the implementation of the program.  

The high-fidelity affiliate model allows Compass greater control over program policies and to define clear 

outcomes and hold Clarifi accountable for delivering those outcomes. As one Compass staffer involved in 

the Network articulated:  

I think I am just very excited that with Philadelphia we have our own goals, we set the 

enrollment goal is and we are going to be looking at outcomes just like we look at our 

own outcomes, like how much are people increasing and decreasing income, how are 

peoples credit scores increasing. I am excited about that versus our other partnerships 

through the Network which is just, “here is information” and hoping that they do the 

best. 

Clarifi staff anticipate that they may need to tweak aspects of Compass’ program design and 

implementation, including program policies and procedures, based on the specific needs of the 

Philadelphia Housing residents. 

We do anticipate that that [tweaking program policies] may happen…not necessarily the 

core of their model, but especially around interim policy, policies…we may see 

additional issues that come up here at Philadelphia that may not be standard issues for 

some of the other places where Compass is in operation.… We’re open to that. We want 

to see if there is something that is out there that we can help families move forward that 

maybe has not been captured before. But so far, we haven’t. 

Given the size of Philadelphia Housing, the partnership has also provided Compass with the opportunity 

to reach a large number of clients with their asset-based program model at a scale not seen currently 

among the high-touch TA partners. Compass staff see just putting the model together and testing it as 

highly valuable. Said one Compass Network staffer:  

I think we are still waiting to see if this model works but pursuing that and being able to 

test whether or not [this is] a big enough opportunity where we have tens of thousands of 

families eligible for FSS is partnering more closely with the really high capacity 

organization locally on an FSS program gets us outcomes that look closer to what 

Compass sees and where the program feels more like Compass, seeing if that works I 

think that is already a big success to be starting that. 

Another major difference in the structure of the high-fidelity affiliate model is the involvement of 

Compass in bringing significant philanthropic financial resources to the partnership, a difference from the 

high-touch TA partnerships. While some high-touch TA partners have had success in raising 

philanthropic funds to support their FSS program, Compass has largely been uninvolved in this process. 
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By contrast Compass has directly raised philanthropic funds for the high-fidelity affiliate model at 

Philadelphia. As a consequence, Clarifi has been able to staff up their FSS program rapidly, putting them 

in position, potentially, to quickly expand the number of Philadelphia Housing FSS program participants.  

In addition to the potential for greater fidelity, more control and accountability, the capacity to reach 

greater scale, and Compass involvement in philanthropy, the financial structure of the high-fidelity 

affiliate model at Philadelphia initially looks much more financially sustainable for Compass. Earned 

revenue from this model so far accounts for almost half of the costs of the program.  

2.5.3 Program Staff Experience 

Implementation of the asset-based model at Philadelphia Housing’s FSS program is still in its early 

stages. Clarifi staff have been offering group orientations and financial coaching sessions. They have also 

been doing marketing and outreach for the FSS program. Clarifi staff are already seeing value from the 

Compass model. One Clarifi staffer identified the value of the “surround sound” marketing approach for 

one of their clients: 

We have a client.… She found out about the services through her current Clarifi 

counselor. … because she came into Clarifi, got an email from Clarifi, again, that kind of 

strategic surround sound, different ways in which we can approach clients to let them 

know. 

The Clarifi staff interviewed indicated that they value the support from Compass in learning the program 

model, support that has been developed and refined with the high-touch TA for the other Network sites. 

One staffer explained that even in her training she could observe the thoughtfulness and careful 

documentation of how to approach the program. She referred to the director’s manual that Compass 

provided for her as her “best friend” in referring back to how the program operates. Clarifi staffers are 

also finding value from access to the same high-touch TA resources offered to other Network partners 

such as the web portal and associated resources, meetings, and regular check-in calls with Compass 

Network staff on FSS program management questions. 

2.6 Growth in the Number of Clients at Network Sites With Access to the Asset-

Building Program Model 

A major goal of Compass in launching the Network was to expand the number of clients who have access 

to its asset-building FSS program model. Compass staff also anticipated that as a result of accessing the 

asset-building model, clients would see improvements in their financial situations. However, Network 

partner FSS programs face challenges in raising the financial resources needed to expand their FSS 

programs further. Section 2.6 reviews the progress made by each Network partner. 

2.6.1 Expanded Enrollment in and Access to Asset-Building FSS Programs 

Expanded Enrollment in Network Programs 

Compass intended to reach approximately 1,000 new clients through the Network by the end of the three-

year pilot. As of December 2018, Compass partner sites were serving 732 clients, an increase in 

enrollment of nearly one third (30 percent) since partner sites joined the Network. Enrollment percentages 

for partner sites are slightly lower than anticipated targets outlined in their Action Plans, though many 

sites are still in the process of launching their programs.  
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Since joining the Network, each site has expanded or launched its FSS program, thus reaching new 

clients. Since launching one site experienced significant challenges, and subsequently discontinued its 

FSS program.  

MaineHousing’s FSS program has nearly doubled in size, growing to 54 clients.22 MaineHousing 

adopted a range of approaches for expanding the size of its program, including a variation on the 

Compass intake model of having an orientation session for clients prior to enrollment. However, rather 

than holding an orientation for clients in a group setting, FSS coordinators there have needed to instead 

meet one-on-one with clients because these clients live all over the state. MaineHousing also drew on 

Compass materials to augment its existing marketing materials. MaineHousing staff have also expanded 

the reach of their program through launching two new pilots with the FSS program. 

Portland Housing similarly has a goal of expanding its program to serve more clients. The program 

relies heavily on referrals from the emPOWERme resident services program. In 2018 Portland received a 

multi-year grant to expand its FSS program, and as a result have hired two additional full-time FSS 

coordinators to help with these efforts. FSS staff have also adjusted the marketing materials that they send 

to residents in the mail. These marketing materials incorporate graphics from the Compass marketing 

materials and focus on client aspirations, demonstrating to interested participants the potential savings 

that they could generate in their escrow accounts. 

Portland Housing has expanded from 55 residents in 

its FSS program when it joined the Network to 70 

residents at the end of 2018. It is poised for growth in 

enrollment with new funding to expand its FSS 

program from the John T. Gorman Foundation, 

creating more opportunity for the asset-based FSS 

program model to reach more clients at this site. 

By the end of its engagement with the Network, 

Springboard had launched a multifamily program 

that enrolled 18 residents; however, as a result of 

several challenges, Springboard is now discontinuing 

its FSS program.  

Since launching its FSS program in May 2017, POAH 

Independence has seen enrollments grow rapidly, with 84 residents enrolled by December 2018. The 

program ultimately aims to enroll at least 170 participants. Rather than beginning a large marketing 

campaign, staff conducted a “soft launch,” in which they identified eligible participants through existing 

connections with the Community Services League (CSL) and POAH staff. Once the program had a 

handful of eligible families enrolled, word of mouth allowed it to rapidly grow. As one CSL staffer noted,  

I think there is that natural skepticism that it is not real and then when someone says it is 

real it is almost like they need the confirmation from that person more than they need the 

confirmation from me. 

                                                      
22  MaineHousing’s FSS enrollment count at the beginning of the engagement was 31. Source: Initial staff interview 

Client Success Story: Portland Housing 

A number of participants have graduated out of 
Portland Housing’s FSS program. The FSS 
program coordinator shared this story about one 
client:  

“I recently had an appointment with an FSS 
participant who has improved her credit score by 
over 60 points in just a few months. She was able 
to get on a payment plan for her student loans and 
also had one incorrect student loan debt removed 
from her credit report. Through MaineHealth’s 
Free Care Program, she took care of her hospital 
debt. She was so excited; she couldn't wait to 
show me her score! This client's goal is to be 
homeownership ready by 2019.” 
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Buy-in from property management allowed the program to enroll participants quickly and efficiently, 

building a culture that valued the FSS program. As one CSL staffer shared,  

Our desire is that when families come on board and sign a lease to move [to the 

property], we want them to consider enrollment as soon as they [walk] through the 

property. On that end we are working on building that kind of culture. 

The Community Builders launched its own FSS program at Plumley Village in Worcester, 

Massachusetts. Though it encountered difficulties enrolling clients at the beginning of the engagement, 

TCB has now enrolled eight participants. There is further room for expansion; Plumley Village has more 

than 200 eligible families. The slow start may be attributed, at least in part, to TCB staff’s hesitation to 

enroll participants without feeling confident about the FSS program, in addition to initial participants’ 

hesitations about the program. Compass staff have been working with TCB to alleviate such concerns, 

including facilitating a conversation with CSL staff about their approach to the FSS program. 

Additionally, TCB has focused the FSS program work on one staffer who is becoming increasingly 

confident in her understanding of the program and in doing the financial coaching. These strategies seem 

to be paying off with clients now enrolled in the program. 

RIHA has increased its FSS enrollment from 130 to 146 since its engagement with the Network. RIHA 

experienced a significant reduction in the number of eligible participants for its FSS program following 

larger bureaucratic changes to the geographic boundaries it was allowed to recruit from—the result was a 

reduction in eligible residents. With Compass’ help, Rhode Island adapted marketing materials to target 

its new restricted geographic area, and its staff have been able to increase enrollment despite the loss of 

eligible residents.  

In partnership with Clarifi and Compass, Philadelphia Housing hopes to expand on its existing FSS 

program, reaching more families with tailored financial coaching. Philadelphia Housing will follow a 

model unique from the other partnerships by having an experienced financial counseling organization 

subcontracted to provide financial coaching to its clients. Philadelphia Housing has increased enrollment 

from 345 residents to 359 since Clarifi began offering FSS program orientations and outreach in 

September 2018. While this is still a small fraction of eligible households, Clarifi aims to ramp up 

enrollment significantly. 

Expanded Access to Asset-Building FSS Programs 

Since HUD does not place any formal limits on the number of FSS participants at any housing authority, 

Network partners have the potential to serve a far larger number of clients if they can overcome obstacles 

to expansion. At each partner site, there is a large population of residents who are eligible for the FSS 

program, but who have not yet signed up for the program. Part of Compass’ approach in working with 

sites on marketing strategies is to help them reach a greater proportion of these eligible residents. 

Compass estimates that, across all Network sites, there are approximately 26,493 households with a head 

who is neither elderly nor disabled, a benchmark Compass uses to gauge the enrollment rate of each 

program. Enrollment rates vary by Network site from 4 percent to 14 percent of clients. Philadelphia 

Housing currently has an enrollment rate of 1.6 percent. If the current Network sites could increase their 

enrollment so that the mean enrollment across all sites was the same as Compass’ direct service average 

enrollment percentage of 18 percent, enrollment for the current Network partners would be approximately 

4,700.   
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Compass staff also see the initial partnerships established through the Network as a way to reach 

multifamily sites beyond the initial partner sites. Two Network partners are large multifamily property 

owners who are each running a pilot site to test out the FSS program. While one of these sites decided to 

close their FSS program, the other is still in the pilot phase and may consider expanding the FSS program 

to other properties if the pilot is successful. Another Network partner is a national multifamily property 

owner who has partnered with Compass on direct service work and is interested in expanding FSS to 

other properties in its portfolio. For this owner, the Network offers an opportunity to experiment with an 

alternative way to expand the FSS program to other properties. These sites illustrate the strategic 

decisions that Network staff have made to partner with sites that offer expansion opportunities if the 

initial partnership site is successful.   

2.6.2 Client-Level Financial Status Changes 

Through the Network TA, Compass anticipated that the clients of Network partner sites would see 

improvements in their financial status. Compass does not yet have sufficient data to be able to make clear 

assertions about the impact of its assistance for clients.23 As a result of Compass’ TA, more clients have 

access to and are using Compass’ asset-building FSS program model. Data reported to Compass for the 

third quarter of 2018 by Network partners suggests that at newly launched multifamily sites, which likely 

would have struggled to launch without Compass’ TA,  110 clients of those programs have collectively 

saved a total of $40,000 (mean per client $364). It is unclear whether those clients would have saved 

similar amounts without access to the FSS program. To fully assess changes in client financial status, we 

would need a comparison group to assess the impact of the asset-building model on FSS program clients. 

 Average Increases in Earnings: Based on data reported in the Q3 2018 Network data dashboard, 

Compass direct service site clients averaged a 47 percent increase in earnings over an average of 28 

months in the FSS program. Network partner sites report to Compass varied increases in earnings. 

According to Compass’ Q3 2018 Network data dashboard 46 percent and 47 percent respectively of 

clients at Portland Housing and RIHA have increased earnings. Approximately 25 percent of 

MaineHousing, Springboard, and POAH Independence clients have increased earnings. (Absent a 

controlled experiment, we are unable to determine whether these average increases in earnings are 

improvements from previous earnings increases for existing sites, and it is unclear whether these 

participants would have increased their earnings regardless of their involvement in the FSS program). 

The Study Team has not independently verified these numbers.  

 Escrow Saved: Given the scope of this evaluation and the data available, it is impossible to say for 

existing FSS program sites whether the Network TA affected the escrow amounts that clients saved. 

However, we can say that clients saved escrow as a result of TA provided to launch new multifamily 

sites. According to data reported by Network partners to Compass, clients at these newly launched 

multifamily sites had saved on average $364 per person, a collective total of $40,026 as of December 

2018. (Note that we are unable to assess whether these families would have saved in the absence of 

the FSS program without conducting a client outcome study with an appropriate control or 

comparison group). 

