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Introduction 

Background 
Living Cities has a longstanding goal of achieving a 
significant level of impact relative to the scale of its 
grantmaking and investment capacity.  To achieve the 
desired level of impact, Living Cities has pursued a 
conscious strategy to generate knowledge and insight from 
its direct work in places. As a collaborative of many of the 
world’s largest foundations and financial institutions, the 
member organizations are often the first audience to 
access the knowledge and insight that Living Cities 
generates.  However, Living Cities has also committed to 
sharing that knowledge with the broader field through a 
messaging frame that emphasizes the urgency to adopt 
lessons learned in more places.  In combining message and 
knowledge, Living Cities hopes to influence the behavior of 
a broad swath of actors to take action that will 
dramatically improve the economic well-being of low-
income people in cities.   

While Living Cities has long acted to achieve a level of 
impact on the field beyond its direct grantmaking, the 
organization acknowledges that its historic efforts have 
been primarily opportunistic and have generally lacked an 
organization-wide strategic approach in terms of the 
message, strategies, and targets of influence.  That began 
to change in the current round of funding (FY 2014-2016), 
during which Living Cities has pursued a far more 
structured and intentional knowledge and influence 
strategy.  Critical elements of that emerging strategy 
include:   

emphasis on open-sourcing knowledge, making knowledge 
open and accessible to others in real-time; 

organization-wide commitment and accountability for 
knowledge and communication; 

expanded social media presence; 

spotlight on new crosscutting areas of interest such as equity 
and racial inclusion; and 

focus on practical, usable information to drive action. 

So what has come out of this strategic “doubling down” 
on field influence?  Living Cities contracted with Mt. 
Auburn Associates to examine the outcomes and related 
learning that emerge from Living Cities’ effort to affect the 
broader field, extending its impact beyond the portfolio of 
place-based grants.   

Clarifying the Living Cities’ 
approach 
To evaluate the outcomes of Living Cities’ efforts to 
inform and influence the field, it is critical to understand 
exactly what learning and message Living Cities intended 
for stakeholders to absorb and act upon.  The evaluation 
challenge is that the organization’s knowledge and 
influence goals over the 2014-2016 time period are not 
static, but continually evolving as the organization learns 
from its work on the ground, is influenced by the field, and 
is shaped by new thought leadership from within the 
organization.    

To establish a baseline of the message frame and 
knowledge and influence goals expressed in 2014, the 
evaluation team reviewed internal documents outlining the 
knowledge and communications strategy set out at the 
outset of this funding round.  Interviews with current 
thought leaders within the organization captured the 
evolution of thinking from that baseline.   

The approach to knowledge and influence over the 2014-
2016 period had three core elements:  first, a call to action 
in the field intended to speed the pace of change; second, 
thoughts on content—collective impact, capital, and public 
sector innovation as critical levers to achieve change; and, 
third, a focus on the design of communications and 
knowledge vehicles that make the Living Cities’ message 
timely, easily digestible, and usable by actors on the 
ground in cities. 

Call to action: urgent need to innovate 
In both document review and interviews, it is clear that an 
important element of Living Cities’ message is less about 
what the field should do but, rather, the imperative to do 
something radically different in order to achieve 
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“dramatically better results for low-income people,” in 
particular people of color.  Living Cities has sought to 
communicate that there is an urgency to the problem that 
demands risk taking and experimentation in order to 
transform the systems in cities producing unacceptable 
outcomes for low-income people.   

Content 
Living Cities’ message to the field is that to achieve 
dramatically different results, cities need to “transform 
systems that currently produce opportunity for some into 
systems that produce opportunity for all.”  Living Cities 
branded this desired change as building a new urban 
practice.   

 

Living Cities has sought to cultivate the new urban 
practice within what the organization regards as the three 
key system levers for cities:  collective impact, capital 
innovation, and public sector innovation.  As for the “ask” 
around the use of those levers, Living Cities has kept the 
message fairly simple, although the level of detail varies 
across the levers.   

Following is a description of the key elements of Living 
Cities’ platform within those three levers. 

Collective impact 

Living Cities has sought to promote the use of collective 
impact in order to build “a new type of civic infrastructure 
to change systems.”  Living Cities has focused its field 
communications around the core elements of collective 
impact: establishing ambitious data-driven, results-oriented 
cross-sector tables who work together differently to 
achieve large-scale results and enduring change, using data 
to measure progress and inform decision-making, 
promoting processes that enable “grassroots 
engagement,” supporting public accountability, and 
demonstrating the necessity for backbone staff to support 
and drive the work. 

Living Cities’ communication around collective impact has 
intentionally sought a supportive message that validates 
and encourages those who are trying or considering 
cross-sector work.  The organization has intentionally 
tried to not be overly prescriptive or strict in terms of 
collective impact noting that it is not a “one size fits all” 
approach.  The organization has positioned itself as a 
source of knowledge on the application of collective 
impact in different domains and in varied geographic 
scales.  Living Cities has articulated the strongest point of 
view around two aspects of collective impact:  1) the 
importance of using data to measure progress and inform 
strategies generally, and specifically the value of Results-
Based Accountability, and 2) the importance of 
community engagement to prevent collective impact 
strategies from being top-down efforts. 

Capital innovation 

Both documents and staff interviews suggest a fairly simple 
message that the organization seeks to convey with regard 
to capital innovation.  First and foremost, Living Cities 
wants the field to embrace the concept and adopt 
practices based on the understanding that private capital is 
necessary to reach the scale in achieving improved 
outcomes for low-income people.  Toward that end, the 
organization attempts to inform and influence the field to 
develop new practices that blend public, private, and 
philanthropic resources in ways that increase the overall 
supply of capital to support cities and their residents.  
Over the 2014-2016 timeframe, Living Cities has devoted 
the majority of its field-building activities to supporting the 
growth of a specific capital innovation, Pay for Success 
transactions, by both actively participating in the 
development of deals and sharing the learning with Living 
Cities’ problem-solving network. 

What is the new urban practice? 
The term has been developed by Living Cities to 
encompass the range of practice changes that it 
believes together will yield dramatically better results 
for low-income people in cities.   

As described in the organization’s 2014 annual report 
(http://newurbanpractice.livingcities.org/), a new urban 
practice is not a prescribed set of solutions but the 
process of collaborative brainstorming, testing new 
ideas, adopting, applying and defining promising 
practices in the following categories:   

• cultivating and connecting leaders;  
• harnessing technology;  
• expanding impact investing;  
• advancing equity and inclusion;  
• doubling down data and results; and 
• engaging community.   

(For more description see Ben Hecht’s September 23, 
2014 blog: https://www.livingcities.org/blog/683-what-
will-it-take-to-dramatically-improve-the-economic-well-
being-of-low-income-people-in-cities) (Website 2016)  

http://newurbanpractice.livingcities.org/
https://www.livingcities.org/blog/683-what-will-it-take-to-dramatically-improve-the-economic-well-being-of-low-income-people-in-cities
https://www.livingcities.org/blog/683-what-will-it-take-to-dramatically-improve-the-economic-well-being-of-low-income-people-in-cities
https://www.livingcities.org/blog/683-what-will-it-take-to-dramatically-improve-the-economic-well-being-of-low-income-people-in-cities
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Public sector innovation 

At the beginning of the 2014-2016 period, Living Cities 
articulated a simple message to the field regarding public 
sector innovation:  first, the government needed to play a 
critical role in building prosperity for all people; and, 
second, the government needed to become more effective 
in order to fulfill that role.  To achieve this, Living Cities 
has encouraged local city governments to build 
institutional cultures and structures that support 
innovation, use data effectively, engage residents, align 
revenue and expenditures with expected results, leverage 
private and philanthropic funding, and increase 
collaboration across agencies and sectors.   

In mid-2015, Living Cities refined its platform to articulate 
with more specificity the components of an effective public 
sector; however, it had not yet delivered that message 
with sufficient breadth or depth at the time of the 
evaluative research to test the field reception. 

New communication approaches  
Perhaps the greatest change in recent years to Living 
Cities’ efforts to inform and influence the field has not 
been the content of the message but, rather, how Living 
Cities is conveying that message.  Living Cities has placed a 
strong emphasis on open-sourcing knowledge, encouraging 
more timely discussion of promising practices noted in 
real time rather than waiting for a practice be thoroughly 
“proven.”  Another aspect of open-sourcing knowledge is 
the desire is to distribute responsibility of influencing the 
field, making communications less focused on a single 
leader but more a shared responsibility of all staff within 
the organization and inviting the problem-solving network 
to actively participate in the knowledge exchange.  To that 
end, Living Cities designated itself as a platform for others 
outside the organization to share their insights through 
Living Cities’ channels.   

Other incremental changes to Living Cities’ approach 
noted in staff interviews include improving connections 
among the collective impact, capital, and public sector 
clusters to create a more holistic message about the 
changes needed in cities.  In addition, Living Cities 
articulated a goal of making the organization less 
dependent on the messengers and more about the 
message.  Finally, interviews with staff suggest a concerted 
effort to simplify Living Cities’ message to make the 
lessons offered more straightforward and easily 
understood.  To that end, Living Cities has also prioritized 

more consistent messaging to reinforce key takeaways for 
the field.   

 

Evaluation purpose 
Honoring its core values to 
hold itself accountable for 
the effectiveness of its 
efforts as well to reflect on 
past efforts in order to 
improve, adapt, and inform 
future efforts, Living Cities 
sought an evaluation that 
was both summative and 
formative.   

Summative:  What 
are the results of our 
work?   
From a summative 
perspective, the evaluation 

sought evidence that Living Cities had contributed to 
changing behavior among leaders beyond those funded by 
Living Cities.  The organization had already invested in 
better understanding the uptake of some of its field-
building activities, such as looking at the number of 
followers on Twitter and the number of page views or 
downloads of its online content.  The purpose of the 
evaluation was to look beyond the initial touch Living 
Cities might have on stakeholders to see if that touch was, 
in fact, leading to action.   

The summative aspect of the evaluation also aligns with an 
aggressive effort on the part of Living Cities to hold itself 
accountable to a set of desired outcomes articulated for 
the 2013-2016 period.  Living Cities actually developed 
two sets of desired outcomes:  first, outcomes for select 
partner cities where Living Cities has directly invested 
grants or capital, and, second, outcomes for the larger 
field that includes city, state, and national leaders from the 
public, private, and nonprofit sectors. 

  

 

 

We are committed to 
making material 
improvements in the lives 
of low-income people, 
cities, and the systems that 
affect them.  We hold 
ourselves accountable for 
evaluating our effectiveness 
and are intentionally self-
reflective as we strive to 
continuously improve, 
adapt, and inform future 
innovation.   
– Living Cities Core Values 
(Website 2016)  
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While Living Cities has charged its staff with measuring 
progress toward the desired outcomes, the evaluation 
takes into consideration the organization’s desired 
outcomes and informs several key outcomes, in particular, 
the following three outcomes:   

3-year output:  Leaders in the problem-solving network 
rely on Living Cities as a credible and trusted 
platform/resource for the exchange of innovative ideas and 
approaches to improving the lives of low-income people. 

3-year outcome:  Examples of leaders—beyond those 
that Living Cities directly funds—testing, adopting, and 
applying a new type of urban practice. 

3-year outcome:  Partners (members, grantees) refine 
investment strategies and/or practices based on collective 
learning through Living Cities’ platform. 

 

Formative:  How can we improve to increase 
our impact? 
The evaluation is also intended to enhance Living Cities’ 
understanding of its influence so that it can refine its 
efforts and be more strategic going forward, prioritizing its 
most effective levers.  To do this, the evaluation explores:   

What — what content is resonating with the field? 

