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Measuring Arbor Brothers Impact 

Grantee Evaluation Responses:  2018-2019 Grant Cycle 

 

Disclaimer:  This survey was administered by GlassFrog, an evaluation-focused consultancy, to gather as much 
constructive feedback as possible from our grantees.  Even in an anonymized, third-party administered format, we 

are cognizant of the dynamics and incentives at play between funders and those they support.  While we believe this 

inquiry is an important element in our self-evaluation, we would emphasize that over time any impact we have will 
be best measured by our grantees’ outcomes, not what they say about us.  More information on how we attempt to 

triangulate the impact of our work is available here. 

 
Additionally, since the survey is dense, we highlight some of our key takeaways here below. 

 

 

Concrete things we will do differently based on constructive feedback: 

1. We will check in with grantees at numerous points through the project year to make sure they understand 

where we are in the project trajectory and gather feedback on our approach (i.e. “progressive elaboration”).   

2. There are two types of suggestions received that we’ll be addressing in this upcoming strategic plan: 
a. Convene the grantees more frequently – we’ll do this selectively through specific cohort experiences 

b. Attempt to influence the field of philanthropy by writing and speaking more 

3. One grantee commented about frequently rescheduled meetings.  There happened to be some grantee-specific 

circumstances involved, but that’s not an acceptable perception, and we will make sure it doesn’t recur. 
4. We received two comments related to trust, with one suggestion that we share more about ourselves.  We’ll 

try to be more disclosing with our professional learnings and personal journeys in the hopes that we can build 

trust more effectively. 
 

A few positive takeaways: 

1. As in years past, grantees say our combined grant (consulting support plus money) makes AB their “most 
valuable” partner (seven grantees scored us 7.0/7.0) or “almost their most valuable” partner (one scored us 

6.0/7.0; one did not answer the question).  Given the substantially larger sums some grantees receive from 

other funders, we are proud of this unique value our grantees attest we are providing. 

2. We’re also pleased to report that 7/9 grantees shared that our advice was more helpful than that of any other 
funder. 

3. 8/9 grantees shared that they very often or always leave our meetings more energized about their work. 

4. Given feedback we heard in the past, we asked new questions about the user-friendliness of the tools we 
created.  We’re not all the way there yet, but only 1/9 said the tools we created were not user-friendly. 

5. We made funder introductions to 6/9 grantees that translated into additional financial support. 

 

 

  

http://glassfrog.us/
https://www.exponentphilanthropy.org/blog/measuring-the-effectiveness-of-capacity-building-support-a-metrics-menu/
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Anonymous Survey Results from Nine Grantee Respondents 

 

1. Experiences in and between meetings: 
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2. Comparing AB to other partnerships: 
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3. Feedback on services: 

 
 

 
 

 

4. Balance of financial and consulting support: 
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5. Usage of “Theory of Change”: 

 

 
 

 

6. Usage of other tools co-created with AB: 

 

 
  

2019 2018 2017 2016

Program evaluation 9 5 6 5

Setting budgets 8 5 6 7

Performance management 6 5 6 4

Making hiring/firing decisions 5 6 6 5

Starting new initiatives 5 6 5 4

Fundraising 3 4 7 5

Board development 2 4 5 5

Ending initiatives 2 1 2 0

Embarking upon/ending professional relationships with other organizations 1 2 2 2

(All grantees reported using the tools for at least one of the defined purposes.)

Over the past year, in which of the following contexts have you used well-developed systems, processes, or quantitative data to make 

decisions about the following? (Select all that apply.)

# reporting they used tools for this purpose

(total # = 9)
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7. Usage of systems/processes co-created with AB (nine grantees): 

 

 
 

 

8. Markers of outcomes-focused culture: 
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9. Over the past year, has your organization passed up an opportunity for revenue growth 

because it did not align with your organization's long-term goals? 