                                                      
23 Compass has struggled to get always accurate data from sites about the financial status of their clients. For example, some 

Network partner sites do not collect FICO credit scores, instead collecting Vantage credit scores, making it hard to assess 

changes in client financial status for the Network overall. 
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Exhibit 4: Select Client-Level Data for Active Network Partner Sites 

Site 

Date 

Joined the 

Network 

FSS 

Eligible 

Population 

Clients at 

Network 

Joining 

Clients as of 

December 

2018 

Escrow Saved as of 

December 2018b 

Increased 

Earnings 

Maine State Housing 

Authority 

2016, 

September 

1,500 31 54 $41,747 (average escrow 

per client $1,898) 

24% 

Portland Housing 

Authority 

2016, 

September 

1,476 55 70 $254,371 (average 

escrow per client $5,087) 

46% 

Springboard to 

Opportunities 

2016, 

September 

364 0 18 $3,892 (average escrow 

per client $1,297) 

28% 

CSL/POAH 

Independence 

2017,  

March 

592 0 84 $36,134 (average escrow 

per client $1,204) 

24% 

The Community 

Builders 

2017, 

August 

210 0 8 $686 11% 

Rhode Island 

Housing Authority 

2017, 

November 

1,106 130 146 $461,135 (average 

escrow per client $4,611) 

47% 

Philadelphia Housing 

Authority 

2018, 

November 

21,245 345 359 a a 

Totals  24,993 561 732   

Source: Network Data Dashboard, Q3, 2018 
a Compass does not yet have accurate information on escrow and earnings increases from Philadelphia Housing. 
b The average escrow figures reported in this table is calculated using only the escrow amounts of FSS program clients who have escrow 

balances.  

Our assessment of client-level changes is by necessity very limited. We believe that a valuable next step 

for Compass’ Network team to consider is an outcomes evaluation for Network partner sites that have 

implemented a basic level of the asset-building model.  

2.6.3 Financial Constraints on Ability of Network Sites to Expand Size of FSS Programs 

Growing an FSS program requires the ability to increase the financial resources available for the program. 

Network partner experiences suggest that the asset-based FSS program model requires a minimum 

dedicated number of FSS program staff who can become financial coaching experts as well as experts in 

the FSS program. PHA and multifamily FSS programs have different revenue streams to fund their FSS 

programs. The following sub-sections review the different financial models of PHA and multifamily 

programs in the Network.  

PHA FSS programs 

Most PHA FSS programs receive a grant from HUD to cover at least one FSS coordinator, which allows 

them to dedicate time and attention to the FSS program. The maximum HUD grant is calculated to create 

a specific staff-client ratio. A program becomes eligible to apply for one coordinator by serving 25 

clients. To be eligible to receive additional funds to hire one extra FSS coordinator, the FSS program 

must increase its number of clients by 50. Even then it will get an extra coordinator only if HUD has extra 

money after renewing all existing coordinators, which does not happen very often. As a result, Network 

partners found it challenging to expand enrollment within their PHA program without finding additional 

non-HUD sources of funding. Significantly, three out of four PHA program Network partners were able 

to grow their program through additional funding; one through pilot grant funding, and another when it 
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received funding from a local philanthropic foundation. This approach of supplementing HUD FSS 

coordinator funds with local philanthropic dollars has been key to Compass’ growth and is very much a 

part of their model. 

Multifamily FSS programs 

Multifamily programs do not receive dedicated funding from HUD to hire FSS program coordinators. As 

a result, multifamily property owners must assign some portion of their revenue or profits to fund the FSS 

program or seek philanthropic funding for coordinators. Two multifamily programs did not provide new 

dedicated funding for their FSS program staffing. These programs assigned the FSS program to staff who 

already had a large workload and responsibilities to provide a range of other resident services. As a result, 

they struggled to build expertise in financial coaching and to pay sufficient attention to the FSS program. 

One Network partner overcame this initial challenge by assigning the client intake and coaching to one 

staffer and taking away some of her non-FSS responsibilities, allowing her to become more acquainted 

with the program and to build financial coaching expertise. However, a second program was unable to 

raise sufficient funds to dedicate a staffer to the FSS program, and ultimately decided to close its FSS 

program because it was not financially sustainable.  

One multifamily site was very successful in raising philanthropic dollars. This site was able to dedicate 

two full-time staff people to the FSS program supplemented with a team of staff referring residents to the 

FSS program, and as a result rapidly enrolled clients into the program.  

Potential role of Network in growing financial resources for FSS programs 

These observations raise questions about the capacity of the sites to grow their FSS programs and ensure 

ongoing financial sustainability of the asset-based FSS program, especially for multifamily FSS 

programs. Administering the program brings a set of costs associated with staffing the basic 

administration of the FSS program, including administration of the escrow and provision of case 

management or coaching. Adding financial coaching to the workload requires additional resources to 

ensure that coaching meets the best practice-standard expected in Compass’ model.  

Several options exist for increasing the financial sustainability of the model, especially for multifamily 

sites. First, multifamily owners could commit more funds to the launching and running of the FSS 

program. The Network could potentially play a role in setting expectations of multifamily owners for the 

ideal amount of resources to commit, though the amount also could deter owners from seeking to 

participate. Second, HUD could provide dedicated funds to multifamily owners to staff the FSS program. 

This second route seems to be potentially in process, though it depends on the level of appropriations by 

Congress.  

Third, the Network could use its reputation to help fundraise for Network partner sites. The sites exist in 

vastly different fundraising contexts—Mississippi is a philanthropy-poor state, whereas Kansas City, 

Missouri, has a large number of philanthropic funders. The Network could offer an important opportunity 

to help even out the playing field and find ways to pool funds from across a range of different states and 

nationally to assist sites where philanthropic dollars are harder to access. 

2.7 Summary and Reflections 

Through TA provided to partner sites, more than 700 FSS program participants are now exposed to some 

version of the Compass asset-building program model. TA was critical for multifamily programs to 

launch and was extremely helpful for existing PHA FSS programs to align their programs to the asset-
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building model. Sites faced challenges in implementing the model: notably the lack of staff resources, 

particularly in the initial stages of adopting the asset-building model. Compass has also developed a 

promising high-fidelity affiliate model that it is testing in Philadelphia. This model is early in 

implementation, but suggests the potential for greater fidelity to Compass’ asset-building approach than 

can be achieved through the TA approach; the trade-off is a higher level of financial resources invested.  

For Network sites, the asset-building model presents some challenges in expanding programs; for sites to 

be most successful, access to philanthropic or other private resources is critical. The broader question for 

the FSS field to wrestle with is whether there is some level of ongoing subsidy that could both support the 

provision of TA in launching multifamily FSS programs and administer the FSS program at multifamily 

properties, as is provided to PHA FSS programs. A related question is whether resources could be 

identified to support the hiring of additional staff to expand existing FSS programs. 

As articulated by Compass in its proposal to the Kellogg Foundation, an important value proposition for 

Compass is reaching more FSS program clients with its asset-building model through opening up the 

opportunity for residents of multifamily housing to participate in FSS. The secondary but equally 

important part of the value proposition is establishing whether these partners and households see 

improvements in desired outcomes. For partners, this might be reduced turnover rates at the property, 

lower Housing Assistance Payments, and fewer clients returning to public housing. For clients, this looks 

like improved credit scores, earnings, and increased assets, along with improved financial practices and a 

greater sense of self-efficacy.  

An evaluative study of the outcomes of Network partner sites operating the asset-building FSS model 

could provide valuable insight into the effectiveness of that model when administered by sites other than 

Compass. 
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3. Goal 2:  Compass Developed Best Practice and Associated 

Resources for FSS Program Field  

Though the main focus of Compass’ high-touch TA 

was to encourage the adoption of elements of its asset-

building FSS program model by sites in the Network, 

their work also produced benefits for the broader FSS 

field.  Specifically, Compass’ work on the Network 

led to: (1) the development of a library of resources 

for developing or improving FSS programs that could 

be of benefit to both existing and new FSS programs; 

and (2) the development and refinement of best 

practices for implementing Compass’ asset-building 

model. These activities specifically build best 

practices and associated resources to strengthen the field of FSS program practitioners. 

Section 3.1 of this chapter reviews the volume of resources developed to date. Section 3.2 reviews the 

effect of the Network on the acceleration of learning for Compass’ own Direct Service programs, pointing 

to an important research and development function of the Network. 

3.1 Development of Library of Technical Assistance Materials  

Since launching the Network, Compass Network staff developed an impressive library of TA materials 

for use with member sites. These materials are aimed at sharing the asset-building FSS program model 

and promoting best practices for implementing it. Some of these materials were low-touch – for example, 

financial coaching resources members could access on their own from the web portal. Others involved 

more involvement with Compass staff – for example, the program assessment tool. Compass Network 

staff invested heavily in developing materials between September 2016 and November 2017. Between 

December 2017 and December 2018 Compass Network staff focused more on implementation of TA. 

Compass Network staff set out in September 2016 with a vision of providing TA to the first three 

Network partners that would include some similar components for both new and existing FSS programs: 

(1) a three-day in-person training; (2) TA calls focused on implementing financial coaching and education 

within the partners’ FSS programs; and (3) assisting the partners to implement Compass’ model of data 

and program management. For new sites, this would be supplemented with support in developing site-

specific FSS program policies and procedures. Compass Network staff aimed to “start somewhere,” 

expecting to learn and adjust their approach in response to seeing what worked and by observing and 

responding to partner needs (both identified and unidentified). 

Exhibit 5 shows the cumulative volume of tools, resources, and training modules that Compass had 

developed and put in place.  Clearly, Compass developed a large number of tools, resources, and training 

modules between September 2016 and November 2017 for both program management and for financial 

coaching and education. Fewer financial coaching and program management tools and resources were 

developed between December 2017 and December 2018. Development of property management tools and 

resources occurred fairly evenly across the entire evaluation period. 

Key Highlights of Chapter 3 

 Compass developed a library of TA curricula 
and tools to help others learn how to 
implement its asset-building program model.  

 Compass’ provision of TA accelerated the 
development and refinement of Compass’ own 
direct service programs, particularly in 
ensuring it was using program management 
and implementation best practices. 
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Exhibit 5: Tools, Resources, and Training Modules Developed by Compass Network Staff 

 

 

Compass Network staff are now reviewing the tools, resources, and training modules it developed and 

looking at ways to reduce the direct involvement of Compass Network staff in administering some of the 

more labor-intensive tools. For example, Compass Network staff report that they are looking at ways to 

revamp the program assessment tool so that instead of a customized use of the tool, Network partners can 

do the program assessment online themselves with some less staff-intensive review by Compass staff. 

The online review would then produce a semi-automated implementation plan based on the program 

assessment, and potentially provide automated reminders to keep Network partners on track with their 

implementation plan. Another example is the development of an online multifamily FSS course reviewed 

in greater detail in Section 3.4.2.  

3.2 Acceleration of Learning and Development of Compass’ Direct Service 

Programs 

While not the primary reason for its creation, the Network has also served as an accelerator for innovation 

and development of best practice within Compass’ direct service program. Development of materials for 

the Network has accelerated adjustments to Compass’ implementation of its own direct service FSS 

program, pushing the development of best practice between the Network and Compass’ direct service 

programs in a virtuous cycle.  

3.2.1 Compass as a Learning Organization 

To understand the role of the Network in accelerating Compass’ own learning about how to strengthen its 

direct service programs, it’s important to note that Compass’ model has evolved over time in response to 

new data and experiences. Compass staff view Compass as a learning organization, constantly refining its 

approach to achieve excellence in programming. Since the Network has been in operation, while the core 

of Compass’ direct service theory of change has remained the same, Compass’ understanding of what 

program components are necessary to effect this theory of change has been evolving through refinement 

and experimentation. Compass staff regularly refine and adjust the core elements considered necessary for 

implementing the FSS program model in response to the needs of the clients in its direct service FSS 

programs. Compass is also experimenting with models outside of their standard delivery of the asset-



GOAL 2: FSS PROGRAM BEST PRACTICE AND KNOWLEDGE-BUILDING 

Abt Associates  Compass Working Capital | Network Evaluation Final Report ▌pg. 37 

building model where the FSS program is opt-in. For example, Compass staff experimented with a new 

opt-out FSS program model in Cambridge; they are exploring the benefits of remote financial coaching 

using a “bot” to assist with financial coaching plans and reminders through an app; and direct service staff 

working at multifamily properties have adjusted the group financial education requirements in response to 

lack of resident engagement.  

Information and learning from the direct service FSS programs that Compass runs with partners such as 

POAH, Metro Housing Boston, Cambridge Housing Authority, Lynn Housing Authority, flows to key 

strategic decision-makers within Compass and is incorporated into programming to improve program 

outcomes. At the same time, the learning flows in both directions.  According to a Compass Network 

staffer, the addition of the Network into this dynamic “…has accelerated the [internal Compass] 

conversation and focused [conversations] on some areas of particular importance to the Network.” The 

Network has amplified and accelerated this innovation, while also pushing towards greater 

standardization, a result of Compass’ need to articulate best practices in an asset-building FSS program 

for Network partners. The result is several improvements in Compass’ direct service program 

implementation, which while not directly resulting only from the Network, certainly were influenced by 

the need to identify best practices for sharing with Network partners. This section documents some of the 

changes and experimentations in Compass’ model (Section 3.2.3), and improvements in direct service 

implementation (Section 3.2.3) that have been influenced by the Network since its launch.  