Where — how does influence vary at different levels of 
geography (city, regional, national)? 

How — how are the varied mechanisms for 
communication, learning, and influence received by the 
field? 

Who — how do different audiences respond to Living 
Cities’ message? 

In addition to the questions above, which would likely be 
part of any formative exploration of influence, this 
evaluation also explores how the field perceived Living 
Cities’ new strategic approach to knowledge dissemination 
and communications.  

Living Cities’ intended organizational outcomes 

Source:  Final Living Cities Results and Outcomes, 2-10-2015 PowerPoint 
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Evaluation approach 
Context 
This report is a continuation of evaluative work conducted 
in late 2013 through early 2014.  That initial research 
sought to document both the field influence nationally of 
Living Cities’ major place-based investment, The 
Integration Initiative (TII), as well as test key stakeholder 
awareness and perceptions of other Living Cities’ message 
and knowledge contributions to the field.  While initially 
seen as a baseline report against which a later evaluation 
would benchmark progress, ultimately the organizational 
changes in staffing, strategy, and message make it more 
realistic to view this report as an independent piece of 
research intended to document the evolution of Living 
Cities’ strategy and capture signs of outcomes from the 
organization’s current approach.  

Defining Living Cities’ target audience for 
knowledge and influence  
Living Cities has articulated a desire to use its platform to 
inform and influence a wide range of stakeholders.  In its 
organizational outcomes, Living Cities articulates a goal of 
influencing the perspectives and behaviors of the 
“problem-solving network,” a term that the 
organization has not specifically defined.  For the purposes 
of this report, the evaluation considered the “problem-
solving network” to be the universe of stakeholders in 
direct contact with Living Cities’ content.  The engaged 
organization could a member foundation or financial 
institution; a grantee on the ground in a city implementing 
a Living Cities’ sponsored initiative, an investment partner 
in a financial transaction, or simply an organization 
participating in a convening, webinar, or consuming digital 
content.  The evaluation distinguished three broad sub-
groups within the problem-solving network:   

1) Living Cities’ grantees,  
2) the field, which is composed of non-grantee 

organizations that vary by geographic focus—local, 
state, and national philanthropy; and sector—
government, nonprofit, philanthropy, financial 
institutions, think tanks, and advocacy organizations, 
and 

3) member organizations that not only support Living 
Cities but also learn from and engage with Living 
Cities.   

When it comes to analyzing actions resulting from Living 

Cities’ message and knowledge dissemination, this 
evaluation focuses primarily on the field, the non-grantees, 
who have no mutually agreed upon expectations to take 
action in ways that align with Living Cities’ goals.  Living 
Cities’ commitments to specific evaluations of its major 
initiatives are more explicit vehicles to assess the direct 
outcomes of those grantmaking investments. 

Methods 
The primary methods for this evaluation combined interviews 
and a survey.  In addition, the evaluation relied on document 
review, an analysis of Living Cities’ “media mentions,” and a 
review of the organization’s repository of emails relevant to 
influence.  Highlights of the evaluation methods follow, but 
the report appendices provide greater detail.   

Interviews  

Mt. Auburn conducted 70 interviews with varied 
stakeholders, starting with Living Cities’ staff and then 
broadening the interviews to Living Cities’ members and 
field stakeholders chosen by Living Cities’ staff for their 
perceived influence in the field and likely knowledge of 
Living Cities and its activities.  Mt. Auburn conducted a 
subset of the interviews as “bellwethers” and did not reveal 
to interviewees until after the interview that Living Cities 
was, in fact, the client.  Mt. Auburn used these blinded 
interviews to see when and in what context respondents 
mentioned Living Cities in order to get a more unbiased 
sense of living Cities’ position in the field.  The interviews 
consisted of: 

• 8 Living Cities staff (spring/summer 2015) 
• 19 Living Cities members (fall 2015) 
• 32 “field” (fall/winter 2016) 
• 11 bellwethers (November-January 2016) 

Mt. Auburn used qualitative software to analyze the 
interviews to identify themes. 

Sample survey of Living Cities problem-solving network  

Mt. Auburn conducted a survey to gather data from a varied 
set of practitioners, thought leaders, investors, and funders 
who play critical roles in shaping the agenda and thinking on 
issues related to low-income people in cities.  The purpose 
of the survey was to collect information on how Living 
Cities has contributed to the perspectives, priorities, and 
actions of those working in the field on these issues.  Living 
Cities’ staff identified the individuals to be interviewed.  The 
survey reached 311 individuals suggested by Living Cities 
and achieved a 56 percent response rate.  
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Field Reaction to Living Cities’ Refined 
Knowledge and Influence Strategy

Introduction 
To better understand how the field received Living Cities’ 
evolving approach to knowledge dissemination and 
influence, the evaluation specifically inquired about 
perceptions of the change through qualitative methods.  
Mt. Auburn asked stakeholders with sufficient longevity of 
experience with Living Cities to note what changes they 
had seen in Living Cities’ approach to knowledge and 
influence in the last three years.  In addition to the 
qualitative assessment, evaluation research analyzed the 
media uptake of Living Cities’ activities and message by 
examining more closely the sources and content of Living 
Cities’ media references in recent years. 

Changing influence 
mechanisms  
Living Cities’ heightened digital presence is 
the most recognized change in the knowledge 
and communications strategy. 
Stakeholders found Living Cities’ knowledge dissemination 
strategy to be more “highly developed,” noting major 
progress in the use of social media as well as the design of 

and content in its website.  Some called Living Cities’ 
digital presence to be among the “most sophisticated in 
the field at large.” 

While stakeholder interviewees most frequently cited 
Living Cities’ social media presence as the most notable 
change in strategy, some also recognized and valued the 
new emphasis Living Cities placed on using its digital 
presence to deliver practical tools and online classes that 
enable the adoption of new practices and approaches at a 
broader scale.   

Stakeholders recognize Living Cities for 
better leveraging and cultivating networks as a 
means of sharing knowledge and disseminating 
its message.  
Beyond the use of digital media, stakeholders also saw 
Living Cities’ use of networks as a critical element of its 
new approach.  They credited Living Cities with being 
more collaborative with existing networks, being more 
strategic in identifying new networks that could serve as a 
vehicle for sharing Living Cities’ message, and creating new 
smaller networks among interested parties. 

From the interviews… 
“Living Cities has been pushing its ideas out there over 
the past three years.  They’ve built up an architecture of 
strategic communication and thought leadership.  Really 
invested in it.  More tweet and blogs.”  

“They use social media to good effect.  I follow Ben in 
my Twitter feed, for example.  They do a good job on a 
consistent basis putting out their own and others—
staying top of mind.”   

“Really among the most interesting in social media— 
Twitter feeds in particular.  Clearly done with intent and 
design.” 

“Living Cities is clearly focused more now on the web 
and replicable tools and online classes.  Before they 
were focused on tools for sites.  Now they are trying to 
go much broader to reach a range of agencies trying to 
do collective impact.”  

From the interviews… 
“I have seen change in terms of staff more proactively 
pushing out their learning through their own channels and 
increasingly more collaborative in other venues…  They are 
promoting to networks outside their own like mailings lists 
and memberships.  More proactively sharing and very 
collaborative in doing so.”  

“[They] create connections and serve as an influencer to 
those networks out there.  In the last couple years they’ve 
done a more effective job of that.”   

“My sense is that the biggest change in Living Cities may be 
its heightened emphasis on networks, the ability to use the 
brand, the leverage of its membership, and just Ben’s innate 
energy to figure out how to coalesce conversations.”   

“I have been working with this space that overlaps with 
Living Cities for two-and-a-half years.  I have definitely seen 
a change—a shift towards much more intentional field-
building and collaboration with intermediaries and partners.  
Very appreciated.”   
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However, some suggest that Living Cities 
needs to improve its role as a “network 
weaver” as some organizational partners feel 
Living Cities could be a better platform and 
hub for sharing varied perspectives and ideas. 
While several noted Living Cities’ efforts to tap and build 
new networks to promote its message and share learnings, 
other longtime partners noted a decreased willingness on 
the part of Living Cities to be a platform for others’ 
knowledge and message, suggesting that the improved use 
of networks was a means to distribute Living Cities’ 
message and not lift up other perspectives.  While no 
single perspective dominated the interviews, the 
cautionary comments from field partners suggest a need 
for further reflection on the part of Living Cities as to how 
it is achieving its desired approach of being a connector, or 
hub, to others who are also problem solving on related 
issues who might have their own knowledge or ideas to 
share.  

 

 
 
 
 

Changing content and message 
The field has a good understanding of Living 
Cities’ focus on achieving outcomes for low-
income people in cities, and some perceive it 
increasing. 
In general, the field has a good understanding of Living 
Cities’ focus on improving the lives of low-income people.  
Many field interviewees, including some bellwether 
interviewees who were unaware of Living Cities as the 
prime focus of the interview, referenced the organization’s 
focus on low-income people.  For many in the collective 
impact or public sector innovation space, it is the focus on 
that target population that differentiates Living Cities.  
While field partners did not consider Living Cities’ focus 
on the low-income population as “new,” some noted that 
Living Cities has increased its focus and messaging in this 
area, noting the organization is “more focused on poverty 
and income disparity” or that the organization has placed 
increased importance on equity.   

Interviews suggest the field is aligned with 
Living Cities’ message about the need for 
dramatically better results, but few suggest that 
there is any new urgency to address the issues 
than existed in the past.   
While interviews with Living Cities’ staff suggest that a 
critical part of Living Cities’ message to the field was a call 
to action based on the urgency of the problems facing low-
income people in cities, many in the field indicated that the 
level of urgency has, in fact, not changed in recent years.  
For many that have toiled to address these issues for 
decades, the commitment to dramatically better results 
heralded by Living Cities resonates, but the message of 
new urgency did not seem to connect with partners’ views 
that this is a marathon to address these ongoing challenges, 
not a sprint. 

  

From the interviews… 
“It seems like a while ago they used to lift up their 
partners and now it is their own staff that is writing.  
Their products are more directly the thought leadership 
of the team.  Seems like maybe they feel pressure to 
demonstrate their own knowledge rather than showcase 
thinking from partners.  I’ve even had the team say that 
they need to connect more to their own staff so it 
makes clear to their member organizations that they are 
adding value.” — Field Partner 

“It is less visible to me today how we connect with 
Living Cities.  It feels very natural to me.  Our 
relationship is at a maintenance level….As we build out 
the ideas, if there are some kinks in the wiring, things 
that happen that caused us agita, put in context of major 
contribution.  They are turning the nose of the ship in a 
different direction.  As new ideas are emerging we have 
to give them the breathing room to stumble and be 
irritating.”  — Field Partner 
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While the organization has framed its work 
in recent years around building a new urban 
practice, there appears to be a long way to 
go before the field fully understands and 
embraces the term.  Yet, early signs suggest 
it is worth pursuing. 
While Living Cities has sought to brand its work as 
building a “new urban practice,”1 the term does not 
appear to have become a regular part of the lexicon in 
describing either Living Cities’ work or the work to be 
done in cities.  Only four of the 19 member interviewees 
and one field interviewee cited the new urban practice 
unaided in their interviews.  Yet, for those who 
understood and used the phrase, it was a useful term in 
understanding Living Cities’ work.  For some, participation 
in the #NewUrbanPractice Summit, held in May 2015, was 
particularly valuable in building an understanding of what 
Living Cities actually means by the term.  The summit 
invited participants to identify the most promising trends, 
methods, and practices and to co-design specific ways to 
increase social change scale and impact. 

 

 

                                                
1 For more detailed description of Living Cities’ concept of a 

new urban practice see page 2 of this report. 

