Listen for Good

12-Month Evaluation Results:
Rounds 1 and 2
July 2017

1

.COM

Methodology
ORS Impact has been collecting 12-month follow-up data from
participating Listen for Good agencies. We invited a program manager
and an agency leader from the 17 organizations in Round 1 (April
2017) and the 14 organizations in Round 2 (May 2017) to complete a
survey.
• Twenty-nine program managers responded to more detailed
questions related to the initiative (94% response rate).
• A total of 26 agency leaders shared their perspective on their
organizations’ progress toward building feedback loops (84%
response rate).
We will implement the same tools with Round 3 grantees in July 2017
and provide a complete report of findings in September 2017.
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The following deck describes
themes from the combined
Round 1 and 2 data unless
otherwise noted.

GRANTEE EXPERIENCES
IMPLEMENTING
FEEDBACK LOOPS

“
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Process is proving more and more important
as we grow and change the way we promote
programs. – Program Manager

STEP 1: SURVEY DESIGN

STEP 2: SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

What’s happening
Of grantees in Round 1 and 2, 48% are implementing feedback loops with
one program and 52% are implementing with multiple programs.

89% have administered the survey at least two times. Of those,
18% administer their survey on an ongoing basis.
The most common mode of administration varied across rounds,
with paper most common in Round 2 (77%) and computers most
common in Round 1 (73%).

What we’re hearing

Some program managers shared lessons learned about the importance of
staff in the survey administration process. One grantee has intentionally
communicated with staff the importance of the survey to ensure buy-in,
while two others spoke to relying on client relationships with staff
administering the survey to collect meaningful data.
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“

Over three-quarters of program managers have changed how or how often
they administer the survey based on previous experience (78%). Changes
included the mode of survey administration, who was surveyed, and
question design.

We are experimenting with
conducting part of the survey
anonymously, and part
confidentially, to try to get both
completely honest feedback for
some parts (anonymous) as
well as in-depth information
built on the trusting
relationship with our staff
(confidential).
– Program Manager

STEP 3: INTERPRETING RESULTS
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Figure 1 | Insights Gained from Collected Information
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Overall, both agency leaders and
program managers averaged “a few”
or “quite a few” new insights across
response categories. These potentially
low averages are discussed in the
Evaluator Observation slides.
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STEP 4: RESPONDING TO FEEDBACK
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What’s happening
Despite lower than expected amounts of insights gained, grantees
who have completed or are in the process of responding to
feedback are beginning to make changes as a result of the feedback.
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Figure 2 | Distribution of Changes Made or Planning to Make
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Agency leaders and program
managers consistently report
differing amounts of changes
made. This is not surprising given
their differing roles and purviews.
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“Providing new services” is the
least commonly cited change, and
also has the highest levels of
uncertainty across groups. This is
expected given that providing
new services is a considerable lift.

STEP 4: RESPONDING TO FEEDBACK

What we’re hearing
Nearly two-thirds of agency leaders report having incorporated
feedback into other areas of their work besides the Listen for
Good program for which they applied (65%).

When asked what more they need to expand their
work, agency leaders who have incorporated feedback
say overwhelmingly that they need more staff capacity.
Agency leaders who shared how their organization has changed
the way they think or talk about feedback loops describe
increasing transparency among both staff and clients, as well as
developing a culture of “listening,” especially identifying areas
of growth.
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“

Agency leaders shared examples of how they are
incorporating feedback into their work, including:
adjusting program offerings; ensuring “quality” client
interactions; offering additional staff training to
improve client-recommended areas of growth;
increasing capacity across their organization to collect
feedback; and sharing findings with leadership.

We are much more transparent with
our clients about what we are going
to do about their concerns. In the
past … we were good at listening and
often times would make changes
based on what we heard, but we
were not good at TELLING our clients
what they said and then TELLING
them what we were going to do
about it so they could HOLD US
ACCOUNTABLE. That change has been
very positive. – Agency Leader

STEP 5: CLOSING THE LOOP

What’s happening
Most Round 1 and 2 program managers have completed or are in
the process of closing the loop with clients (82%). Of those:

83% are sharing a summary of results
57% are sharing back via in-person meetings, followed by
posters/handouts (39%) and one-on-one conversations (26%)