3.2.2 Learning from Direct Service and Network Lead to Changes in Compass Model 

The Network experiences have in many ways reaffirmed for Compass Network staff the value of the core 

asset-building model. As one staffer said: “…an asset building account is really important but it is 

supported by having individualized high quality financial education and coaching paired with it. I think it 

has reaffirmed our fundamental beliefs in that model.” Yet 

several adjustments to the Compass core model emerged since 

the Network launched.  

The first of these reflects learning from both direct service and 

Network experiences. Direct service Compass staff and 

Network Compass staff were having parallel conversations 

about the role of employment services in the Compass asset-

building model. As a result of these conversations, Compass leadership decided to hire an employment 

coach to support clients in their search for employment. The job posting for this position is currently open 

while Compass searches for the appropriate candidate. 

In another example of learning across Compass’ Network and direct service programs, both direct service 

staff and Compass Network staff encountered the need for greater flexibility in financial education 

requirements of the program. Notably Compass direct service staff working at multifamily properties 

found that residents did not want to attend financial education classes as a prerequisite for joining the FSS 

program, as has been required in Compass’ earlier FSS programs geared mostly to housing choice 

voucher residents. Unlike voucher holders, residents of multifamily properties were being asked to join 

financial education sessions with their neighbors and did not want to discuss finances with them. 

Concurrently Network partners were encountering similar barriers to financial education classes at 

multifamily properties. Other Network partners faced distinct challenges such as how to conduct financial 

education with a geographically dispersed population. Responding to both their own experience and 

learning from the experiences of the Network partners, direct service Compass staff have in some cases 

Unanticipated Benefit 

Developing materials for the Network has 

accelerated adjustments to Compass’s 

implementation of its own direct service 

FSS program. 
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removed the financial education requirements, and are exploring alternative approaches for clients to meet 

their financial education needs. Compass Network staff are become more flexible about the format that 

the financial education component takes, and pre-enrollment financial education classes are no longer 

considered a core best practice of the asset-building FSS program as articulated in the program 

assessment tool. 

Finally, as a result of the Network desire to expand into multifamily properties, alongside a push from 

Compass’ direct service partners for a more efficient model for smaller multifamily properties, Compass 

staff are exploring what a shared service remote financial coaching program would look like. This is 

currently in the research phase. The very idea of remote financial coaching reflects a shift away from the 

in-person financial coaching that Compass currently sees as a core component of its model. Instead they 

are refining their understanding of what is important in the model—it may be that there is some quality of 

in-person financial coaching which engenders trust or other valuable emotional experiences that may be 

replicable remotely.  

3.2.3 Improvements in Direct Service Implementation 

While Compass has made some adjustments to its core model as a result of interactions with the Network, 

the Network has had a bigger influence on the implementation practices of Compass’ direct service staff. 

While Compass may have got to some of these improvements eventually, the Network appears to have 

accelerated the timing of when these improvements occurred, since Compass was under pressure to 

ensure that in promoting best practices in the Network, they were implementing these best practices. 

Following are specific examples where Network needs have accelerated the internal conversations for 

direct service work to improve implementation: 

 Program Assessment Tool: After developing the program assessment tool and using this with 

Network sites, Compass is now using this on its own direct service programs.  

 Program Manual: Compass wanted to have Network sites complete a program and policy manual, 

but had not yet completed this for its own direct service programs. In order to request this of other 

sites, Compass completed the program manual for its own direct service programs. As one Compass 

Network staffer said: “We needed it internally for a long time, but knowing we needed to deliver to an 

external audience and wanted it consistent, so we created that.” 

 Property Management: Both direct service staff and Network partners were working on managing 

tensions with property managers in multifamily programs. While the conversation is ongoing, both 

teams are learning from one another about the challenges and best practices in managing these 

relationships. (parallel development) 

 Financial Coaching Resources: Compass Network staff have recently developed a system to 

organize and track financial coaching resources, specifically tracking content and version control of 

resources. Direct service staff encounter challenges with tracking content and managing version 

control and will be using a similar system after learning about the Network system.  

 Program Outcome Goals: While Compass has had a set of program outcomes that they track, prior 

to working with the Network partners they did not have specific program outcome goals. In the words 

of one Compass Network staffer: 

“We are working with all Network partners to set specific program outcome goals, and 

although Compass has had our domains of impact clear for a long time, we haven’t set 
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clear program outcome goals ever besides basic enrollment and escrow benchmarks. 

Something happened, [Network partner] said she was working on setting benchmarks for 

the …team across sites… I knew we needed to give our own program outcome goals…it 

was already in process, but it is something that is accelerating.” 

 Clear Parameters for Hiring and Training Staff: Compass staff are currently working on 

articulating the core components of staff hiring and training, which are a core programmatic 

component stimulated from the need to articulate this to Network partners:  

We do our own onboarding here internally where it is really robust, people can observe 

appointments, we have a couple weeks with heavy hard core training, and then they sit in 

and are part of the culture here where we don’t have that luxury with partners. What I 

have learned is that we have to do more work in deciding what that looks like and what 

that doesn’t look like according to our model around delivery of service. … I think there 

is more work to clearly define those things for our partners and then actually get case 

scenarios and samples and stories based on real experiences.” Additionally, Compass 

has observed best practices in hiring working with Clarifi to hire staff. Compass Network 

staff involved in this relationship are learning new approaches to hiring and training 

staff from this Network partner. 

As is clear from these examples, the process of training Network partners has forced Compass to clarify 

and define its own practices, as well as thinking about best practices. In the words on one Compass 

Network staffer:  

Because we are training other organizations, we’ve really had to… standardize and 

collect and just really put a lot of training, thoughts, on paper to share with partners. 

Noticed that this standardization, leads to us having our ducks in a row. It is translating 

back to direct service. The trainings we’ve done with the Network, we are now using for 

our own coaches. If we didn’t have training before, or didn’t have the materials for, we 

have that now, and we are translating these back to direct service which is great.” 

While less developed at this point, Compass staff are aware of the need to standardize the financial 

coaching resources for the Network, which may spin off additional developments for the Compass 

financial services direct service team. One Compass Network team member said how she noticed the need 

for more standardized products on the financial coaching side of the Network.  

3.3 Summary and Reflections 

The first three years of the Network’s operation has resulted in a large investment in the development of 

training tools and resources that are likely of great value to the national FSS field, along with the 

acceleration of Compass’ own direct service program best practices. This could be framed as a training 

and research and development function of the Network. Compass expected significant sunk costs as an 

investment in learning about providing TA, the development of training materials; it did not anticipate the 

benefit of acceleration of its own internal program development. These are both positive outcomes for the 

FSS field.  
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4. GOAL 3: Influencing FSS Policy and Building a Field of Asset-

Building FSS Practitioners to Influence Systems Change 

Through the Network, Compass sought to 

leverage the relationships developed with other 

FSS program practitioners to influence national 

FSS policy as well as encourage policy changes at 

the state and local level and to build the field of 

FSS program practitioners working towards 

systems change. Compass has achieved each of 

these goals to differing degrees as a result of both 

its direct service work and the work with partners 

in the Network. Through the Network, Compass 

made some progress in building relationships 

between FSS program practitioners, and to some 

degree between other FSS program stakeholders. 

These relationships are helping push Network 

partners towards “excellence” providing formal 

and informal benchmarking opportunities for their 

programs. External stakeholders interviewed 

hoped to see more leadership opportunities for Network partners to further strengthen the field of asset-

building FSS practitioners. 

Compass was able to some degree to leverage these relationships to successfully influence federal FSS 

policy with the passage of Senate Bill 1344 which made important improvements to the FSS program. 

Our research confirms that Compass is seen as a thought leader, particularly in the role of multifamily 

FSS programs. It is setting the standard and shaping the landscape for FSS policy beyond the Network. 

This section will review these findings in greater detail, beginning with a discussion of the Network’s role 

in building relationships with and between FSS program practitioners to influence systems change 

(Section 4.1), and then moving into a review of Compass’ impact on federal and state FSS policy (Section 

4.2). 

4.1 Building a Field of Asset-Building FSS Practitioners 

Part of longer-term systems change is building relationships between FSS practitioners in the FSS field. 

Compass’ initial proposal to the Kellogg Foundation noted field-building as the second goal for the 

Network.  Field-building means: “Connecting fragmented players in a given area of work (weaving 

networks) to create an organized industry around an issue or challenge. So that…The field can operate 

more effectively & efficiently, tease out best practices, improve outcomes.”24 The core parts of field-

building include: (1) weaving relationships; (2) brings attention and legitimacy; (3) increases the attention 

to best practice and excellence.  

                                                      
24  http://www.sigeneration.ca/field-building/  

Key Highlights of Chapter 4 

 During the course of this evaluation period, 
Compass’s policy work contributed to the passage 
of Senate Bill 1344, which made important 
improvements in the FSS program. Compass’ 
impact came primarily from its own efforts, rather 
than through mobilizing the National Network.  
However, Network members did provide helpful 
reinforcement. 

 Compass is seen as a leader in the FSS field, 
especially in the work it has done with multifamily. 

 The National Network is making progress with 
field-building in world of FSS programs and asset-
based housing policy, setting the standard and 
shaping the landscape particularly for multifamily 
FSS programs.  

http://www.sigeneration.ca/field-building/
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4.1.1 Building Peer Relationships Within the Network 

A central goal in establishing the Compass Network was building a field of FSS program practitioners. 

Good peer relationships within the Network help to build the overall FSS field, strengthen individual 

programs’ ability to learn from each other’s successes and mistakes, and may also benefit clients. For 

example, RIHA had an FSS program participant who planned to move to Portland, so RIHA staff were 

able to alert Portland staff so they could ensure the hand-off went smoothly. Network partner sites see the 

value in building peer relationships and consistently spoke about the value of these relationships.  

Compass has worked over the course of the pilot to establish peer relationships through direct 

introductions and Compass-directed interactions, and through more informal relationships developed 

through the annual Network Convening. This section reviews Compass- directed interactions between 

partner sites, and then examines the peer learning opportunities and relationship building that has 

occurred between Network partners not directed by Compass.  

Compass-directed interactions 

Compass-directed or facilitated interactions between Network partners include the Network Convening, 

site-to-site meetings, and Network calls and webinars.25 On the whole Network partners reported value 

from specific interactions with other partners and, throughout the duration of the evaluation period, 

requested additional opportunities for interaction. Compass has responded by working to revamp its web 

portal to offer more interactive opportunities for Network partners in a less structured and formal manner. 

For example, the new learning Network will have a community forum where members can interact 

through a discussion board and direct messaging. 

As Compass shifts to a lower-touch learning Network, it will be interesting to see the degree to which 

Compass continues to connect and direct Network partner interactions. Participants clearly value the 

facilitator role that Compass brings in being able to connect sites where they see valuable connections to 

be made. 

The following section describes each type of Compass directed interaction in greater detail: the annual 

Network Convening, Network Quarterly Calls and Webinars, and Site-to-Site interactions. Exhibit 6 

summarizes some key statistics related to Compass directed activities to build the field of FSS 

practitioners.  

                                                      
25  Compass also considered including multi-site contracts for TA where a state FSS coordinator network could pay for the TA 

and training for all members in the network. Such an offering would build a statewide peer group. However this mode of TA 

had not successfully been launched at the time of writing the report. 
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Exhibit 6: Compass Activities to Build the Field of FSS Practitioners 

 

Network Convening 

Each year, partners universally praised the Network Convening as offering a chance to meet staff at other 

FSS programs, and to hear about new ways of doing things. Over the course of the evaluation, Compass 

held three Network Convenings. The first Convening was relatively small. Study team observations noted 

that two of the Network partner staff at the Convening were very familiar with one another, while the 

third Network partner staff had not met other Network partner staff. The second year included a larger 

number of Network partners and, as a result, Compass included some activities with the specific aim of 

Network partner staff meeting each other, for example the speed dating activity, breakout sessions that 

mixed participants from across member sites, and evening social activities. Convening attendees gave 

positive feedback about the opportunities to meet one another. The third Convening, the largest to date 

with 115 attendees, kept the speed-dating format and created many opportunities for Convening 

participants to meet each other informally or through specific activities. Exhibit 6 provides some 

information on the growth in Convening attendance from 40 in 2016 to 115 in 2018. In 2018, participants 

represented 16 different cities around the United States.26 

One Network partner staffer said of the second Convening, “…what I liked about the Compass meeting 

last year, you got to sit down and talk to people about their programs and their issues and the things they 

go through, and it helped me realize that we are not all that different.” 

                                                      
26 Compass staff report that they plan to continue this annual event with a focus on topics relevant for FSS practitioners along 

with cutting-edge topics related to financial coaching and asset-building. 
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Another Network partner staffer said about the second convening: “My favorite thing [about the 

Convening] was getting to meet people from the other sites, and learn what they were doing, have my 

staff meet their staff and swap stories. Liked meeting multifamily sites because part of the larger goal is to 

expand to multifamily…” 

Despite reporting to have enjoyed meeting one another at the Convenings, no Network partners reported 

picking up the phone to call another partner site unprompted if they did not have prior relationships with 

them before the Convening. One Network partner staff member did meet new staff from an organization 

that he had already worked closely with before. As he said: “I had different conversations with 

[organization] as a result of the Network [Convening], talking with [staffer], wouldn’t have met 

otherwise. FSS coach from [organization] has come to the FSS coordinator statewide meeting, which 

wouldn’t have happened otherwise.”   