While Living Cities has articulated open-
sourcing social change as a core element to 
building a new urban practice, the term itself 
did not resonate with those interviewed. 
In defining the new urban practice, Living Cities 
emphasized open-sourcing social change as a key lever to 
the change that is needed, in addition to collective impact, 
capital innovation, and public sector innovation.  Living 
Cities describes this as real-time information sharing, from 
an “early hunch or idea to an emerging approach” in hopes 
of accelerating the uptake of “promising solutions.”  Living 
Cities articulates that an element of the open-sourcing is 
that learning is multidirectional, not simply Living Cities 
transmitting knowledge but, rather, the cultivation of a 
network of problem-solvers. 

Despite Living Cities’ efforts through the website, blogs, 
and events, such as the 2015 #NewUrbanPractice Summit, 
to explain and model open-sourcing social change, the 
term is not yet well understood or embraced.  The term 
never arose in interviews unaided; even with members 
whom Mt. Auburn interviewed, those expected to be 
closest to and best understand the organization’s 
approach, the term did not resonate. 

 

From the interviews… 
“I got the best sense at the Philadelphia [New Urban 
Practice] summit.  I’m having epiphanies.  I keep 
saying, ‘I finally understand Living Cities.’  They’re 
going in the right direction.  I’m getting a fuller and 
fuller sense of them internally and their policy work.  
It crystallized in my mind what is meant by the new 
urban practice.  I would see the practices being 
implemented across systems or administrative units 
in cities—government entities and sectors in cities to 
advance whatever the program agenda is.” — 
Member 

“The team and board has honed in on key messaging 
around new urban practice as the top line and under 
that are the tactics.  Positive way—more focus.” — 
Member 

“Work jointly on more creative issues.  New urban 
practice is an example of how they are getting 
there.”  — Member 

 

From the interviews… 
“[Open-source is] fancy terminology for me.  I’m not 
sure how to respond.  Ben has had a culture in Living 
Cities to respond to its members and keep an open 
door and think about how synergies can be achieved 
through engaging others in the work.  It’s the culture of 
Living Cities.  It’s hard to articulate with specificity the 
change in that approach.”  — Member 

“My generational divide is going to show.  I personally 
have not engaged with crowd sourcing ideas and 
solutions.  My hunch is that that is a good approach, 
wise, not just to push information but to also engage.  
It’s the way the world is.  The approach makes sense 
even if it doesn’t resonate with me specifically.” — 
Member 

“[Open-source] has been something that they have 
talked about.  It resonates with me but I’ve never quite 
understood the term.  They are trying.”  — Member 
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Stakeholders had mixed reactions to Living 
Cities’ changing message and content.  Focus, 
when noted, was appreciated. 
Stakeholders’ opinions varied as to whether they saw 
Living Cities as developing a more focused and accessible 
message and approach.  Some saw the organization on a 
positive trajectory, while others felt that the organizational 
pivots in approaches and communication can be confusing. 

 

From the interviews… 
“They should be less focused on the definition of key 
terms and more focused on accessible ways to get people 
to understand things—a no nonsense kind of way.” — 
Field Partner 

“There seems to be morphing of priorities and programs 
to get a bit more streamlined and focused.  It’s probably a 
good idea.  If you asked me to list key projects and 
priorities I don’t think I could.”  — Member 

“There is a cacophony of things that come out of Living 
Cities.  It’s too frenetic... It is tough to engage in anything 
that Living Cities led because there is a sense that they are 
moving at light speed and you will never catch up.  By the 
time you catch up, they have moved on.”  — Field Partner 

“I hear a lot of things that come out in terms of TII, 
collective impact, capital absorption, impact investing, 
system change.  I hear a lot for a year and then I don’t 
hear about it.  It does not go away.  In terms of Ben’s 
talking points, there’s always something new, but old does 
not go away.  Consistency in messaging is a problem.” — 
Field Partner 
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Insights on Methods of Knowledge Sharing and 
Influence

Introduction 
Before delving into the outcomes related to Living Cities’ 
efforts to inform and influence the field, it is useful to 
understand the range of methods and tools the 
organization deployed toward its goals.  To this end, the 
evaluation used a mixed method approach to 
understanding Living Cities’ methods.  The team analyzed 
Living Cities’ presence in national and local media, using 
the daily news aggregator’s list of media citations to 
understand the frequency, content, and media source.  
The team used the survey of Living Cities’ extended 
stakeholder network, often referred to as the “problem-
solving network,” to systematically test with stakeholders 
the methods through which they engaged with Living 
Cities.  Finally, Mt Auburn supplemented formative insight 
from qualitative interviews conducted with members and 
field stakeholders. 

The evaluation research provides insight on the following: 

How is the external media picking up Living Cities’ message 
and content? 

Through what types of engagement is the problem-solving 
network interacting with Living Cities? 

Do some forms of engagement appear more effective than 
other forms of engagement? 

Media coverage 
Living Cities is reaching a growing audience 
through increased media presence, aided by a 
critical partnership that reaches a broad 
network of public sector innovators.   
An analysis of the media mentions collected by Living 
Cities’ news aggregator reveals that media mentions in the 
final quarter of 2015 were more than double those from 
the beginning of 2014.  While the upward path was not 
consistent, with a particularly notable drop in late 2014, 
the trajectory was a positive one. 

 

The relationship with Governing Magazine appears to be a 
pivotal partnership in generating the increased media 
presence for Living Cities.  In 2014, the magazine 
mentioned Living Cities four times, as compared to 26 
times in 2015 and an additional three times in the first five 
weeks of 2016.   

LC Media mentions by publications, 2014–Jan 2016 

Top publications # of LC 
mentions 

Governing 33 

Huffington Post  18 

Public CEO 11 

PR Newswire 10 

Albuquerque Business First 9 

Next City 9 
Opportunity Youth Incentive Fund 
newsletter 8 

Albuquerque Journal 6 

Stanford Social Innovation Review  5 

Forbes 5 
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The media strategy of TII sites also boosted Living Cities’ 
presence.  In particular, Albuquerque media has closely 
followed TII activities, boosting Living Cities’ presence in 
the region.   

Geographic scale of 
publication 

# of Living Cities 
mentions 

National 170 

Local/Regional 104 

 

Living Cities has the greatest media presence 
in two content areas:  public sector 
innovation and collective impact. 
A review of over two years of Living Cities’ citations in the 
media suggests that Living Cities is having the greatest 
voice on topics related to public sector innovation and 
collective impact, which represent 31 percent and 23, 
percent, respectively, of Living Cities’ media coverage.   

 
Capital innovation, which represents 12 percent of all 
coverage, is the only other topic area to represent more 
than 10 percent of coverage.  While still a much smaller 
share of media coverage than the other clusters, a review 
of quarterly media mentions shows media coverage of 
capital innovation growing in 2015 and off to a strong start 
in early 2016. 

 

 

 

Modes of engagement with 
problem-solving network 
Living Cities tends to engage its problem-
solving network through multiple vehicles, 
both direct and indirect. 
The survey of 
Living Cities’ 
problem-solving 
network found 
most respondents 
indicating that 
they had engaged 
with Living Cities 
in multiple ways in 
recent years.  
While grantees 
(83 of the 168 
survey 
respondents) 
generally reported 
more interaction, 
even non-grantees reported interacting with Living Cities 
through close to three different touchpoints, on average, 
in recent years.   

The problem-solving network interacted with Living Cities 
both through direct staff contact as well as through 
engagement with online content.  For the field (non-
grantees) specifically, the most frequent mode of 
engagement with Living Cities involved downloading Living 

Living Cities used, on 

average, 4.5 different 

modes of engagement to 

interact with its grantees, 

and 2.9 different modes of 

engagement with non-

grantees.  
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Cities’ documents or 
reports followed by 
direct contact with 
staff.  Grantees, not 
surprisingly, 
reported much 
higher rates of direct 
engagement with 
Living Cities, 
although the chart 
shows that a 
significant portion of 
the non-grantees 
surveyed also 
engaged directly with 
Living Cities. 

 

 

 

 

Many praise Living Cities for its highly active 
social media presence, geared to a national 
audience, particularly valuing the content for 
new ideas and strong progressive perspective.  
In interviewing key field stakeholders, including members, 
partners, and key influencers, many noted Living Cities 
strong social media presence, both blogs and tweets.  
Municipal staff valued the online communication most, 
though even national influencers praised online presence 
for Living Cities’ strong progressive voice. 

 

 

 

  

From the interviews… 
“Ben does good job on Twitter of projecting a very 
progressive personality.  His persona on Twitter has a focus 
on equality and commitment to social justice.”  — Field 
Partner 

“Ben [in blogs] is always good about new ideas and I value 
that.”  — Field Partner 

“I look at [Living Cities digital content] as a source of what I 
should know about the space…Less ‘workbooky’—not a 
‘how to’ guide—maybe a little more policy focused.  That is 
something that we have heard from cities.  We could be—if 
the audience is cities—thinking about how you put things 
out that is immediately practicable.  Here are the first three 
things to do today to alleviate poverty.  Hooks to get people 
help on a specific day mixed with broader topics to put out 
give people context.  Redundant quick pithy lists.  Top 10 
lists.  A couple of good nuggets to translate into work.”  — 
Field Partner 
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Social media communication has its limitations.  
More sophisticated influencers in the field find 
the content simplistic and many key 
stakeholders confess that it is difficult to keep 
up regularly with online content.  
Despite the substantial investment to cultivate an active 
online presence, its appeal is not universal.  Interviews 
suggest a generational divide with respect to social media, 
a trend noted in interviews in which a number of Living 
Cities’ members and some field influencers noted their age 
as a factor in the attention paid to blogs and tweets.  Some 
interviewees appeared more inclined to read content 
pushed directly to their email inbox.  Perhaps an even 
bigger factor cited for not regularly consuming Living 
Cities’ social media content was time and information 
overload.   

Beyond generational issues and information overload, the 
interviews suggest a more subtle tension for Living Cities 
to navigate in its social media communication.  It is a 
struggle to both reach a broad audience hungry for pithy 
“to do” lists without alienating more sophisticated 
influencers who find the content overly basic.  Interviews 
suggest that Living Cities has opted for a digestible 
message that will resonate most with practitioners on the 
ground, but leaves the more sophisticated influencers less 
satisfied. 

 

Cohort-based learning and convenings are a 
longstanding but growing tool of influence for 
Living Cities that participants and members 
deeply value. 
Many stakeholders interviewed noted the importance of 
two-way exchange and peer networks possible through 
convening platforms as particularly valuable.  The field is 
very much aware of Living Cities’ longest standing 
convening platform, the Project on Municipal Innovation 
(PMI), and members greatly value it, even those who have 
not attended a PMI meeting.  For many members, PMI is 
actually synonymous with Living Cities’ public sector 
innovation cluster.  Members often cited attending PMI 
convenings as a vehicle for better understanding the issues 
and needs of city staff and a useful platform for building 
connections with public sector leaders.  

Many stakeholders, both field and members, appeared less 
familiar with some of the newer platforms for convening 
and cohort-based learning platforms, such as the City 
Accelerator cohorts.  No members interviewed had 
attended a City Accelerator cohort convening.  Interviews 
suggest, however, that the cities that have participated 
highly value the convening as a tool for learning.   