What we’re hearing
When asked what they are learning from this process, program
managers offered a variety of challenges that they are committed
to overcoming. Examples include meeting the varied
communication “preferences, priorities, and schedules” of clients
and ensuring buy-in from internal staff who are wary of sharing
feedback to external audiences.
Program managers also spoke to the positive benefits of closing the
loop, such as clients enjoying the process and the organization
ensuring that “everyone’s voice is represented.”
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Agency leaders are sharing results with their
co-funders, and receiving positive responses.

a summary of survey results (76%). When asked how
their funder responded, agency leaders reported that
funder responses were overwhelmingly positive.
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[Funder] supports our learning agenda
and the use of data at multiple levels
to learn and improve. – Agency Leader

“

Agency leaders most frequently shared lessons or
insights learned (84%) with co-funders, followed by

“

Nearly all agency leaders have communicated about
this work with their co-funder (96%). In-person
meetings continue to be the most frequent method of
communication for both one-way and two-way
sharing, followed by emails.

[Funder responded] very positively.
Invited us to co-present at the grantee
gathering with her! – Agency Leader

R E S U LT I N G C H A N G E S
I N O R G A N I Z AT I O N S

“
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We are in the midst of our organization's 5 year strategic planning
process and are able to use client feedback to help shape the future of
our organization … It was a key part of our strategic plan to do a
better job of listening to our clients and implementing changes based
on what we heard. – Agency Leader

Grantees give high ratings to their
organizations’ ability to collect feedback.
Figure 3 | Grantee Perceptions of Their Ability to Complete Relevant Tasks

While organizations
are still improving
processes, program
managers remain
confident that they
will continue to grow
their capacity and
overcome challenges.

*We will have more to
say about capacity
changes when we link
data to six-month
responses in the final
report looking across
all rounds.
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Agency leaders are committed and see
benefits to engaging in Listen for Good.

asked about benefits to engaging in Listen for Good, agency
leaders most frequently chose the following items:
• Increased internal capacity to collect feedback (81%)
• Increased internal capacity to analyze and respond to
feedback (81%)
• Increased focus on clients (77%)
• Greater responsiveness to clients’ needs (73%)
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• Increased internal capacity to communicate with clients
regarding feedback and organization’s response (69%)

Feedback is integral to what we do,
and this has given us a good baseline.
– Program Manager

“

This aligns with data from agency leaders, all of whom report
a high commitment to continuing to collect feedback. When

“

When asked to rate their organization’s leadership for
ongoing feedback work, 89% of program managers believe
their leadership has “moderately high” or “high”
commitment.

This has been a fantastic opportunity
that we have never really had in the
past to really take a look at what type
of feedback we needed from our
community that we serve. It also gives
us the ability to take that feedback and
grow exponentially in so many areas!
We will most definitely continue using
what we learned and expand on it
further. – Agency Leader

Organizations plan to continue or increase
efforts to collect feedback.

Agency leaders overwhelmingly stated the value they

found in gathering client feedback. One grantee is using
the data to understand client engagement and
outcomes for specific programs. Another plans to
continue to refine tools to survey programs that have
“proven problematic for feedback loop solutions.”
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We designed a survey process with
sustainability in mind. We are planning
to expand our feedback reach to
parents and community partners.
– Program Manager

“

Among program managers who explained their
response, a few mentioned feedback as a core
organizational value. Two grantees expressed concern
around acquiring the financial support they need to
continue to collect feedback.

“

Nearly all program managers and agency leaders plan to
continue collecting feedback once their Listen for Good
grant is over (90% and 100%, respectively). Fifty percent of
each group plan to increase their efforts to collect feedback.

No doubt we will continue to solicit
feedback. Through Listen for Good we
have learned a lot about the value of
implementing and seeking client
feedback. – Agency Leader

Barriers to adopting and implementing feedback
processes differed between program managers
and agency leaders.
Figure 4 | Grantee Perceptions of Barriers to More Broadly Adopting and
Implementing Organization-Wide Client Feedback Processes
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19%
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19%

Staff capacity is the most commonly
cited barrier to adopting
organization-wide feedback
processes. One agency leader spoke
to a need for “more staff that can
implement mechanisms for
collecting and analyzing information
and sharing best practices for
bringing the data back to the client.”
Other open-ended responses
indicated talent and staff time as
barriers.