Site-to-site meetings 

Since launching the Network, Compass Network staff successfully set up four strategic meetings between 

different Network partners, where she felt it would help a partner site progress in implementing their FSS 

program. She suggested and facilitated 

 a meeting, which became two trainings, between TCB and POAH in order to discuss challenges with 

implementing the multifamily accounting software FSS program components; 

 a meeting between TCB and CSL to talk about program marketing and recruitment; and 

 a meeting between RIHA and MaineHousing to discuss how to better serve rural participants. 

Most Network partner staff valued the Compass-directed interactions and introductions because as one 

Network partner staffer articulated “I think that is one of the hardest things, actually knowing other 

potential people there are with similar attributes and Compass would have a better idea of that after 

working with each of us.”  

Staff at TCB appreciated being introduced to CSL. One staffer compared the differences between the two 

sites but ultimately felt that “… it was good to hear how they work with property management …it was 

really good to hear from them and their successes, but we’re not there at all as far as that, but it’s good 

to know that it’s possible.” 

RIHA staffer found their conversation with Maine Housing very valuable: “I really do think that just 

being able to talk to Maine Housing and maybe just comrades in arms, people going through the same 

things and seeing how they are dealing with it.” From this conversation, RIHA staff gained confidence to 

critically assess the suggestions that Compass we providing. “In fact they were the ones that we kind of 

gained the insight to just leave our Action Plan the way it was …There was something about that 

conversation that got us thinking, okay, so we can decide not to.” RIHA staff also valued seeing how 

another state housing agency FSS program was run, sometimes in ways that differed from their own 

approach. “They didn’t pull credit reports and we do. We pull TransUnion reports, but it was just 

interesting to see what they were doing and how they use Compass.” Sometimes this led to the RIHA 

thinking about changing how they approached aspects of their own program. “…it really helped us look at 

things differently from our side just to see, “Oh, they do appointments like we should do appointments 

like this which might be a little more time efficient.” 

RIHA staff want to continue this kind of interaction, but noted struggling because “…we are all so 

busy.” 
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While most attempts to establish connections between partner sites were successful, occasionally they 

were not. With one of the earlier Network partners, Compass staff tried to set up a meeting between 

property management staff at two different partner sites, but found that the staff at one of those sites were 

not yet ready to engage. One Compass staffer explained: “From early on, we tried to connect them with 

POAH, maybe too early. We said that you are going to need to calculate escrow, and so we wanted to 

connect them. But it was too early because [Network partner] didn’t know enough and they weren’t quite 

ready for that conversation.” 

Quarterly calls and Webinars 

To date Compass has hosted six Network quarterly calls and 14 webinars (see Exhibit 7). Quarterly calls 

and webinars offer an opportunity for Network partners to build relationships and establish a sense of 

being a group of peers. At the beginning of the Network, Compass struggled to help Network partners 

build relationships during quarterly calls and webinars; there were few opportunities for partners to share 

information and Compass directed the flow of conversation. One participant shared the following when 

Network quarterly calls were less interactive: 

“As far as the Network goes, I don’t feel connected to the Network, there is really no 

interaction. We had one call and it was a Network call a couple of weeks ago, but it 

really didn’t feel interactive. You know? …I was just kind of there. I didn’t feel like it was 

a sharing kind of conversation. It was more of Compass telling us important things …it 

would have been nice to… talk to [other starting up agencies] and have some thought 

provoking questions … Facilitate a conversation between us.” 

In response to feedback, Compass shifted later Network calls to being more interactive. One participant 

noted the value of the calls, “And the quarterly calls are a nice time to connect. We'll have people 

together and review about what is happening at Compass and what some other people are doing.” 

Network partners responded positively to Network calls where policy information or specific program 

innovations were shared. One participant noted how she was able to use the information presented on a 

quarterly call to prepare an internal presentation on FSS policy: “…[Compass staff member] presented on 

about Washington DC, and how they're lobbying, and sort of what's happening ... Then a couple weeks 

later, some policy people from [her organization] were asking me. I was like, "I have all of that 

information to provide you." It's just good to know where things are at.” Another quarterly call participant 

noted the value of learning about a cutting edge financial coaching remote coaching technology. 

Network Newsletters 

Between 2016 and 2018 Compass has sent 25 monthly Network newsletters to Network partners. 

Subscription to newsletters has increased by 93 percent during that time period as the number of Network 

partners has increased. The open rate of the newsletters is 50 percent, twice the average open rate for the 

non-profit industry.27 (See Exhibit 7 for statistics on newsletters). Newsletters typically include 

information about FSS program launches, new Network partners, financial coaching resources, stories 

about clients, and reminders about upcoming report due dates.  

                                                      
27 Mailchimp analysis of open rates by industry, March, 2018. Website Accessed February 14, 2019. 

https://mailchimp.com/resources/email-marketing-benchmarks/  

https://mailchimp.com/resources/email-marketing-benchmarks/
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Peer learning opportunities and relationship building beyond Compass-directed activities 

Despite Compass’ effort in establishing peer relationships within the Network, by the end of the 

evaluation period (December 2018), very few Network partners were interacting with one another outside 

of Compass’ directed interactions. Those that were interacting already had existing relationships: notably 

Maine Housing and Portland Housing. Sites reported wanting to interact more but struggled to find the 

time and availability while also attempting to implement changes to their programs. As one Network 

partner staffer said about connecting with another Network partner: “It has been a thing at the back of my 

mind of something that I want to do but I haven’t really been sure how to go about that or what that 

would look like.” 

Sites suggested lower-lift engagement strategies, for example a list-serv for Network partners, and sharing 

contact information for Network partner staff on the web portal. Compass has contracted with a web 

developer to add these features to the web portal as part of a larger revamp of the Network’s online web 

portal. 

Weaving relationships with stakeholders outside of the Network 

As reported above, Compass is weaving relationships between Network partners, although this does 

require a significant investment of effort from Compass in order to broker direct interactions between 

partners. The Network Convening offers an opportunity for Compass to weave relationships between 

more than just the partner sites of the Network. In particular for the 2018 Network Convening, Compass 

Network staff articulated that their goal for the Convening was to broaden and increase the diversity of 

stakeholders they were bringing to the Convening. The 2018 Convening was the largest to date with 115 

participants attending from a range of organizations; Network partner staff, academics and researchers 

interested in the FSS program, prospective Network partners, HUD FSS program staff, and local FSS 

program practitioners in the Boston area partnering with Compass direct service programs.  

Partner site staff noted the value of meeting HUD staff at the Convening, enabling them to directly ask 

questions about technicalities of the FSS program. One Network partner staffer said how much they 

valued “sitting next to Anice from HUD the whole time, and asking her all kinds of questions which was 

great in and of itself.” 

Study Team members also observed other in-direct relationships developing at the 2018 Network 

Convening. Staff from organizations that were not a part of the Network were sharing insights and 

observations at the event, allowing for connections between Network partner staff and non-Network 

partner attendees. Additionally academics, policy researchers, and policy makers attended and spoke. 

While not all attendees will follow up with direct subsequent contacts, these kinds of opportunities allow 

attendees to identify with, and perhaps to pay greater attention to one another going forward, identifying 

as people interested in the FSS program.  

4.1.2 Systems Change: Increased Attention to Best Practice and Excellence 

An important component of field-building is the capacity of Network partners to benchmark themselves 

against each other. Benchmarking refers to the active process of comparing program outcomes across the 

Network. This sub-section reviews the degree to which Network partners are using each other and 

Network generated data to benchmark progress, push for excellence, and reflect on their programs. 
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Outcome benchmarking  

Network partners reported using the data dashboards that Compass staff provided to present to their 

Board and stimulate discussion of program progress and outcomes. Network partners on the whole did 

not discuss comparing their own program outcomes to other programs within the Network. Three of the 

seven active Network partners were new FSS programs; it did not yet make sense for them to compare 

their outcomes because they were in an early launch phase of their FSS programs. These programs were 

more likely to compare their outcomes to their Action Plan goals. Two of the existing PHA programs 

joined the Network in 2018 and were only just adjusting their FSS program in ways that better aligned 

them with the asset-building model. Again they were not in a place to benchmark their outcomes against 

other programs.  

One Network partner who reported benchmarking their progress against other Network partner outcomes 

and against Compass outcomes was interested to see how they compared to other similar organizations 

that faced some of the same challenges that they did. They were disheartened to look at their numbers 

against FSS programs outperforming them even though they knew that those FSS programs did not have 

the same economic and other challenges as their program did. However, according to Compass staff the 

size of the Network currently does not allow for the creation of sub-groups to establish outcome 

benchmarks. As the Learning Network grows its membership and if data collection becomes an 

established practice for members, developing more benchmarking opportunities within similar types of 

FSS programs may be possible. 

Pushing for excellence 

Peers within the Network served as reference points for some Network partner staff to think about ways 

that they might run their program differently, or to “feel like comrades in arms.”  

One Network partner said: “I really do think that just being able to talk to Maine Housing and maybe just 

comrades in arms, people going through the same things and seeing how they are dealing with it.” 

Another Network partner shared their excitement that the Network was growing because it offered more 

opportunity to learn best practices. “I love the fact that they are bringing on new partners. That is just 

more information to share. More expertise. More ideas.” This Network partner shared how over the years 

before joining the Network, she found the lack of a group focused on FSS challenging. “That is the one 

thing we have been lacking all of these years. You’ll go to an AASC conference, American Association of 

Service Coordinators, but they focus on elderly disabled service coordinators, not family. We haven’t 

found a group that we can be a part of to expand and network with other family coordinator programs. 

For us this is fantastic. And if we’ve got to pay a little money to be a part of it, it is worth it for us.”  

One Network partner shared the kind of information that helped to push them to think about best practices 

that could improve their program. “…we just had a call about a computer bot type of thing that helps with 

text messages and it is a company that is working with the program so you can send text messages to 

some of your FSS participants to encourage them to keep moving forward and keep them motivated 

towards their goals. So you hear about interesting things being a part of those networks” 

For another Network partner, being a member of the Network was pushing it to think about how to bring 

in more resources for the program. “I do see the network as a way of sharing opportunities with ideas and 

also actual…like you had asked about fundraising for an FSS program, I had never thought about 

that…so are others doing that? How are they doing that?” A majority of Network partners (n=4) actively 

listened for these kinds of innovations and different ways of doing things. For the two Network partners 
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that did not talk about looking to improve how they were doing things, it was in one case a result of 

feeling overwhelmed by other activities related to the FSS program, and in the other case a site that had a 

large team working within a multifamily property focused on improving resident lives on that property 

and less on how other FSS programs were running. 

Program reflection  

Partner organizations indicated that their engagement with Compass provided them with the opportunity 

to reflect on their own programs. Two PHA program staff indicated that the “data dashboards” have led to 

“aha” moments. In one case, staff realized how much HAP they were saving each month through the FSS 

program. Ongoing conversations with Compass Network staff about their programs is leading to more 

focus on fundraising to increase program capacity at another PHA, while another Network partner staffer 

described reviewing Compass program materials as helping them to keep innovating for their own 

program’s needs. Compass Network staff report hearing from partner sites that the Network-wide TA 

helps provide structured opportunities for partners to reflect on program development. One Compass 

Network staffer described staff at one site noting to her that “just being in the Network makes them feel 

more accountable to their program and its growth.” Staff at another site noted how the Compass TA 

allowed them to standardize their processes, forms, and procedures. For staff at a newly launched FSS 

program, Compass TA allowed them to gain a better understanding of what questions they needed to ask 

themselves to improve their program. As staff noted, “You don’t know what you don’t know, and they 

have been great at helping us discover what we don’t know…[we are] learning how to tap into our own 

strengths as individuals.” 

4.2 Influencing FSS Policy 

Compass was explicitly interested in influencing FSS-related policy through the Network. Compass staff 

have been closely involved with the drafting of federal FSS legislation and in promoting the addition of 

several core components important to Network partners. Compass staff have not been involved with state 

level policy to date; however some Network partners are involved with state policy makers and are well-

positioned to push for statewide changes that could further promote an asset-building model of the FSS 

program.  

4.2.1 Federal FSS Policy 

Compass’ work to influence federal FSS policy precedes the formation of the Network in 2016—

legislative work since 2016 has continued to be led by Compass staff as opposed to Compass Network 

staff. However, the Network has provided a set of new program constituents that Compass can draw on to 

make the case for changes in the FSS program. While external stakeholders noted that Compass’ 

influence on national policy has come primarily through its own direct efforts, one external stakeholder 

noted the value of having a Network with multiple different states included, offering the means to 

demonstrate to legislators from those states the value of the FSS program. 

A core part of Compass’ policy work since 2016, was supporting passage of Senate Bill 1344 (S.1344), 

which proposed modifications to strengthen the FSS program. The bill made several changes to the FSS 

program. Three of those changes were of particular importance to Compass: (1) permanent authorization 

of the multifamily FSS program, (2) removing the cap on escrow accumulation for households with 

incomes between 50 and 80 percent of the area median income, and (3) establishing an Innovation Fund 

to fund innovative FSS activities. External stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation commented that 

Compass was influential in providing support to the development and specific language of the new FSS 
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bill. External stakeholders had mixed reactions on the importance of the Network for the passage of this 

bill. One external stakeholder thought that the Network had provided important constituencies, while 

another external stakeholder was unclear that Network partners had influenced the final drafting or 

passage of the bill.  