 

From the interviews… 
“Ben, in his blogging, is trying to reach a mass audience not 
insights for insiders.” — Field Partner 

“His [Ben] stuff is useful for left leaning people not in our 
field.” — Field Partner 

“I read their tweets.  I don’t read a lot of blogs.  I have 
enough of our own stuff to keep up on.  Maybe a city 
manager might read more.” — Field Partner 

“I’m 46 and I don’t think I will ever tweet.  Appears to be 
amazing work around social media, but it doesn’t reach me.”  
— Member 

“Try to read it, but I get behind.  The quality of material and 
content is good.” — Member 

“I don’t follow.  But I have to say I don’t follow a lot.   I 
don’t tweet and follow tweets.” — Field Partner 

 

From the interviews… 
“Cash strapped government agencies and skunkworks 
initiatives always appreciate the money, but the greatest 
points of appreciation have been to Living Cities about their 
ability to convene and have people from the innovation 
cities that would otherwise have no reason to talk to each 
other—talk about common problems, express deep 
appreciation for that...It is the TA and ability to convene and 
connect that has been really important to the [City 
Accelerator] teams.” — Field Partner 

“I think [PMI] is one of the most interesting convenings that 
Living Cities does.  Very good group.  They can learn a lot 
from each other…I’m a big fan of it.” — Member 

“I think the biggest influence lever that Living Cities has is 
really their convening with the chiefs of staff and city 
managers, PMI — from what I understand, that’s a network 
that has come to rely on Living Cities not only for 
convening, but for knitting the peer networks together.” —
Member 

“[We need to think more] about collectively pooling our 
learning.  In lieu of that, we skate the surface or feel 
frustration.” — Member 
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While most interviews were quite positive about Living 
Cities’ role as a convener, member interviews highlighted 
suggestions on how Living Cities could even better use its 
convening power to maximize field absorption of Living 
Cities’ knowledge capture and better drive action on key 
Living Cities’ insights.  To accomplish this, Living Cities 
needs to more strategically combine methods, using its 
knowledge generated from other investments, and then 
regularly share the learning through the convening 
platform to reinforce the message and drive action.  Some 
members indicated that the convenings appeared siloed 
from the organization’s own knowledge generation 
activities.   

When it comes to direct engagement of Living 
Cities’ staff with the field and members, Ben 
Hecht remains the primary face of the 
organization.   

While internal interviews suggested a Living Cities’ 
communications goal of increasing the profile of the fuller 
Living Cities team, interviews indicated that Ben remains 
very much the face of the organization and the source of 
influence.  Though one member mentioned progress to 
distribute thought leadership, noting that Ben was seldom 
the only Living Cities’ voice in a conversation, overall it 
appears the organization needs to do more work to 
distribute thought leadership and messaging in order to 
ensure that the organizational identity is not overly 
dependent on any single individual.   

 
 

Those who have access to leadership or 
know how to navigate the organization note 
value in the interaction.  But navigating the 
organization can be challenging. 
Interviews with members and the field stakeholders 
surfaced varied reactions to the role Living Cities’ staff has 
played in informing and influencing the field.  Those with 
clear relationships with the organization, particularly those 
who have partnered with capital innovation staff on 
financial transactions, praise the value of working with 
Living Cities’ staff.  For others, the organization is more 
opaque.  Staff turnover has caused part of the challenge.  

  
 

It can be difficult for the network to connect or integrate 
multiple domains of Living Cities’ knowledge.  It appears 
the organization needs to do more work to integrate 
knowledge across clusters and expertise.  While messaging 
from the organization is delivering a more holistic 
communication in which it weaves the concepts of 

From the interviews… 
“I think of Ben as an amazing leader, thinker, trendsetter 
within the industry…I don’t cross paths with others from 
Living Cities.”  — Member 

“I am less impacted by my digesting the detailed outputs like 
the knowledge products than frankly my conversations with 
Ben and senior level staff around board meetings.” — 
Member 

“Ben himself is just worth the price of admission.  I mean 
he’s thoughtful, and provocative, and creative, and sees 
around the corner.”  — Member 

From the interviews… 
“It does feel it is a system there.  It is a little harder to 
infiltrate.  Harder to navigate.”  — Field Partner 

“There have been a number of staff changes and, as a result, 
a lack of continuity in the approach.” — Member 

“Very disengaged because of staff turnover and structural 
issues.” — Member   

“Lot of turnover.  For a while it was kind of unclear who 
was on first.” — Field Partner 

Ben Hecht is almost 
synonymous with the 
Living Cities brand.  
He was referenced 139 
times in 51 interviews, 
almost triple the number of 
references of any other staff 
member.   
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collective impact, public sector innovation, and capital 
innovation together, the field does not find it easy to tap 
expertise from multiple clusters or find opportunities to 
see how the cluster knowledge can be interwoven to 
inform their work.   

 

 
 

As Living Cities has turned its focus to 
informing and influencing the field, mainly 
practitioners on the ground in cities, it has 
struggled to find its footing in engaging its 
members, particularly at multiple levels of the 
member organizations.   
Changes in Living Cities’ focus and structure have created 
significant bumps in member engagement.  While few 
interviewed suggest that Living Cities should return to the 
program committee structure of the past, it is clear that 
the attempts in this funding round to find alternative 
vehicles have not been sufficient.  Living Cities has not 
provided robust vehicles for collecting the insights of 
member program officers nor mechanisms to share their 
learning in ways that could advance the thinking and work 
of all parties.  Engagement of senior leadership at key 
member organizations remains strong, but among the 
broader set of member organizations and among most of 
the program staff interviewed, there is a notable level of 
frustration or confusion of how to best engage with Living 
Cities.  Staff turnover early in this funding round certainly 
exacerbated the challenge. 

 

 

From the interviews… 
“Over time, it got harder to access Living Cities staff…In 
terms of utilizing collective impact and public sector 
innovation, there was no clarity about who to contact.  It 
was unclear to us about how much they could deliver.   
We kept asking for things and it was not fulfilled.  At some 
point, we just quit asking.  We are practitioners and this is 
not going to happen so let’s do what we are going to do.” 
— Field Partner 

“I would love to have conversations with municipal 
innovation and capital staff to think about how to integrate 
that content and learning into collective impact, but I have 
not had that opportunity.  I know Living Cities is trying to 
do that through TII, but I don’t fully understand how it is 
being used to advance collective impact.” — Field Partner 

Executive committee member interviews… 
“We are quite engaged.  We have regular meetings, read 
information that Ben sends around for us.  There’s a lot of 
contact, new ideas, and being exposed to original thinking.  
We have a pulse on what is new and important.”  

“I understand that it has been better in the past.  I couldn’t 
attend the session in Philadelphia [#newurbanpractice 
Summit, May 2015] , but I hear there was a very productive 
and substantive meeting with members…More like that will 
be good.  Otherwise, it is a more passive engagement.”  

“I know Ben has been trying very, very hard to come up with 
ways that members feel there’s value added by their 
participation with Living Cities, ranging from conferences, 
inviting members from organizations to participate in various 
efforts.  I don’t know that there’s more that could be done.” 

“How do you sort of both continue to navigate your 
obligations to the broader field, your obligation to give Ben 
the kind of freedom of motion he needs in order to be 
creative and the kind of influence in the field that I think he 
is, and how do you balance that against membership 
cultivation?  And I think that’s really, really hard.”   

 

Member staff (non-executive committee)… 
“[Member engagement] is the place where I would be the 
hardest on them.  This round that will conclude started with 
a heightened promise—different types of member 
engagement, four areas of work, networks that people will 
connect to and do work in.  And it quickly dissipated, and 
particularly among my peers, the program people.  Their 
interest and engagement in Living Cities rapidly dissipated.  
If you are a CEO, if they are coming to you for investment 
in Catalyst Fund, there is engagement.  If you are directly 
involved in one of the sites, you might get more contact.  
But, by and large, the engagement and communication with 
the rank and file has really faltered in the current round.”   

“Part of what is happening is that conversations at the 
program level are not feeding to the board level, and what is 
happening at the board level is not getting down to the 
staff.”  

“One observation:  they don’t manage the relationship.” 

“You get out what you put in.”  

“Part of the challenge is understanding your own institution’s 
role in Living Cities.  I don’t know what I am supposed to do 
or get out of it.  I like the hub ideas.  It could be really 
helpful here.  But this works best where we have folks on 
the ground and Living Cities is active.  It’s hard to get 
traction internally on what Living Cities does for us and vice 
versa.” 
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Perceived Value of Living Cities’ Engagement/ 
Platform 

Introduction 
To assess the outcomes of Living Cities’ efforts to inform 
and influence the problem-solving network, the evaluation 
team worked with Living Cities’ staff to frame how their 
information and message frame can ultimately change 
behavior.  The team identified three progressive levels of 
outcomes:  

  
First, the problem-solving network has to see value in the 
information and perspective the organization is sharing, 
meaning that that the content aligns with the interests and 
priorities of the problem-solving network.  Second, the 
problem-solving network needs to gain insight or 
knowledge as a result of the content.  Finally, the network 
then needs to act on the learning so that the Living Cities’ 
knowledge and message can eventually translate into 
improved outcomes on the ground. 

This section focuses on the first two steps toward 
knowledge and influence outcomes by synthesizing the 
results of the survey to the problem-solving network with 
the qualitative information emerging from interviews on 
the perceived value of Living Cities’ message and 
knowledge platform. 

Perceived value of Living 
Cities’ engagement 
A strong majority of the surveyed problem- 
solving network saw Living Cities as a valued 
platform or resource. 
Living Cities’ content is generally resonating with the 
problem-solving network as aligned with the priority 
issues.  The vast majority of respondents felt that Living 
Cities was addressing high priority issues in their cities.  
Moreover, respondents reported that Living Cities gave 

them a better understanding of innovative thinking, 
approaches, and promising practices from other 
practitioners, subject experts, or influential thinkers.  
More than 75 percent of those surveyed indicated Living 
Cities gave them a new way to think about a problem or 
opportunity.  

Looking deeper at 
the survey results, it 
is clear that 
different types of 
organizational 
stakeholders find 
varying levels of 
value in Living 
Cities’ engagement.  
Local nonprofit 
representatives 
noted the greatest 
value, followed by 
government 
stakeholders and 
representatives of 
the financial sector.  
National influencers and philanthropy noted the least 
value.  There was also a variation in perceived value with 
regard to geography.  Notably, federal and national 
stakeholders perceived less value than city, regional, and 
state representatives did. 

While the term “open sourcing” may not be 
widely understood or embraced, Living Cities’ 
practices that reflect open sourcing principles 
are, in fact, valued by the problem-solving 
network.   
The survey suggests the problem-solving network values 
Living Cities as a platform for the exchange of ideas.  Those 
surveyed valued the opportunity Living Cities provided to 
both share their ideas and learn from peers as well as build 
a network that could be useful for future exchange. 

Perceive 
Value

Gain 
Insight

Act 
Differently

75% of those surveyed 
felt Living Cities 
addressed an issue that 
is a high priority for 
their city.  That figure 
jumps to 91% for Living 
Cities’ grant recipients 

but is lower, 59%, 
among those not 
directly funded. 
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Percentage of respondents who strongly agree/agree 
with value statements relating to peer learning

 

Those in the collective impact arena view Living 
Cities as a valued platform. 
Field interviews suggest that Living Cities has the greatest 
“brand” recognition in the collective impact area where 
the organization has established itself as a valued, focused 
knowledge platform.  In bellwether interviews in which 
stakeholders did not know that Living Cities was the topic 
of interest, the majority cited Living Cities unaided in the 
context of the organization’s work around collective 
impact.  Some bellwether interviewees also raised Living 
Cities’ work in municipal innovation unaided.  This 
reference, however, was less frequent and most often 
regarding PMI or other direct work with cities explicitly as 
opposed to a body of knowledge or insight that is a 
platform for informing and influencing a broader problem-
solving network. 

Interviews suggest that others, beyond those specifically 
active in the field of collective impact, value Living Cities’ 
influence on cross-sector collaboration concepts.  
Interviews surfaced evidence that Living Cities’ work has 
also infused the thinking of field practitioners and 
influencers in municipal innovation and capital innovation.   