GRANTEE EXPERIENCES
WITH LISTEN FOR GOOD

“
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This has been a phenomenal opportunity for our organization.
With the many changes and quick growth we have experienced
it has been beneficial to [our organization] to really look at our
niche in the community and how we can better serve them This
has been one of the most useful tools from a grant to date.
– Agency Leader

Grantees continue to find Listen for Good
technical assistance and supports helpful.
Figure 5 | Program Manager Perceptions of Helpfulness of Listen for Good
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Step 5: Closing the feedback
loop call (n=25)
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The closing the feedback
loop call had the lowest
percentage of “very helpful.”
However, it is important to
note that 14 survey
respondents have not
completed this step.

Grantees provided suggestions for future
rounds of Listen for Good.

Ad hoc technical assistance was also frequently mentioned.
Program managers appreciated the “quick response time” and
that TA “has really been tailored to [grantee] needs.”

When asked for suggestions on expanding and adjusting the TA
in future rounds of grants, peer support continued as the most
prevalent theme.
Specific suggestions for peer learning opportunities included
“regional grantee convenings which cover a comprehensive set
of topics,” Slack as a replacement to “cumbersome” Google
groups, and calls “with similar organizations who are at
different stages.”
A few program managers also requested organizational case
studies be added to the website. One suggested “simple
summary sheets of best practices/lessons learned.”
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We have enjoyed our first year in the
Listen for Good project. Valerie and her
team have been helpful and
supportive. – Program Manager

“

Program managers most frequently mentioned assistance
around survey design and data analysis as the most important
elements to preserve.

“

When asked which elements of the TA should be preserved:

The examples [on the website] of
unique and novel ways to share
feedback are very helpful. – Program
Manager

E V A L U AT O R
O B S E R V AT I O N S A N D
I M P L I C AT I O N S
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One year in, uptake of feedback practices
continues to be strong in most areas.
• Grantees are implementing the survey and making,
or planning to make, changes in their programming
for which data are collected and for other areas of
their work.
• All but one grantees has shared or is in the process
of sharing results with their co-funders.
• Leaders and staff report high levels of commitment
to ongoing feedback work.
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Responding to Feedback and Closing the Loop
continue to be areas that are lagging among the
steps of a high quality feedback loop
• Not surprisingly, there are many still in process for
responding to feedback (half in process, 11 percent
not yet begun) and closing the loop (one third in
process, 18 percent not yet begun).
• Closing the loop continues to be an area of lower
perceived capacity and less strong perceptions of
helpfulness for the supports provided.
• It’s not surprising that responding to feedback may
take more time; it may require different resources,
leadership buy-in or more internal processes to
occur. However, it is something we will continue to
attend to through the evaluation.
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We are curious about the lower amount of
insights reported.
• Very few grantees noted “a lot of new insights” from collected data (see
Figure 1, page 5).
• It is not clear from the data if:
•
•
•

Insights are lower because many of the findings are confirmatory rather
than “new”;
“A lot of insights” is too high a bar for the kind of data resulting from the
NPS approach; or
Another explanation exists.

• While this data point raises questions, the majority (69%) find useful
variation their data, and 89 percent have completed or are in the process of
completing their response to feedback. The “few” or “quite a few” new
insights seem to be providing enough actionable data for changes.
• We are curious if development of insights from feedback work increases
organizational hunger for other kinds of data and insights; if the NPS tool
does work as more of a “diagnostic” tool, it may be that organizational
interest and demand for others kinds of measurement or evaluative work
may increase. We will continue to explore this in future data collection
rounds.
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Initial considerations for ongoing Listen for
Good implementation
• The current round of grantees have approximately one year
remaining in their grants. We continue to be interested in
understanding the ways in which their needs for support
lessen or change focus as they continue to implement
feedback practices.
• For 2017 Listen for Good grantees, we will want to pay close
attention to their feedback on supports as the TA pool grows,
as well as their uptake of Steps 2 and 3, given smaller grant
sizes.
• There continues to be some appetite for more peer support;
this may occur more naturally with new 2017 grantees, but
this may be something to foster for 2016 grants to aid
ongoing use and sustainability of feedback practices.
• Additional and refined considerations will be developed when
we have the full complement of data; the updated report will
be available in late August, before the launch of the 2017
grants.
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