Notwithstanding the views of the external stakeholders, Compass Network staff noted the importance of 

Network partners advocating for these modifications. In addition, Network partners in Maine provided 

Compass with real-world anecdotes that Compass used in efforts to ensure a particular provision of the 

bill was not eliminated during drafting. The provision is designed to ensure that FSS participants with 

incomes between 50 and 80 percent of the area median income can benefit from the FSS escrow account. 

Network partners’ direct experiences informed the evolution of another element in S.1344, which 

includes an innovation fund for the FSS program that would allocate up to 5 percent of the funds 

appropriated annually to support FSS coordinators to invest in innovative FSS programs. Based on the 

experience of Maine Housing in the Network, Compass worked to help ensure eligible innovations could 

include outreach to residents in rural areas, a challenge Maine Housing experiences.  

Network partners offered policy support in different ways for the FSS program. Some Network partners 

signed on their support for the new FSS bill, including 

POAH Independence. Compass had by luck selected 

partner sites in states either with sponsors of the bill 

(such as Missouri Senator Roy Blunt) or with key 

Senators it hoped would sponsor or support the bill 

(such as Maine Senator Susan Collins). A 

representative from Senator Blunt’s office attended an 

event at POAH Independence in August, 2017. This 

visit offered an opportunity to highlight the value of 

the multifamily FSS program in the state, which could 

help bolster the resolve of the Senator in supporting 

S.1344. Maine sites also actively worked to begin 

conversations with Senator Susan Collins about 

S.1344. POAH’s corporate staff were also involved in 

direct advocacy in support of this bill.  

The bill successfully passed at the beginning of 2018, 

creating an entire new permanent opportunity for 

development of the FSS multifamily market. External 

stakeholders interviewed noted that this creates an 

opportunity and a challenge for Compass in how to 

develop this multifamily market; while the multifamily market is a new source of potential business 

revenue, it also presents challenges in how to reach some of the smaller multifamily properties. The same 

stakeholder thought that locating funds for multifamily properties to administer the FSS program was an 

important next step. Already, HUD staff administering the FSS program may have some funds to disburse 

to multifamily properties administering the program, according to information shared at the Network 

Convening.  

Compass’ staff, along with other interested parties, participated in a listening session that HUD held to 

gather ideas for how to implement the new FSS legislation. Compass staff are waiting for the next 

About Senate Bill 1344 

1.  Creates a permanent authorization for the 
multifamily FSS program. 

2.  Removes area median income (AMI) escrow 
limit. Aligns the FSS program with eligibility for 
housing assistance by ensuring that a 
participant’s escrow continues to grow even if the 
household’s income exceeds 50 percent of the 
AMI and is below 80 percent of the median. 

3.   Establishes an, Innovation Fund to support FSS 
program innovations. 

4.  Combines the Housing Choice Voucher and 
public housing FSS programs. 

5.   Incorporates performance-based metrics into the 
FSS funding structure. 

6.  Provides a standard for FSS coordinator funding 
that could, over time, lead to increased funding 
levels. 
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opportunity to provide input to HUD on the regulatory process, which will likely be when HUD issues 

proposed regulations for public comment to implement the new statutory provisions. They plan to share 

the proposed regulations with Network members and provide information to them on how to submit 

comments. Several external stakeholders are grateful for their involvement in this process to allow 

integration of their program related insights in developing the regulations. Aside from POAH, Network 

partners have so far not mentioned involvement in commenting on the regulation process. 

4.2.2 State and Local FSS Policy 

At least one local Network partner has been active at the state policy level, using the Network to bring 

credibility to their efforts. Maine Housing has developed a memorandum of understanding with the State 

Department of Labor to help provide employment opportunities for FSS program participants. Local 

partners are also active in other local and state policy arenas to improve their FSS program strategies. One 

of Maine Housing’s FSS program staff has joined a couple of local Workforce Investment Boards hoping 

to improve employment opportunities for FSS program participants. POAH Independence staff are 

looking at the potential for influencing city-level transportation policy in order to bring public transit to 

the multifamily building where their new FSS program operates. This change would open up employment 

opportunities for their FSS participants, as well as other residents in the building. RIHA is exploring the 

possibility of encouraging multifamily property owners in the state to start up FSS programs. Philadelphia 

Housing is looking at the possibilities to leverage the Moving to Work status of the Housing Authority to 

address some policy barriers that they believe may be negatively impacting residents’ ability to enroll in 

the FSS program. These nascent efforts could be further supported by Compass Network staff to enable 

the spread of the asset-building model at the state level.  

4.2.3 Thought Leadership: Bringing Attention and Legitimacy to Compass’ Approach to 

the FSS Program 

Compass and Network partners are to some degree only just beginning the journey of increasing attention 

and legitimacy for both the FSS program and an asset-building model in implementing it. As evidenced 

above by the work done with federal legislators in passing the FSS bill, Compass and some local partners 

worked hard to educate congressional delegations about the value of the FSS program. One external 

stakeholder noted how Compass’ work had elevated the FSS program even within the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development: “I think they’ve done their best in that they’ve gotten FSS to be a 

priority interest of leadership within HUD…”  

Compass and Network partners have been engaging with local foundations to impress upon them the 

potential value of the FSS program. Staff at CSL and POAH in Kansas City have worked hard with local 

funders to bring their attention to the potential role of FSS in helping to shift the culture and improve the 

experience at Hawthorne Place, one of the Network multifamily sites. Compass, through the Philadelphia 

Housing partnership, has brought attention and legitimacy to the FSS program, bringing in new partners 

and funders to the FSS program.  

External stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation offered some degree of validation for the 

proposition that Compass’ work has helped to increase the visibility of FSS. They signaled that the work 

of Compass and to a lesser degree, the Network, was increasing the attention being paid to the FSS 

program. One national foundation expressed the value they see in the Compass FSS program model:  

“…it’s one of the promising solutions to address mobility beyond triage, so much of 

social services and safety net is focused on triaging initial problems and then stops in 
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supporting people through thriving. The Compass work takes from that triage moment 

and provides some solution to getting folks to stability and then thriving, a unique part of 

the continuum.” 

In other words, Compass in both its direct service work and Network is providing thought leadership for 

the FSS field. Compass’ executive director articulated the importance of this thought leadership related 

work not just for the FSS program, but also for pushing anti-poverty thinking towards an asset-based 

model:  

“We are beginning to influence the way the field thinks about the FSS program and that 

includes how HUD thinks about it, how funders think about it, of course how policy 

makers think about it and imagining a world where asset building is the norm and not the 

exception in our nation’s antipoverty initiative but specifically looking at in this case 

families who live in federally assisted housing. I think that is probably the biggest success 

of the Network… has been on the thought leadership shaping practice and policy. And we 

were not where we are today three years ago in terms of people seeing us as the national 

leader in this space, having been able to play a part in getting this federal housing bill 

passed. We are now supporting HUD on the development and implementation of the 

bill’s regulations. I think in the end that is probably unquestionably the biggest win for 

us...  

It is important to note that Compass is not the only organization focused on an asset-building FSS 

program model. For example, the John T. Gorman Foundation has been promoting an asset-based 

approach to the FSS program model in Maine, funding several PHAs, including Portland Housing, to 

move towards an asset-based model similar to Compass’ where there is a strong focus on financial 

capability. Compass and the program officer at John T. Gorman who is spearheading the initiative 

recently met to discuss possible synergies and opportunities. 

Involved with the majority of multifamily FSS program launches since the program was authorized,28 

Compass has played a particularly sizeable role in development of the multifamily FSS program. As 

Sherry Riva, executive director of Compass explained: 

…we are the only organization in the country that has done this [asset-building FSS 

program] with multifamily so that has pushed us quickly into a leadership role and even 

though, again, our N isn’t big we have a lot of on the ground technical expertise in 

running the program and that has given us a seat at the table to think about broader 

practice and policies. 

As noted above, as a result of this thought leadership on multifamily through both direct service work and 

the Network, Compass staff was able to influence the FSS bill that passed in 2018, which included a 

permanent authorization of the multifamily FSS program. One external stakeholder interviewed validated 

this thought leadership role. Attending a regulatory meeting, she had observed the regulators in the room 

listening attentively to Compass staff input. HUD regulators also attend the Network Convening, 

suggesting they are paying attention to what Compass is doing and also see Compass as an avenue to 

listen to other FSS programs who participate in the Network. Members of the Study Team have also 

                                                      
28 Through either its direct service programs or Network sites, Compass has helped 15 of the 17 current non-RAD multifamily 

FSS programs launch.  
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observed in external meetings that multifamily property staff interested in starting an FSS program are 

looking to Compass for support in implementation. 

Compass has been invited to attend many different national gatherings to present on their asset-building 

FSS program model. They have been invited to submit funding proposals to national philanthropic 

organizations, a privilege that may be harder to come by without the visible presence on the national stage 

afforded by organizing a network of FSS programs.  

One external stakeholder interviewed recommended that Compass work to help bring strong Network 

partners onto the national stage, giving them visibility and the opportunity to lead, thus building a 

stronger coalition and helping broaden the reach of the program. 

 “If they want to have national impact, they have to find a way to bring forward their 

effective Network partners that are operating outside of the Commonwealth [of 

Massachusetts] so they have national credibility and are not just seen as something that 

can work in a highly progressive state, or only effective on the coasts, but where have 

broad application across the country. They have the members in the Network, have to be 

confident to lead with them.”  

4.3 Summary and Reflections 

In a relatively short amount of time—two and half years of implementing the Network—Compass, 

through both its direct service reputation and the Network has successfully influenced the development of 

federal FSS policy, and established itself as a thought leader, especially in the world of multifamily FSS 

programs. Through the Network, it has helped to build peer relationships and established a baseline level 

of expectations, particularly for new multifamily FSS programs, for alignment with asset-building FSS 

program model best practices. As Compass reorganizes the Network, it may want to assess opportunities 

and next steps in field-building and influencing FSS related systems and policy to build on the 

momentum from work to date. Areas that the Study Team recommend be considered for the next phase 

include:  

 Helping to build Network peer relationships, perhaps through active engagement in working groups, 

or other best practice development opportunities.  

 Providing ongoing information about, and opportunities to link Network sites with federal legislative 

and regulatory processes which impact the FSS program. 

 Facilitating Network partners to step forward in more visible leadership and thought partnership roles. 

 Continuing to build the support for the FSS program amongst key legislative and regulatory 

stakeholders. 
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5. Reflections on Findings and Future Opportunities for the Network 

Compass’ original goals for the Network were to: (1) expand the reach of its asset-building FSS program 

model, (2) build a field of practice that could influence broader systems change; and (3) influence policy. 

The high-touch TA that Compass provided through the Network was firmly rooted in trying to establish 

and expand asset-building FSS programs at Network partner sites, advancing the first goal. Network 

activities aimed at building peer relationships and broader relationships within the field were aimed at 

achieving the goal of field-building, and, where relevant, Compass engaged Network partners on relevant 

federal policy work.  

Compass has made progress in advancing each of these three goals. It has expanded the reach of its asset-

building program model by supporting its Network partners either to start a new FSS program with an 

asset-building focus or to add an asset-building component to an existing FSS program at six of the eight 

initial sites.29To some degree it has helped foster relationships between Network partner sites, and has 

established an annual Network Convening that has expanded in scope to include a broad range of FSS 

program stakeholders. Finally, through its own efforts, with some input and support from Network 

partners, Compass helped a federal FSS bill be enacted which, among other things, permanently 

establishes the authority for multifamily properties to offer FSS programs. To summarize key learnings 

from the work to date of the Network, Compass staff have:  

 Made strong progress towards the goals it set out at the start of the pilot phase. 

 Gained experience developing curricula for and implementing TA and field-building activities for 

Network sites. 

 Developed a deeper understanding of the financial sustainability of the asset-building model and the 

market for Compass’ asset-building model 

 Created a wide range of technical assistance resources that have value for the field and provide a base 

of knowledge and resources to carry forward into the next phase of the Network. Better understood 

Compass’ own direct service program model and how to structure the relationship between the direct 

service FSS program and Network FSS work. 

 Built a field of FSS practitioners excited to develop best practices in the FSS program and to support 

systems change including legislative adjustments that are more supportive of the asset-building FSS 

program model. 

This section reviews the financial sustainability of the Network to date (Section 5.1) before discussing 

strategic considerations for the next phase of the Network (Section 5.2).  The final section of this chapter 

(Section 5.3) describes opportunities to further strengthen the Network. 

5.1 Financial Sustainability of Network  

As might be expected, Compass has incurred a substantial cost to launch and operate the Network.  In this 

section, we review the main sources of revenue for the two different approaches that Compass has used to 

provide technical assistance: the high-touch TA model and the high-fidelity affiliate model as piloted in 

Philadelphia. We are unable to separately break out the costs of the research and development of FSS 

                                                      
29 One site has decided to close its FSS program, while a second site has not yet been able to begin its FSS program due to 

lengthy, unexpected delays by HUD in approving the FSS action plan.  
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program best practices; nor are we able to break out the costs of FSS policy and thought leadership work. 