 

 
 
While many acknowledge that there is a 
crowded field of influencers related to 
collective impact, Living Cities has established 
its own content niches in which the field sees 
unique value. 
Interviews suggest that Living Cities’ content niche is in 
testing collective impact in new issue areas outside of 
education and in applying a system focus to collective 
impact efforts.  More recently, the field credits Living 
Cities for its contribution to the field around integrating 
an equity lens in collective impact work.  Interviews 
further point out that Living Cities’ voice has additional 
gravitas because its direct investments in place-based work 
give it a credibility derived from “on-the-ground” 
experience that some other influencers lack. 

Those just starting out in collective impact—the 
equivalent of Collective Impact 101—consider 
Living Cities a most useful resource, but those 
looking to go deeper find it less valuable. 
Living Cities receives praise for creating easily digestible 
materials for practitioners.  For those with more 
experience in collective impact and struggling with 
nuanced issues of applying the model, the perception is 
that Living Cities has less to offer.  These more 
experienced stakeholders tend to carry a national voice—
members, partners, practitioners with multisite 
perspectives—and are looking for more in-depth reports 
and, even more importantly, peer exchange with Living 
Cities’ staff.   

From the interviews…collective impact influence 
seen in other practice areas: 
“Living Cities’ collective impact work, Strive Initiative, has 
contributed to my thinking on promising practices.  [Living Cities 
was] more advanced in thinking and practice than I was.”  — 
Field Partner in municipal innovation 

“Living Cities has written some good stuff over time on 
collective impact.  I’ve read it and internalized.”  — Field Partner 
(capital) 

“First time I heard the concept of the ‘table’ was through Ben.  
He talked about it in terms of Strive.   We adopted the phrase.  
It has become the nomenclature to create cross-sector 
collaboration.   It was tested and tried through TII.” — Field  
Partner (capital) 
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Players within the realm of capital deployment 
and innovation most value Living Cities as a 
strategic partner in transactions, playing a small, 
but at times pivotal, role in completing Pay for 
Success deals. 
Given that Pay for Success transactions have been the 
focus of the Living Cities’ capital innovation strategy in 
recent years, the evaluation team asked several of the 
leading players in that space to weigh in on Living Cities’ 
role and the value the organization plays in informing and 
influencing the field.  Living Cities’ staff received high praise 
as partners in helping the complex transactions reach the 
finish line.   

As a source of knowledge and insight related 
to Pay for Success, stakeholders consider 
Living Cities as a more valued platform for 
those with limited experience. 
Living Cities’ greatest value in the capital innovation space 
is as a “doer,” a practitioner, and not as a thought leader.  

Field and member experts think highly of Living Cities’ 
writing on Pay for Success, but see it primarily serving an 
audience with little experience seeking an introduction as 
opposed to offering insight for those on the cutting edge.  
Stakeholders more frequently mentioned Nonprofit 
Finance Fund, Arnold Foundation, Goldman Sachs, Social 
Finance, and Third Sector as thought leaders in the space.  
As one stakeholder noted, “Living Cities is an 
‘implementation leader,’ not a thought leader on Pay for 
Success.” 

In the area of municipal innovation, stakeholders 
cite Living Cities’ municipal convening platform, 
particularly the Project on Municipal Innovation, 
as its best-known and most valued contribution. 
Stakeholders from the field and from member 
organizations universally lauded PMI as a critical source of 
knowledge and influence both for municipalities and for 
philanthropy.  Many see Living Cities’ role as the hub for 

From the interviews… 
“I cannot think of a better co-investor.  Living Cities took a 
very strategic role in capital stack.  Taking a riskier investment 
allows us to do senior-level work.  They were incredibly 
strategic and helped move the deal forward. …Doing an 
investment with other smart investors always informs your 
thinking and makes you smarter.” — Leading PFS Field Player 

“We were three-quarters done and could not get over the line.  
They (Living Cities) were important parties to finish the deal.  
This deal was groundbreaking for the field as a securities only 
transaction.  It’s the only one to date.  It leverages new capital.  
This is why we are so excited….I think what is great about 
Living Cities is that they are creative thought partners.” — 
Field Partner 

“Eileen [Eileen Neely, Director of Capital Innovation] was a 
pioneer in terms of junior tranches.  She was willing to be a 
leader in terms of the debt side.  I think it was instrumental.  If 
Living Cities had not come in, it would have been difficult to do 
the deal [referring to the $27 million Pay for Success deal to 
reduce recidivism among at risk youth launched in 
Massachusetts in 2014].  I think the Mass deal was 
influential…What has come out of that is we are all trying new 
approaches.”  — Leading PFS Player 

“We talked literally last night at our staff meeting.  Just rolled 
out the press release on the PFS Construction Loan.  It 
changed the way we do business, changed the whole way we 
go after projects.  It accelerates the ability of a firm like us to 
construct and close a transaction.”  — Field Partner 

From the interviews… 
“I feel like what I’ve read coming out of Living Cities about 
collective action is kind of collective action 101, you know, 
how to get communities at the table, get the rules of the 
road straight, all the kinds of things that you would expect 
in forming a collaborative.  I think there’s a whole other 
level of understanding about why certain collaborative 
efforts succeed and certain don’t that the field is really 
wrestling with.  And I don’t know that Living Cities is really 
yet at the cutting-edge of that.  Again, I think that Strive 
folks are a better source of learning from that.  I think FSG 
has put out some really good papers on that.  To a lesser 
extent, Bridgespan, but still has worked in this area.  The 
Living Cities’ pieces that I’ve seen so far tend to be ‘it’s 
better to work together, and we want to work together,’ 
sort of at that level of collaboration 101.” — Member 

“We aren’t exchanging ideas and learning.  We have a call 
every other week, but it is on more tactical ideas.  There’s 
not a lot of idea sharing.” — Field Partner 

“The real learning and modeling of cross-sector 
collaboration for us has come more from the Ford 
Metropolitan Opportunity initiative.  Conversations with 
Ford Metro on how they think about supporting places have 
been really valuable—their time on the ground and their 
willingness to interact with us, their articulated theory of 
working with places. It’s harder to extract that learning 
from Living Cities— other than papers, it’s hard to tap 
into.” — Field Partner 

 



 

Mt. Auburn Associates/Beyond Grantmaking…  19 

the network of large cities as positioning Living Cities well 
as a thought leader on municipal innovation.  Both 
members and the field cited the power of including 
member philanthropies in the gathering as a powerful way 
to help philanthropy better understand and target 
investments to cities’ realistic needs. 

 
The field does not consider Living Cities’ 
knowledge platform related to municipal 
innovation as prescriptive on tools or 
approaches, but instead suggests it charges 
cities to take risks to achieve better results 
for low-income people.    

Field interviews suggest that Living Cities has successfully 
differentiated itself from other voices in the municipal 
innovation arena by not taking a strong point of view on 
what innovation should look like.  Field interviews indicate 
the clearest message regarding municipal innovation 
conveyed by Living Cities is the intended beneficiary—
low-income people.  Living Cities also receives credit for 
creating a safe space for cities to take chances.  It is in this 
arena that Living Cities’ message frame about the urgency 
to achieve dramatically better results has most resonated.   

Some suggest that the call for urgency has offered cities 
the “cover” to try new approaches.  

Insight and learning resulting 
from Living Cities’ interaction 
Survey results suggest 
that Living Cities’ 
problem-solving 
network is gaining new 
insights related to 
innovative approaches 
in addressing the needs 
of low-income people 
in cities.  Fewer felt 
they better 
understood the 
challenges of low-
income people or felt a 
new urgency to 
address the challenges, 

69% of those surveyed 
had gained insights into 
innovative approaches to 
improve the economic 
well-being of low-income 
people.  That figure jumps 
to 76% for Living Cities’ 
grant recipients but drops 
to 62%, among those not 
directly funded. 

From the interviews… 
“I think the biggest influence lever that Living Cities has is 
really their convening with the chiefs of staff and city 
managers—PMI.  From what I understand, that’s a network 
that has come to rely on Living Cities not only for 
convening, but for knitting the peer networks together.”  — 
Member 

“The convening power of the organization to bring these 
folks together to talk to their own peers in other cities, it 
perpetuates Living Cities as an expert…  It solidifies their 
leadership as a thought leader in this space.  Living Cities 
becomes the place they know to go to, through Living 
Cities’ staff or Living Cities network to go to get answers to 
these questions.”  — Field Partner 

“PMI gives Living Cities and their funders in the room a 
chance to hear what is of interest in the 30-40 largest cities.  
Informs targeting of their philanthropy.” — Field Partner 

“Cities get the collegiality with their peers—a community of 
practice.  Get ideas from Living Cities and experts in the 
field.  Stimulated by ideas they can take to their mayors and 
use in their cities and a more highly developed peer 
network.”  — Field Partner 

From the interviews… 
“So many organizations focus on policy…  Living Cities 
translates the theoretical with the practice work, articulates it 
and translates it into meaningful work.  Here is our theory of 
how to—what it means in terms of practice.” — Field Partner 

“They really roll up their sleeves.  They want to help people 
confront the hard issues.  Other organizations fly in and focus 
on cool things, get some press, and call it a success.  Living 
Cities is in it for the long haul.  Not the PR factor but the 
outcomes.”  — Field Partner 

“What differentiates Living Cities is the focus on the specific 
community—low-income population…Their focus on practical 
changes to improve program and practice combined with lack 
of scope creep.  This is the community we are focusing on.” — 
Field Partner 

“LC is providing the kind of air cover that I was talking about.  
To take risks.  Cities know that there is no question that Living 
Cities has their back.  Living Cities brings the commander’s 
intent.  The challenges are big; opportunities are big.  Let’s not 
miss this opportunity.”  — Field Partner 

“[They aren’t] prescribing a Living Cities answer or Living Cities 
solution.  They are creating the frameworks in which an 
individual city can find a new answer to an old question.  In 
collaboration with other cities, can find those answers.” — 
Field Partner 
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but the majority of those surveyed did feel they had a 
better understanding of strategies to address those 
challenges.  Local government and nonprofits were most 
positive about the learning from the Living Cities’ 
interaction, while philanthropy and national influencers 
reported the least learning gain from the interaction. 

The survey of Living Cities’ problem-solving 
network suggests the broadest learning gains 
related to collective impact. 
A majority of survey respondents, both grantees and non-
grantees, reported gaining new insights and information 
related to cross-sector collaboration and/or collective 
impact.   

The results were particularly notable in terms of the 
learning from the non-grantee stakeholders.  Throughout 
the survey results, not surprisingly, grantees tend to note 
stronger responses in terms of value, learning, and actions 
taken.  But the survey shows that grantees and non-
grantees had similar response rates with regard to gaining 
new information on building effective collective impact 
efforts.  This suggests that some of the new techniques 
pursued by the collective impact cluster, such as the e-
course on community engagement and collective impact, 
have been effective at informing a broader swath of the 
field through lower touch methods.  Interestingly, more 
field representatives, the non-grantees, felt they had gained 

greater insights on collective impact approaches than they 
had on why it is important to pursue cross-sector work in 
general, the reverse of the grantee population. 

While a majority of the problem-solving 
network overall noted learning gains related 
to municipal innovation, there was a steeper 
drop in learning between the grantees and 
non-grantees surveyed. 
While three-quarters of grantees reported gaining new 
insights on the importance of municipal innovation and 
two-thirds reported learning related to new approaches, 
less than half of non-grantees gained similar insights.  As 
with collective impact, non-grantees seemed to gain more 
insight with regard to new approaches than gaining new 
understanding of why it is important to innovate in the 
first place. 