 

 
 

 

10. Imagine engaging a stakeholder in an hour-long conversation about a large strategic issue 

of organizational importance. Please rate the relative value of speaking with each 

stakeholder below compared to speaking with Arbor Brothers. 
 

 
 

 

11. For each of the following partners, please consider the benefits you receive from this 

foundation, relative to the time required to work with the foundation (i.e. time spent 

applying to, working with, and reporting to the foundation). When considering the 
benefits, please include financial benefits, prestige/halo effect, technical expertise, 

referrals, and any other benefits that you may receive. On a scale ranging from 1 to 7, 



 
 

8 

 

how does Arbor Brothers compare to this foundation when considering the ratio of costs 

to benefits?  

 

[REDACTED FOR CONFIDENTIALITY] 
 

 

12. AB’s role in funder introduction, pitch preparation, and hiring: 
 

 
 

 

13. What, if anything, surprised you about working with Arbor Brothers?  Before you started 

working with Arbor Brothers, what were your expectations of your work with them? 
Where did these expectations come from?  

 

• Prior to working with Arbor Brothers, we called folks who knew them. We did our due diligence. 

They got good reviews. People who knew them said they are transparent; you know what they're 

about. We knew this was going to be an innovative funding experience -- not just funding but a deep 
partnership focused on outcomes. We walked into the engagement with those expectations.  What 

surprised us was just how innovative the nature of the tools and engagement would be. Nonprofits are 

subjected to all kinds of technical assistance that aren't helpful. Or they are given information that is 
already available "out there." We expected a much higher quality version of this, but they did this 

fiscal modeling with us that was unique. You couldn't have done this on your own. The tools were 

innovative, proprietary, super sophisticated, and complicated. This exceeded our expectations for 
what technical assistance looks like and what a good funding partner looks like. 

 

• What surprised me was, foremost, how gifted and skilled (especially Scott is) in building TOCs, 

metrics, and outcomes tracking. Their breadth and depth of knowledge in that space was incredible. I 

wasn't expecting that. Also the time and commitment was intense, which I wasn't expecting, but it 
was the right intensity. I wouldn't have more or less. 
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• I was surprised by the project they outlined. I wanted to focus on a different project, because I 
initially didn't think the project they outlined would be as valuable given where we are right now. I 

was surprised I didn't have more say in shaping what we'd work on. 

 

 
14. Could you tell us about any funding wins or program awards that your organization 

earned this year that you believe to be “very meaningful?” 

 
[REDACTED FOR CONFIDENTIALITY] 

 

 
15. What is your definition of an outcomes-focused culture? 
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16. What is one specific way in which Arbor Brothers has helped your organization develop 

an outcomes-focused culture? 

 
[REDACTED FOR CONFIDENTIALITY] 

 

 
17. What is one specific area in which your organization still has room to improve, w/r/t an 

outcomes focused culture?  
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18. Do you feel that the skills and experiences of the entire Arbor Brothers staff position 

them to be helpful advisors to their grantees? Are there any skill sets, experiences, or 

perspectives you feel they are lacking? 
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19. Arbor Brothers always wants to improve the services it offers grantees by improving their 

approach, the types of services they offer, and the quality of their work. Could you provide two 

pieces of constructive feedback that would help Arbor Brothers make improvements in one or 

more of these areas? 
 

 

Balance best practice with user experience:

1 - I think they could be a little more user-centric focused than best practice focused. This may be coming from my experience with the financial model. They have strong opinions about best 

practice, but that needs to be contextualized. Sometimes the question isn't the best practice but what's the "do enough" practice. I understand that it is their job to make us pick up our heads 

from the day-to-day and make us look forward. Using the financial model as an example, it would have been more valuable to us if we'd built simpler, smaller cloud-based models because 

their financial model was too big. And when it broke, we didn't know how to fix it. So it never became part of the flow of our work.