This work is largely included in the cost of high-touch TA. 

In Compass’ direct service programs, earned revenue covers anywhere from 30 to 40 percent of program 

operating costs. While Compass Network staff have not yet established an earned revenue goal for 

different Network offerings, they are hopeful that eventually they might be able to reach a similar earned 

revenue percentage for some of the Network program offerings.  

Exhibit 7 shows the relative contributions of earned revenue and dedicated philanthropic support to 

supporting each of the two main FSS Network models.  The balance of costs for both models are covered 

by Compass’ unrestricted general operating support. 

Exhibit 7: Operational Revenue as a Percentage of Total Costs of Network 

 
Sep 2015–Aug 

2016 (FY16) 

Sep 2016–Aug 

2017 (FY17) 

Sep 2017–Aug 

2018 (FY18) 

Sep–Dec 2018 

(FY19 to date) 
TOTAL 

Network Activities (excluding Philadelphia) 

Dedicated 

philanthropic revenue 

82% 65% 77% 88% 74% 

Earned Revenue  0% 2% 6% 7% 4% 

Philadelphia Activities 

Dedicated 

philanthropic revenue 

n/a n/a 67% 33% 40% 

Earned revenue  n/a n/a 21% 55% 48% 

Source: Compass Working Capital staff 

As shown in this table, earned revenue has covered about 4 percent of the costs of the high-touch TA and 

other non-Philadelphia Network activities.  By contrast, earned revenue has covered nearly half of the 

costs of Compass’ partnership with Clarifi and the Philadelphia Housing Authority.  Compass’ goal in 

this first phase of the Network was not necessarily to raise enough money to cover their costs, but rather 

to recruit Network sites in order to learn what worked in sharing their asset-building model. Nevertheless, 

as Compass moves forward with the Network, it will be looking to reduce the amount of dedicated 

funding needed to support the ongoing activities of the Network. This is one of a numbers of reasons why 

the high-fidelity affiliate model is attractive. 

Compass Network staff report that current Network high-touch TA sites have paid between $5,000 and 

$15,000, depending on various factors including the size of the potential FSS enrollment, and the capacity 

of the partner to pay.  

The low earned revenue-to-cost ratio of the Network has driven Compass Network staff conversations 

about shifting the Network high-touch TA model to provide a greater base of earned revenue from 

Network partnership fees and to reduce the staff resources dedicated to TA.  

One Compass Network staffer described the considerations that Compass staff are weighing as they 

consider their next steps with the Network. 

“…the cost that we charge for them [Network partners] to be a part of the Network is not 

that much. It is anywhere from 5 to 15,000 [dollars] a year and if you look at the time we 
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are spending in training and TA it is well beyond that amount, especially for partners 

that need more help. So that is the question of like, are we pricing in a way that really 

meets our internal costs to deliver?  

“I think when we first launched… we were really testing…learning, we were willing to 

take less in order to get data and now that we know that it is much more time consuming, 

now how do we adjust for that, and how do we adjust the direct service delivery, the 

model, timeframes, how do we make it more efficient? Those are all questions we are 

grappling with right now we don’t have the answers but that is where we are at.”  

5.2 Strategic Considerations for the Next Phase of the Network 

In light of the intensive level of resources involved in delivering high-touch TA, Compass Network staff 

have re-evaluated how to encourage the adoption of their asset-based FSS program model in other 

locations. As Compass staff recognize, an understanding of the market for Compass’ asset-building FSS 

program model is critical for planning the next phase of the Network. The first part of this section reviews 

the potential market for the program, including reviewing Compass’ increasing selectivity about which 

sites can most successfully implement the asset-building model, and the common barriers that potential 

sites face as they consider joining the Network. The second part of the section reviews the future 

directions that Compass is planning for the next phase of the Network.  

5.2.1 Potential Market for Compass’ Asset-Building FSS Model 

To describe the potential market for Compass’ Asset-Building FSS program, we begin by reviewing the 

overall size of the FSS program and its potential for expansion under existing law. We then zero in more 

specifically on the different types of entities who might be interested in Compass’ asset-building FSS 

program, the considerations Compass is thinking about in selecting Network members, and the obstacles 

to enrolling them. 

Current size of FSS program and potential for expansion 

Currently, there are about 75,000 households enrolled in FSS in the U.S.,30 only a small fraction of which 

are receiving financial coaching through Compass or another FSS provider.  One component of the 

market for Compass’ model is this universe of existing FSS participants.  Through the Network, Compass 

seeks to help the providers serving these existing FSS participants to adopt elements of Compass’ asset-

building model.   

A second component of the market for Compass’ model is the universe of households who could be 

enrolled in FSS but who are not, due to the lack of an FSS program at their site or an existing FSS 

program whose size falls short of its potential.  Overall, national enrollment in FSS falls far short of the 

potential enrollment of the program authorized by law.  Nationwide, about 2.1 million households receive 

one of the three housing subsidies eligible for participation in FSS (public housing, the Housing Choice 

Voucher Program, or project-based Section 8) and have a head that is neither elderly nor disabled.  If FSS 

programs nationwide could reach the same 18 percent enrollment that Compass does in its FSS programs, 

                                                      
30 This is the approximate number of public housing and Housing Choice Voucher households participating in FSS, per HUD’s 

FY 2019 Congressional justifications.  https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-

%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf.  In addition, a much smaller number of households participate in FSS 

programs offered by multifamily owners. 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf
https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/12%20-%20FY19CJ%20-%20PIH%20-%20Family%20Self-Sufficiency.pdf
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FSS could reach more than 375,000 households, about five times the current FSS enrollment of 

approximately 75,000 households.  While there are many practical obstacles that would need to be 

overcome in order to expand FSS to this level, the substantial potential to expand FSS, and particularly an 

asset-based FSS program model, to thousands of additional households is an important part of the 

motivation of Compass for launching the Network. 

The recently authorized expansion of the FSS program to multifamily properties with Section 8 contracts 

provides a particularly important area for expansion as there are currently only a small number of 

multifamily FSS programs.  Compass has been involved – either through direct service or through the 

Network – in the launch of many of these multifamily programs, and in each case, this has led to 

implementation of Compass’ asset-building program model for FSS.   

Types of organizations that might be interested in Compass’ asset-building FSS program 

To reach the households outlined above, the Network needs to market its services to the organizations that 

might be interested in taking advantage of Network services. Compass has also learned that for successful 

implementation of its model certain organizational characteristics are helpful. There are three main types 

of organizations that might be interested in Compass’ asset-building FSS program model: (1) existing 

PHA FSS programs; (2) multifamily properties looking to start an FSS program; and (3) informal 

networks of FSS coordinators that have been established at the state or regional level. 

Of the more than 4,000 PHAs across the United States, approximately 90031 have an FSS program, and 

736 receive HUD coordinator funding.32 Some PHAs are much larger than others, offering potential 

efficiencies in scale for Compass in bringing the asset-building model to a larger number of clients than 

for the smaller PHAs.  

Similarly, multifamily properties range in scale from larger properties, such as Hawthorne Place with 529 

eligible households which is currently a part of the Network, to small 10-unit buildings. Small properties 

are likely not efficient for establishing an FSS program unless they are part of a consortium with other 

properties or with a PHA. Yet comparatively small properties form the bulk of the multifamily properties 

around the United States.  

Another potential conduit for Compass’ TA services is state or regional FSS coordinator networks. These 

informal coordinator networks tend to include PHA FSS program coordinators, and increasingly as 

multifamily programs launch, multifamily FSS program coordinators. If coordinator networks are able to 

effectively fundraise for government funding or private philanthropic organizations, Compass Network 

staff believe they could reasonably cover the costs of group TA services.  

Parameters for joining the Network 

Initially, when the Network launched, Compass had only limited standard prerequisites for joining the 

Network: an interest in incorporating financial coaching into existing FSS programs; a desire to launch an 

asset-based FSS program; and the willingness to pay a relatively modest negotiated fee for membership in 

                                                      
31  Study Team extrapolation from NOFA figures. https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-Renewals-

NOFA.pdf 

32  HUD coordinator NOFA funding website 2017 figures. https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-

Renewals-NOFA.pdf 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-Renewals-NOFA.pdf
https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-Renewals-NOFA.pdf
https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-Renewals-NOFA.pdf
https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/SPM/documents/FY18-FSS-Renewals-NOFA.pdf
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the Network. Other aspects of the partnership were established through face-to-face conversations 

between Compass staff and the existing or future FSS program staff.  

By 2017, Compass Network staff were looking for partners that could help them scale the asset-building 

model relatively quickly. Notably, they were talking with multifamily partners that had multiple large 

multifamily properties eligible for the FSS program. They were also scoping out the potential for scaling 

quickly through state and regional FSS coordinator networks. To date, however, they have not provided 

TA to state or regional FSS coordinator networks. Talks fell through with one state FSS coordinator 

network, and a second FSS coordinator network with whom Compass has been in contact has yet to sign 

up for assistance.  

By October 2018, Compass Network staff had established several specific parameters that they 

considered as they looked to recruit potential Network partners. These parameters were based on qualities 

that Compass staff believed would enable success in launching an FSS program. Prospects did not need to 

meet all of the parameters in order to join the Network, but Compass Network staff considered each 

category as they weighed how to create a partnership that would lead to the greatest success in launching 

or adopting the asset-building FSS program. These parameters included: sufficient bandwidth in staffing 

resources to incorporate the asset-building program into existing programs or launch a new FSS program; 

strong interest in helping participants build financial capability; financial coaching experience if 

launching a new FSS program; and the potential for a particular multifamily site or PHA to scale the 

asset-building model. As they launch a revised format for providing TA to Network partners, these factors 

will be important considerations in the success of that TA. 

Barriers to joining the Network 

The biggest barrier to joining the Network for potential sites is funding. One Compass staffer articulated: 

“Funding is a huge challenge. Sometimes I’ll get someone reaching out saying, “Hey I am just reaching 

out to see if you have services that you provide for free because we don’t have funding to pay for them.” 

So it will be as straightforward as that or it will be, “Hey do you have ways of getting funding? How does 

Compass get funding? Can you help us get funding?” 

Compass has also found that there is a longer lead time than expected to prep sites to be ready to join the 

Network. Some sites might not have the funds to pay for the Network partnership, and will defer 

membership as they try and fundraise. Others will not have the financial coaching expertise in house and 

so Compass Network staff will try to direct them towards partnering with local financial capability 

providers who do have that expertise. Compass Network staff hope that such interested parties might be 

able build a partnership so that they can be ready to join the Network and take advantage of the TA.  

Until recently Compass steered clear of explicit and standard pricing since they did not want to make it 

hard for resource-constrained programs to access the service. However, unclear pricing for the Network 

has made it difficult for potential Network sites to fundraise because they are not clear how much money 

they need to raise to pay for services. Compass staff have recently discussed pricing of Network offerings 

associated with the new structure of the Network. More information is included on this in the following 

section. 
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5.2.2 Future Directions for Compass’ Network and Its Financial Sustainably 

The Network is currently at a critical juncture as staff re-imagine the structure of the Network asking the 

question of “…how to have similar levels of impact, or larger levels of impact with a little more 

efficiency.” Staff are focused on trying to create revenue from the training and TA tools and documents 

that they have created and reduce the amount of Compass Network staff resources required to meet each 

site’s needs for TA even as Compass continues to have the same or greater impact.  

For the next phase of the Network, Compass is planning to utilize four main approaches to achieving a 

similar or greater impact at a lower cost: a lower-touch 

learning network, defined price learning packages, a 

shared remote financial coaching service, and continuation 

of the high-fidelity affiliate model. 

The Low-Touch Learning Network will have several tiers 

of service: 

 The Basic tier will be free and not revenue generating. 

Learning Network members in the Basic Tier will 

have access to Compass materials such as marketing 

materials and credit building resources so sites can 

learn about the asset-building model. However the 

materials will remain branded with Compass’ brand. 

Members in this tier will also have access to a 

community forum to connect with other Network 

members, along with access to the Network monthly 

newsletter. 

 The Premium tier will incur a fee, and will offer 

access to the Basic tier benefits, along with discounted 

tickets for the annual FSS convening, customizable 

resources e.g. marketing materials or FAQ documents, 

webinars, and multiple user accounts.   

 The Platinum tier (at a higher fee) will have all the 

benefits of the Premium tier alongside data services 

which will include quarterly data dashboards to 

benchmark programs against each other.  

As of December 2018, all of the high-touch TA Network partner sites will be transitioned to this low-

touch Learning Network. Compass Network staff are in conversation with Network partners about the 

membership tier at which each site will enroll. 

Another offering for the next phase of the Network is a series of defined price learning packages. 

Compass is in the process of developing a range of defined price learning packages that will be launched 

in the Spring of 2019. Compass Network staff are already Beta testing a multifamily online training 

course to assess whether it can be used stand-alone by a multifamily property to launch a new FSS 

program. Part of the Beta testing includes providing some customized support in order to understand the 

level of support sites require when using the course. The online course is currently priced at $1,000 per 

site and is aimed at multifamily sites considering launching a multifamily FSS program. It is unclear how 

Next Phase of National Network 
Innovation 

1. Lower-touch Learning Network including 
re-launch of current web portal with online 
member portal to access Network tools and 
resources, and additional community 
features. The learning Network will include 
tiered pricing with the basic membership 
offered for free. 