Percentage of respondents who strongly agree/agree with 
learning statements relating to municipal innovation 

 

The messages and lessons related to capital 
innovation resonated with a smaller fraction 
of the problem-solving network. 
A smaller portion of those surveyed had deepened their 
understanding of tools and strategies to leverage private 

Percentage of respondents who strongly agree/agree 
with learning statements relating to collective impact 
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capital as a result of their Living Cities’ interaction.  This is 
likely related to two factors—one contextual and one 
related to Living Cities’ strategy.  From a contextual point 
of view, the capital innovation concepts and tools are 
often considered more specialized and likely to resonate 
with a smaller portion of the problem-solving network.  
For example, 17 percent of survey respondents are from 
local nonprofit organizations.  For these organizations, 
capital innovation may feel like a big leap from their daily 
work.  Living Cities’ recent focus on complicated Pay for 
Success deals likely intensified this. 

From a strategy standpoint, Living Cities may reach a 
narrower audience with its capital innovation work 
because it has focused more on its role as a strategic 
partner with key transactional players, helping to create 
the market for Pay for Success deals as opposed to 
promoting it as widely through Living Cities’ 
communications platform.   

Likely as a result of these contextual and strategic factors, 
less than one-third of non-grantees surveyed felt they had 
deepened their understanding of tools and strategies to 
leverage private capital as a result of their interaction with 
Living Cities. 

Percentage of respondents who strongly agree/agree 
with learning statements relating to capital innovation 

 

   

While survey results suggest that the 
problem-solving network is learning as a 
result of its interaction with Living Cities, the 
level of preparedness to take action varies 
significantly between grantees and non-
grantees.   
While the survey results suggest that both non-grantees 
and grantees see value in the Living Cities’ information and 
message and are gaining insight as a result of their 
interaction, a far smaller portion of non-grantees feel 
prepared to take action steps as a result.   

While this finding is not surprising, given that grantees are 
likely receiving funding aligned with Living Cities’ message 
to implement the new approaches and provide 
accountability to do so, it certainly offers food for thought 
for the organization to consider.  To reach the scale of 
impact desired by Living Cities, it will need to increase the 
uptake in the field to drive behavior change, even among 
those not directly funded for that purpose. 
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From Influence to Action 

Actions taken  
This section builds on the previous section’s findings with 
regard to value and insight generated from Living Cities’ 
interaction, looking more closely at how that translates to 
changed behavior.  

This section explores the actions taken as a result of 
respondents’ engagement with Living Cities, relying on 
survey responses and follow-up interviews with select 
respondents.   

The vast majority of the problem-solving 
network took at least some action as a result 
of engagement with Living Cities. 
Some of the actions the problem-solving network took 
were smaller and more exploratory.  Stakeholders took 
steps to learn more or share what they had learned with 
colleagues.  Eighty-nine percent of all survey respondents 
sought additional information to deepen their knowledge 
as a result of engaging with Living Cities, and 87 percent of 
respondents shared information and insights with 
colleagues within their organizations as a result of engaging 
with Living Cities.  Over 70 percent of respondents also 
shared information and insights with stakeholders from 
other organizations in their communities.   

Not only did Living Cities prompt actions related to 
seeking and sharing information, but the organization also 
spurred deeper actions related to changing relationships, 
programs, polices, practices, and use of data within survey 
respondents’ organizations.  Seventy-eight percent of all 
respondents took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations and key stakeholders within their 
communities; 59 percent took steps to collect or use data 
in new ways; and 53 percent took steps to change 
practices within their organizations.   

 

To understand the ability of Living Cities to 
inform and influence the field beyond its 
grantmaking, it is critical to dissect the 
problem-solving network, looking specifically 
at the “field,” the non-grantees.  
As expected, a higher percentage of grantees took actions 
across the board.  In many cases, grantees reported taking 
action at more than double the rate of non-grantees.  At 
its most extreme, grantees were more than eight times as 
likely to replicate something learned from another city 
than non-grantees. 

Changing behavior in the field is a much 
higher bar to set, but Living Cities has clearly 
achieved results among non-grantees.  
While non-grantees were significantly less likely to take 
action based on their Living 
Cities’ engagement than 
grantees, the rate at which 
they did see Living Cities 
contributing to action 
demonstrates the impact of 
the knowledge and 
influence platform.   

The field was most likely to 
take initial steps to build on 
the insights or information 
gained from Living Cities’ 
engagement, such as 
delving deeper into the 
issues on their own or sharing information either within 
their organization or among colleagues outside their 
organization. 

Field stakeholders reported that Living Cities’ engagement 
often led them to build new relationships.  While the most 
common type of relationship building is within the 
stakeholder’s own community, survey respondents also 
report frequently (55 percent) building relationships with 
peers in other cities as well. 

Perceive 
Value

Gain 
Insight

Act 
Differently

71% of non-
grantees have taken 
steps to build or 
deepen 
relationships with 
organizations or key 
stakeholders within 
their community. 
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The field was not limited in its actions to baby steps.  
While a smaller portion of non-grantees reported taking 
major action steps to change their organizations, more 
than one-quarter of respondents reported changing 
resource flows or program operations and more than 
one-third reported changing practices as a result of 
learning from Living Cities. 

Actions taken as a result of insights  
gleaned from Living Cities’ engagement 

Grantees                 Actions        Non-grantees 

49% 
Replicated something 

in my city that I learned 
from another city 

6% 

70% 
Took steps to change 
practices within my 

organization 
37% 

62% 
Took steps to change 

programs operated by 
my organization 

28% 

52% 
Took steps to change 

how resources are 
directed within my 

organization 
25% 

85% 
Took steps to build or 
deepen relationships 

with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my 

community 

71% 

72% Took steps to collect or 
use data in new ways 46% 

65% 
Took steps to use 

technology in new 
ways 

27% 

45% 
Took steps to change 
the policies set by my 

organization 
20% 

73% 
Took steps to build or 
deepen relationships 

with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other 

cities 

27% 

Government and local nonprofits are the 
most likely organization types to take action 
based on Living Cities’ insights. 
Non-grantee survey respondents working in finance, 
philanthropy, or for organizations with national influence 
did report taking action, but the percentage of those 
reporting action was far less than those working for 
government or local nonprofits.  Sixty-four percent of 
non-grantee survey respondents working for local 
nonprofits reported taking steps to change practices 
within their organizations, and 48 percent of those 
working for government reported taking this action.  
Comparatively, less than 30 percent of respondents 
working for other types of organizations reported taking 
these types of actions.  Sixty-four percent of non-grantee 
respondents working for local nonprofits and 62 percent 
of those working in government reported taking steps to 
collect or use data in new ways, while less than 43 percent 
of those working in other types of organizations reported 
taking the same actions.  Across the board, an equal or 
higher percentage of those working for local nonprofits or 
government reported taking actions as a result of their 
engagement with Living Cities as compared to those 
working in finance, philanthropy, or for organizations with 
national influence.   

Living Cities is driving the most field action at 
the neighborhood or city level. 
While 27 percent of the field overall reported using 
technology in new ways as a result of engaging with Living 
Cities, the rate of action was more than double for 
respondents at the neighborhood/city level.   

64% of field (non-grantee) 
survey respondents working 
at a neighborhood level 
have taken steps to collect  
or use data in  
new ways and 52% 
have taken steps to use 
technology in new ways.  
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Similarly, while less than half of field respondents overall 
noted using data in new ways as a result of Living Cities’ 
engagement, more than two-thirds of city/neighborhood-
level field respondents reported taking such action.  
Though there were a limited number of non-grantee 
respondents working at the state level, those who did 
complete the survey reported taking action on par with 
the percentage of those working at the neighborhood/city 
level in many ways, including taking steps to build or 
deepen relationships with organizations or key 
stakeholders within their communities, taking steps to 
change how resources are directed within their 
organizations, taking steps to change programs operated 
by their organizations, and taking steps to change practices 
within their organizations.  
 

  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

I replicated something in my city that I learned from
another city

I took steps to change practices within my organization

I took steps to change programs operated by my
organization

I took steps to change how resources are directed within
my organization

I took steps to build or deepen relationships with
organizations/key stakeholders within my community

I took steps to collect or use data in new ways

I took steps to use technology in new ways

I took steps to change the policies set by my
organization

Neighborhood/City County/Region State Federal/National

Actions taken by non-grantees by geographic scale of respondents’ organizations
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The field appears more likely to take action 
after engaging with Living Cities through 
multiple avenues.  
In comparing those who report multiple touchpoints 
with Living Cities to those who engage with Living Cities 
through only one method, the multi-method approach 
appears to generate more behavior change.  More 
specifically, a higher percentage of those non-grantees 
who engaged with Living Cities through its deeper 
content (including attending webinars, making use of 
Living Cities’ tools, or downloading and reading at least 
one report published by Living Cities) and who also 
engaged with Living Cities in at least one other way 
(through direct engagement or social media) reported 
taking action, as compared to those who were engaged 
exclusively with the deeper content.  Similarly, a higher 
percentage of respondents who engaged with Living 
Cities through social media and through at least one 
other touchpoint (deeper content or direct engagement) 
reported taking action, as compared to those who did 
not engage with Living Cities through social media at all.2 

Living Cities significantly exceeded its 
organizational outcome goal of inspiring the 
field to apply new types of urban practice. 

Living Cities set a three-year goal of influencing at 
least five individuals (beyond those directly funded) 
to test, adopt, and apply a new type of urban 
practice.  The organization has far exceeded that goal.  
Non-grantee survey respondents report over 70 actions 
related to taking steps to change practices, programs, or 
resource direction within their organizations as a result of 
their engagement with Living Cities.  Additionally, five 
respondents replicated something in their city learned 
from another city.  Overall, 33 unique organizations 
reported taking these actions that represent the 
implementation of a new type of urban practice. 

The application of these concepts that characterize a new 
urban practice has been far reaching.  A Living Cities’ 
member philanthropy reported conducting an exploration 
of expanded work on global cities that coincided with 
Living Cities’ exploration of a “new urban practice.”  This 
member credits Living Cities for informing its thinking on 
how to change systems in cities and how to work across 
                                                
2 No survey respondents reported engaging with Living Cities 

exclusively through social media. 

political jurisdictions.  The member considers the learning 
to be multidimensional, noting, “We have been part of an 
intensive community of learning.” 

 

Living Cities has successfully encouraged field 
stakeholders to enhance community 
engagement practices. 

Living Cities’ work, particularly its e-course, has had a 
direct impact on stakeholders’ engagement with the 
community.  Survey respondents from various types of 
organizations shared changes they had made to engage 
community members.  One local nonprofit organization 
reported that after interacting with Living Cities it 
developed a training session for staff on how to build a 
better relationship with the community.  A philanthropic 
stakeholder cited using a new approach to developing 
programs in the community whereby they “listened more 
to their solutions instead of bringing solutions ‘made’ by 
others.”  Another survey respondent working with the 
backbone organization of a public health coalition was able 
to convince the coalition to add parents as members given 
that the issues the coalition was addressing pertained to 
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parent behaviors.  (See sidebar for additional examples of 
Living Cities’ influence on stakeholders’ community engagement 
strategies.) 

Living Cities has impacted the field’s use of 
cross-sector collaboration generally and its 
application of collective impact specifically. 