2 - Very early on they helped us create a financial model that helped us with budgeting, fundraising, hiring. But it was built out for only three years. So I'm wondering if there is a way to 

prepare the organization to take over that tool as they are transition off as a grantee? How can this be built out for the long term so it's useful after the grant period? We have to plan for the 

next 3 - 5 years. The model doesn't lend itself well to that. We have to build this out further or get transition support. 

Support messages about performance with data:

When our organization's outcomes are being compared to other organizations' outcomes, I would like to see the data that supports the message. Otherwise, I'm skeptical about the message.

Build trust with minority Executive Directors:

In the beginning, in the back of my mind, I was skeptical about why this expertise was coming from two white males. How are they credible? What prior nonprofit management experience do 

they have? From their bios, I knew they were teachers. But it wasn't clear to me that they'd been entrepreneurs, yet they are giving entrepreneurs advice. It took time for me to feel 

comfortable. I appreciated getting to work with a woman of color. I think Arbor Brothers is trying to make changes (to be more diverse). 

Understand legal constraints:

For the field we work in, it is really important that services and length of time receiving support be voluntary. This conflicts with Arbor Brothers' push for clear dosage and clear intensity of 

intervention. That's not consistent with the philosophy of our field and the population we serve. They may need to learn more about our field of work. Maybe there is room for them to learn, 

before the engagement starts, the beliefs of the sector they are working in, if they don't have past experience in it. Because our work is not like the work they do in other spaces. In our line of 

work, you can't turn people away (if they don't fit into your core metric.)

Implementation support:

The way they deliver their services now is 90% building a tool or a process, and then maybe 10% on implementation. I think it has to be reversed, or at least way more time on 

implementation. We spent so much time on processes and tools and then everything goes sideways on implementation. We need the accountability that [the implementation] is getting done.  

Financial model is an example. How do you use it on an ongoing basis after it's built? There is a missed opportunity around how fully they can be utilized. If there is a way to structure time 

differently, like the grantees go off and implement and then come back and say how it's going. I don't know. Something like that. It's just such a wasted resource if it's not going to be 

implemented properly.

Rescheduling meetings:

They cancelled or postponed a lot of meetings. This has been disruptive to our calendar. It happens more often than not. 

Clearer communication and more transparency about goal of engagement to set expectations and build trust:

1 - I wasn't aware, even if they mentioned it, what the end goal was going to be of our engagement. I was taken off guard by the deadlines for our engagement. I didn't have a clear idea of 

where we were in the process. It would have been great to know up front where the year was headed and what the timeline was.

2 - To make the project more effective for everyone, include a roadmap from the start. A lot of it is week to week with homework. But if we could know what they would like to see and how 

they are going to evaluate us, I could know if we're going to meet their expectations. If I'd had a roadmap, then they would have gotten my buy in from the start, and I would have engaged my 

staff more. Having the roadmap and expectations from the start is really important. 

3 - I had no clear understanding of why they pushed the financial management tool as the first project. Arbor Brothers wasn't able to effectively communicate to me why this financial modeling 

project was important. This project felt like pulling teeth, like it was a requirement to the grant. The engagement was more rocky than it needed to be, because we weren't on same page about 

the project and the purpose/goal. Thinking back on it, it was a meaningful project. We're well poised for the next year. But that's not how it started.

4 - The financial modeling project requires a lot of access to how our organization operates. I wasn't prepared to give Arbor Brothers all that access to start. The trust wasn't there. Now that I 

know them, I feel completely comfortable having them "see under the hood."
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Convene grantees strategically so that they can learn from each other:

1 - It would be super helpful if they could support direct interaction between grantees. There is shared learning that we could have between grantees. It would be really great to find a platform 

within which we could do mutual learning. Because each grantee is at a different stage, we can share our best practices informed not only by our work with Arbor Brothers but also from our 

own learning. Maybe a new E.D. could be paired with someone who has been in the E.D. role for 10 years. 