2. Defined price learning packages: 
Compass is in the process of developing a 
range of defined price learning packages 
that include an online multifamily learning 
course, Online multifamily learning 
course 

3. Shared remote financial coaching 
service: Compass staff are exploring ways 
to identify the core components of the 
financial coaching relationship needed to 
maintain an effective coaching relationship, 
while increasing the efficiency and lowering 
the costs of offering financial coaching. 
This may include offering remote financial 
coaching. 

4. High-fidelity affiliate model: The high-
fidelity affiliate model is still in the pilot 
phase; it remains to be seen how impactful 
this model is for clients, and whether it is 
sufficiently financially sustainable. 
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large a market there is for this course. Other defined price learning packages to be offered by the Network 

include: (1) FSS Program Assessment for existing FSS Programs; (2) FSS Program Launch and 

Assessment for multifamily properties; and a (3) Financial Coach Training Institute. These programs will 

be offered at regular intervals throughout the year and will be offered in a cohort model to build 

relationships between participating FSS programs. Compass is currently determining pricing for these 

programs based on other related offerings from similar organizations.  

Compass staff and Compass Network staff are also exploring a shared remote financial coaching 

service to offer to smaller multifamily properties. The initial pilot will be to explore remote financial 

coaching with Massachusetts and Rhode Island POAH FSS programs. Once this is more established then 

Compass staff will explore more in-depth models for shared services across multiple different partners.  

The shared remote financial coaching service would provide financial coaching for small multifamily 

property FSS programs where it is not cost-effective to hire a full-time FSS program coordinator. This 

experimentation is stimulated by the knowledge that the multifamily property market is overwhelmingly 

dominated by small properties that do not have enough scale to support a full time FSS coordinator and 

financial coach. Compass is exploring this model in partnership with POAH and will be testing the model 

later this year. 

Finally, Compass plans to continue to operate its high-fidelity affiliate model in partnership with 

Philadelphia Housing and Clarifi. As articulated in Section 2.5 above, this model offers Compass a 

greater degree of control in the implementation of the asset-building model. Once this partnership has 

been in operation for a few years, Compass Network staff will need to assess how replicable this model is 

in the absence of additional philanthropic support. Also critical will be assessing the impact of the asset-

building model on Philadelphia Housing FSS program participants.  

5.3 Opportunities 

Since launching the Network, the Compass Network team has gained significant understanding of 

offering high-touch TA to help other organizations implement aspects of Compass’ asset-based FSS 

program model. Based on Study Team observations of Network activity and operations, we describe 

below opportunities we observe that Compass staff may wish to consider as they move forward with the 

next phase of the Network.  

 Continue to experiment with different approaches to achieving scale 

In the next phase of the Network, Compass plans to experiment with a range of service offerings that seek 

to bring the Compass asset-building model to scale, including the shared service center model, the high-

fidelity affiliate model, and a lower-touch Learning Network model. We see value in Compass’ strategy 

of exploring these different options to better understand the trade-offs between fidelity and scalability 

within the context of financial sustainability. A central question to consider as the Learning Network 

unfolds is whether and to what extent the low-touch model is successful in helping FSS programs to adopt 

an asset-building model for FSS. It will also be important for Compass to consider whether and how to 

link these different innovations together within a framework that both Compass and outside partners can 

make sense of. Relevant questions might include: will the high-fidelity affiliate model be a part of the 

Learning Network or separate from it? Will the shared service center be an offering through the Network 

or through Compass’ direct service work? Is there still a clear distinction between some of the Network 

offerings and Compass’ direct service work? How do Compass financial coaching staff relate to the 

Learning Network? 
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 Offer a range of defined price support packages 

Network partners have greatly valued the program management support and project management,33 

financial coaching support and expertise, and program launch support provided through Compass’ high-

touch TA.  We have previously recommended that Compass consider defined-price support packages and 

are glad to see that this has been incorporated into their plans going forward. Compass staff have outlined 

a set of defined-price support packages for the next phase of the Network in the areas of financial 

coaching, program management and multifamily program launch. To the extent that Compass and 

Network partners see value from these packages, Compass may wish to expand the range of defined price 

support packages to support sites’ ongoing implementation of the asset-building model. For example, 

Network partners may be willing to pay for one-on-one personalized support—perhaps a bundle of 10 

hour-long sessions for support in one of these four areas (program management support, project 

management, financial coaching, and program launch) at a set price. This could help Network partners 

that may have identified areas they want to improve in their program but do not easily fit within the 

currently proposed defined price support packages.  

 Offer more Network partner involvement in the development of shared data collection best 

practices 

Tracking the outcomes of clients in programs that have shifted their program model with assistance from 

Compass will offer a way to know whether the TA has had an impact on clients. In order to do this, 

Compass Network staff will need to develop and encourage the adoption of data collection best practices 

and create buy-in for Network partners to get on board with standardized measures for tracking outcomes. 

While Compass obviously has the knowledge to define these standards on its own, it may help to build 

partner buy-in for Compass to host a working group, an all-day meeting, or a series of meetings to talk 

about best practices in measurement and data tracking, as well as the importance of common metrics in 

the field. Creating opportunities for partners to weigh in and think about how they could better 

standardize measures may also clarify pain points that are preventing partners from collecting similar 

data, thus revealing solutions to those problems.  

 Continue field-building by making partners and clients visible, creating working groups, 

and building the body of evidence about the asset-building model 

Field-building is critical for the FSS program to continue making gains and reach its full potential to help 

families build assets in subsidized housing. The Network Convening that Compass has held annually 

since launching the Network is one way to engage stakeholders and Network partners and build 

relationships that has shown promise in the initial three-year Network period. As Compass continues to 

take a leadership role in building the field, Compass may wish to consider: 

 Developing opportunities for Network partners and clients to be upfront and visible on 

federal stages—for example, facilitating opportunities by high-performing programs and 

their clients to speak at national conferences, with legislators, and in regulatory sessions.  

                                                      
33  Program management support includes assessing and revising program policies and procedures, documents, and client flow in 

the program and assessing the program using the program assessment tool to promote best practices in implementing 

Compass’s asset-building model. Project management involves keeping Network partners on task with implementing the 

changes in their programs. Compass did not originally expect to provide project management support; yet Network partners 

highly value being held accountable for the changes they wish to make in their programs. 
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 Creating working groups to tackle important FSS program field issues. For example, the 

Network could convene a working group to look at the regulations that HUD is issuing on 

the permanent authorization of the multifamily FSS program. Such working groups offer a 

way for Network partners to assume thought leadership positions and to help grow the 

brand of the asset-building FSS program beyond Compass. Such working groups could 

also incorporate clients as thought partners, to further build client voice into creating FSS 

program best practice. 

 Assisting Network partners in locating funding for impact evaluations and other 

documentations of client experiences to provide more evidence about what works in the 

asset-building FSS program model.  

 Developing more opportunities for Network partners to have frequent touch-points 

Compass’ new model of providing defined-price technical assistance packages will be based on a cohort 

model, potentially offering the opportunity for members of a training cohort to build relationships. 

However, for these relationships to be maintained, other opportunities and touchpoints may be necessary. 

Many of the suggestions above, particularly in creating working groups and hosting more opportunities 

for input on data collection and metrics, would help to create greater familiarity among Network partner 

staff. As Compass implements a lower-touch Learning Network, these kinds of opportunities will allow 

for stronger peer relationships among Learning Network partners. Stronger peer-to-peer support can 

facilitate shared learning of co-created best practices and help compensate for the loss of high-touch TA 

from Compass. 

 Develop the Network’s capacity to do joint fundraising 

The Network offers a potential opportunity to jointly fundraise for all Network partners and then 

distribute funds to member sites or for a collective Network endeavor. For example, fundraising for an 

evaluation of Network outcomes and participant experiences could offer the means to better understand 

the impact of the asset-building model on FSS program clients. National philanthropic funders may well 

be interested in such endeavors. Alternatively, the philanthropic community may be excited to fund inter-

generational asset-building innovations where children’s savings accounts are paired with FSS program 

savings. The future Learning Network offers the means to experiment with a working group that could 

explore opportunities for joint fundraising to continue to leverage the reputation of the Network. 

Successful fundraising would raise the value of the Network for potential and existing Network partners.
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Appendix A: Process Evaluation Research Questions 

 

Research Question Chapter/Section 

1. To what extent were Compass Network sites able to launch or expand FSS programs 
by using or adapting Compass’ asset-building FSS model? 

Chapter 2 

a. How did Network sites learn from and apply the Compass FSS model to start or 
enhance their FSS programs? How was it different from site to site? 

Section 2.2, 2.3, 

b. To what degree did each Compass Network site maintain or adapt Compass’ model? 
Why?  
1. What are the components of Compass’ asset-building FSS model that Compass 

perceives as core? How did Compass’ perception of the core components 
change over the course of the three-year observation period? 

2. What do Network sites perceive as the core components of Compass’ asset-
building FSS model? How does this compare with Compass’ perception of the 
core components of the model? 

Section 2 

c. What were Network sites’ goals for participating in the Network? Did their 
experiences meet their goals? 

Section 2 

d. What challenges did Compass Network sites experience (a) launching a new FSS 
program (or expanding an existing FSS program) and (b) using or adapting 
Compass’ model? How did each site respond to these challenges? 

Section 2.4 

e. What preceding organizational contexts (e.g. organizational strengths, weaknesses, 
local economic conditions, prior FSS or financial capability experiences) influenced 
each partner site’s implementation of its FSS program and adaptation of the 
Compass asset-building FSS model? To what extent do these factors seem to be 
associated with particular FSS program outputs and outcomes (e.g. enrollment, 
participant income, participant assets, participant financial capability, and participant 
aspirations)?  

Section 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 

f. To what extent did each site perform as expected in light of Compass’ initial 
assessment of each partner’s assets and challenges? 

Section 2 

g. What changes in FSS program outputs and outcomes (e.g. enrollment, earnings 
growth, increases in average credit scores) did Compass Network sites experience 
during the course of the three-year observation period? 

Section 2.6 

2. How did Compass support the Network partners (what did it do), and how did Network 
partners perceive these services? 

Chapter 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 
2.5 

a. What strategies did Compass use to support the work of Compass Network sites?  Section 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 

b. How did Compass’ support for the Compass Network evolve over time?  Section 2.1, 2.2 

c. How did Compass’ support for partner organizations vary depending on different 
organizational contexts (e.g., whether a partner was starting a new FSS program or 
enhancing an existing FSS program to incorporate an asset-building approach)? 

Section 2..2, 2.3 

d. Which strategies did Compass find to be more or less successful in supporting 
Compass Network sites and why?  

Section 2.2, 2.3, 3 

e. What were partner sites’ experiences with the supports they received? What additional 
support, if any, would they want to see?  

Section 2.2, 2.3 

f. What was Compass’ experience in training partner organization staffers to implement 
an FSS model similar to that offered by Compass? Under what conditions was the 
training more or less successful? 

Section 3 

g. What were partner sites’ experiences with the Network? What changes would they 
recommend to make the Network more effective? 

Section 2.2, 2.3; section 
4.1,   Section 5 

h. To what extent did partners learn from each other and develop relationships outside of 
Compass-sponsored events and platforms? 

Section 4.1 
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3. What lessons were learned about the potential of the Compass Network to serve as a 
platform for facilitating the adaptation of Compass’ asset-building FSS model to other 
locations? 

 

a. To what extent did sites perceive value from membership in the Network?  Section 3.1, 3.2 

b. What was Compass’ experience with the Network? What value did they perceive?  Section 3.2, 4.1, 4.2 

c. What lessons were learned regarding the scalability and sustainability of the Network 
model? 

Section 5.1, 5.2  

4. What systems changes, if any, occurred during the course of the three-year 
observation period and can be plausibly linked to Network activity? 

 

a. Were there federal or statewide policy changes? Section 4.2 

b. Were there administrative changes at HUD as a result of the Network? Section 4.2 

c. Were there changes in how the partners plan to act at other properties? Section 4.2 

d. Were any other systems changes observed? Section 4.2 
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Appendix B: Data Collection Activities 

Partner  Data collected  

Maine Housing   9 interviews with partner staff  

 Observation of TA call with Compass  

 Observation of coaching call with client  

 Observation of joint TA call with Portland Housing  

 Program assessment  

 Implementation plan 

 Review of FSS program documents  

Portland Housing   9 interviews with partner staff  

 Observation of coaching call with client  

 Observation of joint TA call with Maine Housing  

 Observation of financial education workshop with Keybank  

 Program assessment  

 Implementation plan  

 Review of FSS program documents 

Springboard   9 interviews with partner staff  

 Observation of Compass training at Springboard   

 Agenda of Compass training at Springboard  

 Program assessment  

 Implementation plan 

POAH, Independence  9 interviews with partner staff  

 1 interview with property management staff 

 1 interview with staff participant 

 Program assessment  

 Implementation plan 

 Review of FSS program documents  

Rhode Island Housing   7 interviews with partner staff  

 Observation of data dashboard call with George  

 Observation of FSS coaching session  

 Agenda of Compass training at RIHA  

 Program assessment  

 Implementation plan  

 Review of FSS program documents 

The Community Builders  8 interviews with partner staff  

 1 interview with property management staff 

 Agenda of Compass training at TCB  

 Program assessment  

 Review of FSS program documents 

Philadelphia Housing  2 interviews with partner staff  

 Observation of FSS resident orientation  

 Review of FSS program documents 
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Appendix C: In-Depth Compass Program Model 
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Appendix D: Network Partner Descriptions 

Maine State Housing Authority (MaineHousing) 

MaineHousing was one of the initial sites that launched the Network in September 2016. Its staff attended 

the initial onboarding meeting and group training held in September 2016.  