A number of survey respondents credit Living Cities for 
informing and encouraging the use of elements of 
collective impact.  A survey respondent working for an 
organization with national influence noted that it now 
designs collective impact work “differently.”  Another 
individual also working for an organization with national 
influence in finance cited building stronger collaboration 
and bringing investors and government partners together 
earlier in the deal process, based partially on feedback 
from Living Cities’ staff.  An organization in the education 
sector is in the planning stages of expanding from working 
with specific partners to building a collective impact table 
and reports incorporating much of the Living Cities’ 
collective action information and lessons learned into the 
planning approaches.  Lastly, a Living Cities’ member 
foundation reports that a new initiative internationally has 
embraced the use of cross-sector collaboration, informed 
by Living Cities.   

As a result of engagement with Living Cities, 
field stakeholders report taking action to 
change programs and practices related to 
finance, particularly related to capital 
absorption. 

Living Cities’ work in this realm has influenced government 
organizations, finance organizations, and member 
foundations.  For example, a government organization 
conducted a deeper dive with fellow agency policymakers 
and practitioners on the capital absorption framework and 
ideas, including how to incorporate capital absorption 
principles within its grant program design.  Living Cities is 
credited with influencing a new initiative, still in formation, 
SPARCC.  This effort, supported by three Living Cities’ 
member foundations and involving Living Cities’ field 
partners, builds on the foundation of Living Cities’ 
Connect work, a partnership supported by Living Cities 
with the Low Income Investment Fund and Enterprise 
Community Partners to test financial innovations in 
equitable transportation-oriented development.  SPARCC 
also incorporates capital absorption principles, an area of 
knowledge and influence that emerged from learning 
regarding capital deployment in Living Cities’ TII. 

Examples of changed practices: 
community engagement 

Paula Dennison, development services director, 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 

Four city staff from the city of Stillwater, Oklahoma, 
attended Living Cities’ e-course.  As a direct result of their 
participation, the city has reassessed its community 
engagement strategy and has made significant changes in its 
community engagement process.  Prior to the e-course, the 
staff felt that they were doing a good job engaging the 
community, especially through their numerous connections 
with Oklahoma State, which accounts for over half the city’s 
population.  However, the e-course was eye opening in that 
it revealed the number of constituents the city had never 
engaged.  The e-course participants shared these revelations 
with other department heads and those in the city 
manager’s offices.  Paula Dennison, development services 
director for the city, indicated that this has “opened up 
some eyes and helped change the ways the city operates.”  
A reorganization of the department has allowed Dennison 
to begin meeting with citizen groups, church groups, and 
nonprofit social assistance groups, to give their members a 
voice. 

Jessica Pape, community coordinator for grade-level 
reading, Dyersville, Iowa 

The Living Cities’ e-course provided a nonprofit in 
Dyersville, Iowa, with the tools to successfully bring 
together community stakeholders as part of an effort to 
draft a Community Solutions Action Plan as one component 
of Dyersville’s participation in the national Campaign for 
Grade-Level Reading.  According to Community 
Coordinator Jessica Pape, the e-course has “made us more 
organized and professional…people are more inclined to 
get involved because we have structure.”  She sees the 
information gathered from the e-course as her “toolbox” 
and feels that most of the actions she has taken related to 
community engagement have come from the course 
directly.  While the Campaign for Grade-Level Reading has 
provided documents on community engagement and 
collaborated with stakeholders at different levels, Pape feels 
that Living Cities gave her the tools to go deeper with 
community engagement and implement it.  She believes the 
e-course was “exactly what we needed to get everyone on 
the same page and bring everyone together.”   
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Engagement with Living Cities has led select 
stakeholders to take new approaches to 
using data.   
Living Cities has exposed stakeholders to tools for 
making data-driven decisions and tracking outcomes.  As 
a result of extensive discussion with Living Cities, one 
member foundation shared that it is more acutely 
attuned to setting long-term goals and measuring impact 
and that it is spending more time on that within the 
organization, developing indicators and measuring 
behavior change.  Other stakeholders have also made 
significant headway collecting and reporting transparent 
city data through a new data dashboard.  (See sidebar for 
details on how Los Angeles implemented a data dashboard to 
track the administration’s progress.) 

At least two member finance organizations 
have redirected their organizations’ 
resources as a result of engagement with 
Living Cities. 

One member finance organization that reported changing 
resources explained that it launched research on urban-
serving businesses, influenced by discussion with Living 
Cities.  Another member finance institution invested in 
Strive after reconnecting at the Living Cities Summit in 
Philadelphia. 

Some stakeholders have made changes to 
city policy based on their work with Living 
Cities. 

City government has the ability to make lasting policy 
changes, and working with Living Cities has, in a few 
cases, impacted city-level policy.  A city government 
survey respondent took action to reduce the risk to 
owner-occupied homeowners by changing 
communication methods and problem definitions around 
tax delinquency and foreclosure.  Another city 
government survey respondent from Denver reported 
that Living Cities influenced its open data policy.  (See 
sidebar on following page for details.) 

 

Examples of changed practices:  data  

Lilian P. Coral, chief data officer, Los Angeles, 
California (on behalf of Ana Guerrero, Los Angeles 
chief of staff) 

Participation in Living Cities’ PMI has inspired the city of Los 
Angeles, California, to launch a data dashboard that provides 
critical up-to-date information about the city’s performance 
and how it is serving its constituents.  While the mayor’s 
focus had already been on data-driven decision-making, the 
chief of staff’s engagement in PMI encouraged the city to 
develop an open-source data dashboard that includes dozens 
of city-level indicators and metrics on core city services.  
The dashboard, found at dashboard.lamayor.org, is publicly 
available to other cities on GitHub, a repository of open data 
tools where others can copy the dashboard and customize it 
for their city.   

Since its rollout in early spring 2015, the dashboard has 
created a new infrastructure across city hall.  According to 
the Chief Data Officer Lilian Coral, the implementation of 
the data dashboard has set the foundation for this 
administration to be transformational.  The current 
departments are embracing the data innovations and, in 
some cases, creating sub-dashboards tailored to their own 
internal metrics while also feeding into the larger dashboard.  
Given that it is 2016 and data are well understood and 
expected by constituents, Coral expects that this data 
infrastructure will remain beyond this administration since at 
this point “it’s impossible to turn back.” 

PMI contributed to making the dashboard a reality.  PMI 
exposed Living Cities to tools and data-driven strategies and 
brought together chiefs of staff to think bigger, exchange 
ideas, and think through details of new innovations.  The 
chief of staff for the city of Los Angeles sees these meetings 
as a priority as they connect her to other cities and allow all 
attendees to leverage the work happening elsewhere.  
However, PMI is not the only network that has played a role 
in connecting city leadership to generate innovation.  The 
city of Los Angeles is engaged in more than half a dozen 
other networks, including but not limited to Moneyball for 
Government, Bloomberg innovation team, Envision America, 
the Chief Innovation Officer Network, the 100 Resilient 
Cities Network, the Chief Sustainability Officers Network, 
and the Civic Analytics Network (a nationwide network of 
urban chief data officers, funded by Laura and John Arnold 
Foundation and facilitated through the Harvard Kennedy 
School).  These other networks have also contributed to the 
reality of the data dashboard.   
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Living Cities has started to impact thinking on 
economic inclusion and racial equity for some 
of its stakeholders. 

A handful of survey respondents shared examples of how 
Living Cities has shifted their approach on this topic.  One 
media partner credited Living Cities for sharpening its 
focus on what life is like for low-income residents and 
impacting how it has thought about and approached media 
reporting on the $15 minimum wage movement and 
income inequality.  That partner noted, “I don’t know 
what our take would have been if not for Living Cities.”   
A city government representative cited becoming more 
proficient in discussing the intersection of race and 
poverty and, as a result, is better able to communicate on 
the issue.  A member financial institution reported that 
earlier this year the bank convened staff to discuss the 
changing dynamics of race and equity as a market issue for 
the bank.  Coming out of those conversations, the bank 
committed to Strive for College [www.striveforcollege.org].  
While not the cause of the discussion or subsequent 
investment, Living Cities is recognized for raising the 
“broader issues that play out for cities” and grounding that 
issue awareness with “solid information and access to 
people who are best in class,” providing information that is 
“actionable.”  

Non-grantees who have taken action report 
modest or significant impact as a result. 

Over 60 percent of non-grantees who reported taking 
action find that such action has already had a modest or 

significant impact.  In 
some cases, more 
than 75 percent of 
those reporting 
action find that their 
actions have had 
modest or significant 
impact.  For example, 
while 52 percent of 
non-grantees 
indicated that they 
are now more willing 
to share lessons or 
questions from their 
own work with 
colleagues, 89 
percent of these 

individuals find that this has already had modest or 
significant impact.  In another example, 59 percent of 
individuals took steps to build or deepen relationships 
within their communities, and 80 percent of those 
individuals already feel that this has had a modest or 
significant impact on their work.  While only 6 percent of 
non-grantees reported replicating something that they 
learned in another city in their own city, 80 percent find 
that this has had a modest or significant impact. 

Examples of changed practices: policy 

David Edinger, chief performance officer, city and 
county of Denver, Colorado 

PMI has created a peer network that recently helped the city of 
Denver move forward with its open data policy.  Denver’s Chief 
Performance Officer David Edinger had been hesitant to 
mandate an open data policy, but as he saw resistance building 
within city government for general data sharing, he wanted to 
make it clear through a policy that “data sharing is not only 
permissible, but advisable.”  Denver used the PMI network to 
bounce ideas off peer cities like Louisville, Boston, San 
Francisco, and Seattle, to learn what’s working and not working 
with their own open data policies.  The city worked with the 
Johns Hopkins Center for Government Excellence and the 
Sunlight Foundation to draft the policy and was able to 
incorporate best practices based on the information gathered 
from PMI attendees.   

Information exchange with other cities that had created their 
own open data policies was critical to moving forward with this 
policy and doing so fairly quickly.  Edinger believes, “[Our work 
is] not nearly as myopic as it would be if we never convened 
with our peers or learned what they were doing,” and he 
credits Living Cities with bringing those people together.  PMI 
has not only exposed Edinger to other peers, but it has also 
drawn his attention to other convenings and networks including 
the Summit on Government Performance and Innovation that is 
being held in Louisville, Kentucky, in 2016 and the Harvard Law 
School Open Data & Privacy Practices meeting, two convenings 
that continue to broaden his peer network.  

PMI is also a place where Edinger has been able to share 
information with others.  Denver’s internal management 
consulting firm, Peak Academy, has trained 600 Denver 
employees on innovation and supports them through facilitated 
sessions.  It also offers that same support to individuals from 
other cities, and Edinger has informed his PMI colleagues of the 
opportunity.  To date, over 100 people from other cities have 
participated in Peak Academy.  Those participants can then 
spread the concepts more broadly.  For instance, the chief 
innovation officer in Providence attended Peak Academy, which 
assisted in the creation of her own version to bring back to 
Providence.   