2 - They have been great about making introductions whenever it's helpful. So I think carefully curated pairings or communities of practice could be good. I don't think I'd have time for a whole 

cohort check-in. I'll describe an experience I had with another group of nonprofit leaders that might be a helpful model. This was a group of nonprofits who are all in scaling mode. We did a bi-

weekly phone check-in. Each session a different organization would present an organizational challenge they were experiencing -- something targeted and meaty. This was established as a 

safe space, a private space. We got advice from each other and learned about the challenges each other was experiencing, and often those challenges were something we were 

experiencing, too. So you learned something even if it wasn't your turn to present.

3 - I think it would be valuable to have interactions among the grantees. We have a lot to learn from each other. There a few social events with each other, but it's really about interacting with 

Arbor Brothers supporters. It would be great to have more structured ways to talk to each other. For example, a roundtable where we talk about challenges we're facing. This could also apply 

to alumni grantees.

Succession planning:

For sustainability's sake, they need help. What if their personal life changes and they need to step away? Their methodology and model is so persuasive. The thought of Arbor Brothers 

closing is sad. This is succession planning. I would love to see them talk clearly to their grantees about this plan.

Disseminate and replicate the Arbor Brothers' approach to philanthropy:

1 - Scott and Sammy will make a mistake if they think that their high impact comes from the organizations they grow. That's the second high impact. They have a highly effective way of 

working with grantees, but I never hear other funders talking about the Arbor Brothers' model. That limits their impact. There are 8 million funders out there and only one Arbor Brothers. I 

often read articles on these other funders, but I never see anything out there for Arbor Brothers. We need to talk more about their model and their approach. It really could change funding and 

philanthropy in a positive way. They need to engage philanthropy to change the game. 

2 - Their model relies on them and the geography then can reach. This is limiting. This kind of engagement is needed in markets elsewhere. Can they train others?

3 - I really want them to write a book. I love that they did the Glass Frog Podcast. I have that as standard onBoarding material for all my employees. They are so smart. They need to publish 

articles, do speaking engagements, and share more of what they are doing publicly. The nonprofit space needs their voices so much. 

4 - I would encourage them to grow to be able to serve more grantees. The impact they have on organizations is so much more profound than any other gift that anyone in the community 

could provide, because it is fundamentally improving the way programs operate and improving the experience for the program participants. Can they franchise it? They need to know that this 

isn't about ego; it's about helping more people. 

Time commitment challenges:

I would love to say that I wish we wouldn't have to meet so often (every other week for two hours). But I think this is what you need. They come to us. They couldn't make it any simpler. But 

we're sacrificing to make a two-hour session every other week and doing homework in between. 

Sharing more on a personal level and a professional level:

First, the Arbor Brothers invested a lot of time coaching me as a leader. I would be interested in them sharing more of themselves and what shaped them as leaders. They are so careful to 

not dominate the conversation. They are so modest and humble and don't want to eat up air time. But I'm learning from them. You know 99% of who I am, and I know 2% of who you are. It 

would feel more equal or even to know the hardest thing they've ever gone through at work. Or here's a time where they made a mistake and it really sucked. Or here's a time where they felt 

really burned out. It would be comforting to know that they've gone through these things to, and the relationship would feel less one-sided.

Second, I feel like they are holding back on the more candid feedback. I can feel in the moment they are buttoning themselves up and stopping from sharing more in the consulting 

relationship. I would love to sit in on the conversation they are having AFTER they leave my office. What do they really think? I think they are so deliberate with what they share. I trust that 

they would present it in the right way. I understand that they don't want grantees to make decisions based on their opinions as funders. But they need to share more. We're a team. For 

example, when they reflect on this past grant year, I would love to know what they would have done differently through the grantee projects. What regrets do they have? 

Include touchpoints with grantee leadership team or staff during engagement:

One suggestion would be (and I don't know how to do this) to meet more members of our leadership team or just team. Arbor Brothers has such a big influence on my thinking, but I feel like 

we're a secret cabal. I think they should get to know the team and build the rapport, so that they (Arbor Brothers) don't come across as seeming so "ivory tower." 
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Additional Commentary 

 

 