MaineHousing is the statewide public housing authority and finance agency in Maine. Prior to its 

participation in the Network, MaineHousing had an existing FSS program for many years. However, the 

program lacked resources and full-time staff. Explains the director of Housing Services, the program “just 

wasn’t really getting the attention it needed to be getting for success.” The agency decided in 2015 to 

rebuild the program, calling it the Restart FSS Program. The same year, it hired a full-time FSS 

coordinator and set the goal of doubling program participation by the end of 2017 to 65 families. The FSS 

coordinator spent the first year researching other FSS programs and building core components, including 

designing marketing materials, program elements, and practices. The focus of the Restart program in the 

first year was employment and helping participants achieve a livable wage. The program staff lacked 

expertise in financial coaching and financial capability. They joined the Compass Network with the 

intention of incorporating financial coaching and financial capability into Restart services.  

The MaineHousing FSS program has two full-time staffers, plus an engaged supervisor who meets 

weekly with the program staff. They occupy a small office within the larger MaineHousing building. 

Restart is funded by a combination of funds from the HUD FSS coordinator grant and the Maine State 

Housing Authority general fund. As of December 2018, the program was serving 54 clients, up from 20 

clients in September 2016.  

The MaineHousing FSS program serves HCV clients in rental properties spread throughout the state, even 

though the program headquarters is located in the capital, Augusta. The resident population has the 

following demographic characteristics:34  

 Three-quarters of the voucher holders participating in the FSS program are families with a female 

head-of-household. Some 97 percent are white, reflecting Maine’s predominantly white population.  

 The average family income for voucher holders is $10,986. Slightly less than half of the voucher 

holders are families with children present (44 percent).  

 Nearly two-thirds (59 percent) of FSS households have a head-of-household with a disability, as 

compared with just 12 percent of all HCV holders served by MaineHousing.  

 Slightly less than one-fifth (19 percent) of voucher households have some wage income.  

MaineHousing has two small pilot programs within its broader FSS program: One works with youth 

transitioning out of foster care, and the other helps homeless families. The MaineHousing FSS program is 

unique in that the program serves the entire state. Program staff have had to adapt their coaching structure 

to this unique challenge, conducting coaching sessions remotely either over the phone or in person. 

  

                                                      
34  Source: MaineHousing Action Plan. 
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Portland Housing Authority (Portland Housing) 

Like MaineHousing, the Portland Housing Authority joined the Network in September 2016. Portland 

Housing has an existing FSS program. The program has expanded from two full-time and one part-time 

staff member to three full-time staff and one part-time staff person. Only one of them meets with current 

FSS clients; the other two focus on enrollment and assessment of potential FSS clients, as well as staffing 

some of the financial education workshops. As of December 2018, the FSS program was serving 70 

clients, HCV holders and families living in 

public housing in Portland. 

The FSS program operates within Portland 

Housing’s broader resident services 

program, called emPOWERme. Many of the 

resident services offered through 

emPOWERme are designed for residents 

who need help meeting basic needs, such as 

food assistance and health insurance; 

whereas the FSS program is designed for 

residents who have enough month-to-month 

stability to focus on building assets and 

economic mobility. The funding for both 

sets of services comes from HUD. The 

program was also funded through a United 

Way grant and subsequently received a grant 

from the John T. Gorman Foundation to 

expand Portland Housing’s FSS program in 

collaboration with several neighboring 

housing authority sites. 

More than 6,000 residents participate in Portland Housing’s HCV or public housing programs. The 

resident population has the following demographic characteristics:  

 Average household income is $14,928, but 44 percent earn less than $10,000 yearly.  

 Approximately 56 percent are white, 37 percent identify as African American or African.  

 Residents hail from more than 50 different countries, and many are refugees.  

 Most (53 percent) are single-person households.  

Springboard to Opportunities (Springboard) 

Springboard to Opportunities was one of the three sites that joined the Network in September 2016. 

Springboard is a non-profit in Jackson, Mississippi, that partners with multifamily housing developments 

to provide supportive services to residents. Having no prior experience or training for FSS, Springboard 

started a new FSS program with the help of Compass TA and support. Its FSS program is operated at two 

multifamily housing properties—Northwood and the Village—owned by The Wishrock Group, a housing 

developer, and managed by McCormack Baron Salazar, a property management company.  

Portland Housing’s Unique Program Model 

Portland Housing’s FSS program is very different from others 
in the Network. Rather than operating as a standalone 
program, it operates in conjunction with the emPOWERme 
program, which helps clients with basic needs and services.  

When clients are recruited from either public housing or the 
HCV program, they are screened by a staffer at the housing 
authority. Clients who need help with basic or short-term 
needs are enrolled in emPOWERme, whereas clients who 
have some financial stability and are work ready or interested 
in increasing their earnings are referred to the FSS program. 
This new model means referral from emPOWERme is a major 
source of clients to FSS. 

The model gives the housing authority a way to provide 
services to clients who need help with basic needs and are not 
ready to take advantage of FSS. It also helps to unify its social 
service programs (funded by HUD/FSS, United Way, and 
HUD/Resident Opportunities and Self Sufficiency) under a 
single umbrella, potentially making the program more 

accessible and client friendly. 
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Springboard’s contract with McCormack Baron Salazar covers the salaries of two community specialists, 

who work with residents on a range of needs. The FSS program and Network partnership introduced 

financial coaching services for residents. The FSS program was supervised by the chief operating officer 

at Springboard. Residents at Northwood and the Village face a variety of challenging economic 

conditions. Economic opportunities in Jackson are limited, with most jobs located far from the city. The 

public transportation system available to property residents is weak, exacerbating their struggles to find 

employment and meet basic needs.  

The resident population has the following demographic characteristics:  

 The median income of residents at Northwood and the Village is $8,200 and $9,336, respectively.  

 At both properties, more than 96 percent of households are female-headed, and 90 percent of 

households identify as black.  

The program aimed to enroll 36 participants in FSS across the two properties;35 as of December 2018, the 

program had enrolled 18 families. Springboard ended its FSS program in December 2019 following 

challenges with property management staff, resident services turnover, and a lack of funding.  

Preservation of Affordable Housing, Inc. (POAH), Independence and Community 

Services League (CSL) 

A property owned by POAH in Independence, Missouri, joined the Network in March 2017. POAH is a 

national non-profit owner of HUD-assisted multifamily properties. It is one of the largest affordable 

housing developers in the country, with a portfolio of 82 properties across 10 states and the District of 

Columbia. Prior to the Network, Compass partnered with POAH to provide FSS programs at six 

multifamily properties in New England.  

Separate from the direct service relationship it has with Compass, POAH has one property that is a 

member of the Network—Hawthorne Place, the largest in POAH’s portfolio and the first POAH site to 

operate an FSS program without Compass staffing it. To provide the financial coaching component of the 

Compass program model, POAH Independence is partnering with Community Services League (CSL). 

That non-profit operates a Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) Financial Opportunity Center 

(FOC)36 that provides a variety of services to residents at the POAH site, and it has many years of 

experience conducting financial coaching. Hawthorne Place has 592 eligible residents. POAH’s 

partnership with CSL has allowed the site to adequately meet the needs of residents without 

overburdening staff with additional FSS responsibilities. POAH and CSL aim to enroll at least 170 

residents, and as of December 2018 they have enrolled 84 families.  

The overall resident population has the following characteristics:  

                                                      
35  Springboard FSS Action Plan. 

36 “Financial Opportunity Centers (FOCs) are career and personal finance service centers that help low- to moderate-income 

people build smart money habits and focus on the financial bottom line. LISC has a network of nearly 80 FOCs across the 

country, embedded in local community organizations that are trusted, known for their history of providing quality services, and 

convenient to where people live and seek out services.” From LISC FOC website, accessed September 27, 2017: 

http://www.lisc.org/our-initiatives/financial-stability/financial-opportunity-centers/ 

http://www.lisc.org/our-initiatives/financial-stability/financial-opportunity-centers/
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 The median income is $22,434.37  

 Approximately 40 percent identify as black, 34 percent as white non-Hispanic, and 4 percent as white 

Hispanic.  

 About 96 percent of households are female-headed.  

Preservation of Affordable Housing, Inc. (POAH), Chicago 

POAH is a sophisticated non-profit owner of HUD-assisted multifamily properties with which Compass 

is already partnering to directly administer FSS programs at several sites.38 POAH Chicago is the second 

POAH site to join the Network following the first expansion site at Independence, Missouri.  

Due to delays in HUD’s approval of the site’s Action Plan, POAH Chicago began receiving TA support 

from Compass at the end of 2018; however this falls outside of the data collection period of this 

evaluation and as a result we have limited information about the POAH Chicago site. As a result the 

Study Team did not collect any data about this site, and beyond Exhibit 1 and this short section, we do not 

provide additional information on this Network partner.  

The Community Builders (TCB) 

The Community Builders (TCB) joined the Network in April 2017 launching a pilot FSS program at a 

property in Worcester. TCB is a non-profit based out of Boston that provides comprehensive services, 

including managing more than 100 multifamily housing developments in 14 states. Having no prior 

experience or training for FSS, TCB started a new FSS program with the support of Compass Network 

staff. Its FSS program currently operates at one multifamily housing property—Plumley Village, in 

Worcester, Massachusetts. If the pilot FSS program at Plumley Village is successful, then TCB staff 

anticipate expanding the FSS program to other properties within their portfolio. Four staffers focus on the 

FSS program at the Plumley Village site: one manager of the community life program who also provides 

workforce development services, a youth coordinator, and two resident service coordinators who provide 

comprehensive services in addition to FSS counseling.39 The program director for the Northeast TCB sites 

has worked with program staff at Plumley Village to drive FSS implementation and outreach. The 

director serves as a liaison between the data and evaluation team in TCB’s corporate office and the 

Plumley Village staff and she will also be involved in the expansion of FSS to additional sites in the 

future.  

The target enrollment number at TCB is 63 households; however, recruitment and enrollment have moved 

slower than anticipated. By January 2019, TCB had eight families enrolled in its FSS program. A variety 

of factors including staff comfort level with the FSS program, the relationship with property management, 

and skepticism from residents about the FSS program inhibited its early expansion. TCB staff hope to 

grow the program once word of mouth encourages additional eligible residents to enroll.  

                                                      
37 Hawthorne Place FSS Action Plan.  

38 Direct service in this case means that Compass manages the recruitment (postcard marketing) and screening of potential FSS 

participants through its orientation workshops, financial coaching of FSS participants, and delivery of escrow statements.  

39 The second resident service coordinator began as a part-time staffer and was promoted to full-time status midway through the 

engagement.  
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The resident population has the following characteristics:  

 The median income of residents at Plumley Village is $16,789. 

 Approximately 72 percent identify as Hispanic, 45 percent identify as white, 29 percent identify as 

“Other,” and 19 percent identify as black. 

 About 80 percent of households are female-headed.  

Rhode Island Housing Authority (RIHA) 

RIHA is similar to the Maine sites, in that it joined the Network with an established FSS program. RIHA 

is a public housing authority with FSS programs that serve families who receive a Housing Choice 

Voucher and families living public housing. RIHA has four staff designated to the FSS program: two 

counselors, one program manager, and the program supervisor. Coaching sessions with residents take 

place three times a year, by phone, onsite at the program offices, or at the resident’s home.  

Program staff at RIHA were primarily looking for Network TA to increase their financial capability 

capacity. Midway through the engagement with the Network, the site faced jurisdictional challenges that 

limited where they could recruit participants. However, participant enrollment remains high, with 146 

families enrolled in the FSS program in December 2018. The FSS program continues to receive support 

from Rhode Island Housing administrators.  

The resident population has the following characteristics:  

 Approximately 41 percent identify as Hispanic, and 22 percent identify as black. 

 Some 86 percent of households are female-headed; and 68 percent are single-person households.  

 More than one-quarter (26 percent) of Housing Voucher/public housing residents have a head-of-

household with a disability.  

Philadelphia Housing Authority, Clarifi 

The Philadelphia Housing–Clarifi partnership, which began in November 2018, is unique among the 

Network partner programs. Compass partnered with both Philadelphia Housing and Clarifi to provide a 

high-fidelity affiliate model to expand Philadelphia Housing’s existing FSS program. Through this 

partnership, Clarifi serves as the implementation partner, working with Compass to hire and train 

financial coaches. Compass will provide Clarifi with hands-on TA throughout the engagement, with a 

Compass staffer dedicated to serving the site.  

Clarifi is a non-profit financial services organization that has previously worked with Philadelphia 

Housing. Philadelphia Housing Authority is the fourth largest housing authority in the United States. 

Philadelphia Housing hopes to expand enrollment at its public housing site to reach more families. More 

information on this model is provided in section 2.5.  
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Appendix E: Example Data Dashboard 
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Appendix F: Example Program Assessment Tool 

 

 