 

 

Of the non-grantees, 
59% took steps to 
build or deepen 
relationships within 
their community and 
80% of those 
individuals find this has 
had a modest or 
significant impact. 
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Examples of changed practices: replication 

Nicole Pollock, Chief Innovation Officer, Providence, Rhode Island 

PMI provided the city of Providence with a useful network for peer learning and exchange that it recently tapped as part of its 
implementation of a new financial management strategy.  The city of Providence has been working with the National Resource 
Network, part of the White House Initiative on Strong Cities, Strong Communities (SC2), to make changes in its financial 
management strategy and, in addition, has been working with community stakeholders around the city’s approach to budgeting.  
As a result of that work, the city plans to pilot “budgeting for outcomes,” a performance budgeting process, in 2017.  
Providence had not previously been in touch with other cities implementing this specific strategy.  Through the PMI network, 
Nicole Pollock, the city’s chief innovation officer (CIO), was able to connect with the city of Nashville, and through the 
Bloomberg network, the CIO was able to connect with Chattanooga—two cities using “budgeting for outcomes” as a financial 
management strategy.  Since, the city’s CIO was deep into this work already, in between packed agendas at network meetings, 
she actively sought out representatives from these cities to discuss performance-based government.  Pollack was able to hear 
directly from finance analysts in other cities to learn how those cities implemented “budgeting for outcomes” and get the full 
picture of what it takes to make this change, including the scale of resources required.  While the best practice guides present 
the rosiest picture, city staff know that there are possible pitfalls and find it important to be able to understand the larger 
context by speaking with others who have done it already.  Pollock is aware of the potential for political pushback and speaking 
with those on the ground in another city has helped Providence “roadmap our resources and understand pressing issues.”  
Providence is still in touch with those in Chattanooga and Nashville at least every other month and expects to speak with them 
more frequently after the city releases its latest budget.  Pollock noted, “We would have tried to do this without talking to 
them, but it would have been less likely to succeed, messier, [and] harder to get buy-in.  We needed help to mitigate risk and 
backlash.  If we don’t have that context, we are more likely to make rookie mistakes.” 

Connections made through these networks have led to other information sharing across cities as well.  Providence followed-up 
with the city of Detroit after hearing speakers at PMI discuss public safety and emergency management.  Providence is sharing 
information with Chattanooga on an initiative focused on rehabilitating abandoned homes and hopes to replicate Chattanooga’s 
program to preserve homes.   



 

Mt. Auburn Associates/Beyond Grantmaking…  30 

Conclusions and Suggestions for Further 
Reflection 

Key Takeaways 
Overall, the research found Living Cities to be 
a valued platform for those interested in 
learning or exchanging ideas about selected 
practices to improve the lives of low-income 
people in cities. 
The field generally views Living Cities as a source of 
information about the application of collective impact with 
a particular focus on community and economic 
development and, to a lesser degree, a platform to engage 
and exchange ideas related to public sector innovation.  
The field recognizes Living Cities for its clear focus in all 
its work on improving the lives of low-income people, and 
increasingly for its contribution to the field around the 
importance of community engagement and the use of data 
as both critical tools to collective impact and to public 
sector innovation.   

Living Cities has had the most influence on 
the field through the lessons and 
communication regarding collective impact 
content. 
Field surveys indicated that Living Cities is a leader in its 
work in the collective impact realm.  Living Cities has used 
its communications platform effectively to reach a broad 
audience of stakeholders on the ground in cities that are 
exploring how to integrate collective impact principles and 
practices in their work.  Living Cities particularly 
contributed to practitioners’ thinking about community 
engagement’s role in collective impact.   

Field interviews suggest that Living Cities has been less 
effective at establishing the organization as a platform for 
the exchange of information about collective impact that 
might benefit more experienced collective impact 
stakeholders.  Field influencers seeking to engage Living 
Cities’ staff in deeper conversations around the application 
of collective impact concepts have faced challenges 
navigating the organization.  Some field influencers, and 
particularly members, have found the Living Cities’ 

influence platform around collective impact better suited 
to stakeholders new to collective impact and offering less 
to the more experienced collective impact thinkers in the 
field.   

Stakeholders credit Living Cities with creating 
an environment that encourages the public 
sector to take risks to innovate, but there is 
less clarity about Living Cities’ point of view 
on what innovation should look like.   
Public sector leaders and innovators value Living Cities’ 
role as a convener.  While members and the field have the 
most knowledge of PMI, participants in both the City 
Accelerator as well as PMI value the opportunity that 
Living Cities provides for idea exchange.  They did not see 
Living Cities as having a clear perspective or point of view 
as to what that innovation might look like, but did credit 
Living Cities in this space for communicating the urgency 
to act differently and take risks.   

Capital innovation influence strategy appears 
to be reaching a smaller audience, primarily 
through transactions, but those partners see 
Living Cities as influential. 
In the capital innovation space, a smaller set of field 
experts know of and value the organization’s 
contributions, but few view it as a critical platform for 
influence or innovation.  The more limited recognition of 
Living Cities’ contribution in this space is in part due to 
the fact that its primary focus within capital innovation 
most recently has been in Pay for Success transactions.  
The complexity of these transactions is relevant to a 
smaller audience and is unlikely to be implemented as 
broadly as some of the collective impact or municipal 
innovation concepts that have more universal applicability 
and appeal.  Many leaders in the field value Living Cities’ 
role as a partner in transactions and see the organization 
playing a small, but at times pivotal, role in helping close a 
deal that can demonstrate viability for future transactions.  
They do not, however, see Living Cities as a major 
innovator in the space, and some wonder if Living Cities is 
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actually setting itself up to compete in this field as opposed 
to growing the Pay for Success market. 

Living Cities’ focus on low-income people and 
the spotlight it has placed on the related 
issues of equity and race are pervading the 
conversation.  Yet, it will take repeated focus 
and more attention to tools and practices 
that can drive actionable change. 
From a branding perspective, Living Cities has been quite 
successful in establishing a clear identity in the field that 
the organizational mission is to improve the lives of low-
income people and that the work Living Cities catalyzes in 
the field should be toward that end.  For those that engage 
regularly or deeply with Living Cities, there is also an 
awareness that the organization’s focus on improving the 
lives of low-income people now incorporates a strong 
message around equity and addressing issues of race.  This 
will take time and repeated enforcement to reach the 
same level of association as the organization has with its 
focus on low-income people.  Most importantly, 
practitioners are looking for more direction of specific 
implementation steps they can take to make a difference.    

The survey of Living Cities’ problem-solving 
network suggests that Living Cities has 
significantly exceeded its three-year outcome 
goals, contributing to behavior change in the 
field, not just among those receiving grants, 
but also among practitioners exposed to 
Living Cities’ ideas and opportunities for peer 
exchange.   
Living Cities significantly surpassed its three-year outcome 
goal that aspired to see five “leaders beyond those Living 
Cities directly funds, testing, adopting, and applying a new 
type of urban practice.”  In fact, the survey found 33 
unique non-grantee organizations reporting that they 
changed policies or practices, replicated an approach seen 
elsewhere, or changed how they allocate organizational 
resources following their engagement with Living Cities.  
While the actions taken, as described by survey 
respondents, may not sound transformational in nature, 
the survey respondents often report that change did have 
an impact.  Generally, more than 60 percent of those 
taking action report that the change had a modest or 
significant impact. 

Living Cities is having the greatest influence in 
cities and neighborhoods—in both 
government and local nonprofit organizations. 
Survey analysis shows local audiences, community-based 
organizations, and municipal government most value Living 
Cities.  Living Cities appears to have limited engagement 
with stakeholders at the state level, but state stakeholders 
who do engage with Living Cities are strongly positive 
about its value.  Not surprisingly, Living Cities appears to 
be having the greatest impact in terms of changing 
relationships, practices, and policies at the city level, both 
in community-based organizations and in city government. 

Stakeholders from Living Cities’ own member 
organizations appear to be least satisfied of 
any constituency with the Living Cities’ 
platform for information exchange or the 
value of the knowledge shared by the 
organization.   
Analysis of interviews conducted with representatives of 
Living Cities’ members found that the senior leaders who 
often serve on the executive committee and have regular 
contact with Ben Hecht are far more positive about the 
value of Living Cities’ engagement than the program 
officers from the same or other member organizations 
are.  The interviews emphasize an organizational challenge 
Living Cities already recognizes and is struggling to address 
since eliminating program committees.  This evaluation 
reinforces the finding that developing new structures for 
information sharing and engagement geared to a fairly 
informed and sophisticated audience is critical for member 
satisfaction as well as leveraging Living Cities’ own 
influence to reach a broader network of practitioners 
through Living Cities’ members.  Interviews suggest that 
the Living Cities’ task force of cross-sector leaders from 
member institutions, convened in response to Freddie 
Gray’s death in Baltimore in 2015, is a model of 
productive member engagement in the future.  The work 
of the task force resulted in the creation of a new Living 
Cities initiative, Race Equity Here.  The elements that 
appear to have made this member task an exemplary 
model of engagement include:  1) it was timely and 
responded to a pressing interest of members and the field 
more generally; 2) it reached deeper in member 
organizations than CEOs; and 3) it allowed for co-
generation of ideas and content. 
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While member representatives interviewed were most 
outspoken about the value of their Living Cities’ 
engagement, they may, in fact, be representative to some 
degree of a broader influence issue for Living Cities to 
consider.  Analysis of the survey results suggests that 
Living Cities has significantly less influence generally on 
field stakeholders with a more national perspective 
whether they are in government, philanthropy, or other 
national nonprofits.  These constituencies report less value 
from their interaction with Living Cities and are less likely 
to take action as a result of their engagement. 

Living Cities CEO Ben Hecht is a powerful 
lever for Living Cities’ field influence, but the 
organization may consider whether it is 
overly dependent on Hecht as the face and 
voice of the organization. 
In interviews with members and the field, mentions of Ben 
Hecht dwarfed mentions of any other Living Cities staff.  
Senior leadership of member organizations consider 
access to Ben the most valuable aspect of engaging with 
Living Cities.  Most view him as a dynamic and insightful 
thought leader in person and a powerful progressive voice 
in social media channels.  While Hecht is viewed favorably 
overall in the field, given that one of the goals for 
knowledge dissemination and communication for this most 
recent funding round was to decrease the organization’s 
dependence on Hecht as THE voice of Living Cities, 
research suggests that Living Cities may have been less 
than successful on this dimension of their strategy.  

Repeated engagement through multiple 
channels enhances influence.   
Generally, stakeholders who engage through multiple 
mechanisms see more value from their engagement and 
are often more likely to take action.  Direct engagement 
with the network, whether through convenings or less 
formal interaction with Living Cities’ staff, has more value 
when in combination with other forms of engagement as 
well.  Social media, in particular, is seen a valuable addition 
to other means of engagement.  Its reach is somewhat 
limited as interviews suggest there is a generation of 
leaders who do not regularly connect through social media 
and a broader swath of influencers who are overwhelmed 
and unable to absorb the stream of digital content. 

If stakeholders are only going to engage with Living Cities 
in one way, the survey suggests it is best for them to 

engage in some of Living Cities’ deeper content, which 
includes participating in webinars, using Living Cities’ tools 
such as the cross-sector partnership assessment, or 
reading Living Cities’ reports.  The survey found 
particularly favorable responses to the e-course.  Looking 
at non-grantees who either only had one-on-one 
interaction with Living Cities’ staff or only engaged with 
Living Cities’ deeper content, those exposed to deeper 
content took more action than those who interacted with 
staff only.   

Living Cities’ convening is a powerful influence 
lever, but is at its best when highly focused 
and when there is follow up with other forms 
of engagement.  
In this most recent funding round, Living Cities built on 
previous convening experience and expanded its role as a 
platform for networks of city practitioners to jointly learn 
and share information with each other.  At Living Cities’ 
request, this evaluation did not cover some notable 
initiatives in which Living Cities served as the convener, 
such as its role with Bloomberg Philanthropies’ Innovation 
teams.   Mt. Auburn did survey or interview stakeholders 
representing other networks that Living Cities convenes 
such as PMI and City Accelerator.  Those networks were 
very positive about the Living Cities role and the 
outcomes emerging from the work.  However, interviews 
and survey feedback suggest that Living Cities will have the 
best return from such learning communities when a 
cohort is brought together to achieve a specific goal and 
the content shared in the convening is highly relevant to 
reaching the specified goal.  Feedback further suggests that 
small cohorts are more productive but, perhaps more 
importantly, the cohort should share similar 
characteristics such as commonalities among the cities in 
terms of the challenges or opportunities they face, roles 
they play, and resources they can bring to the problem.   
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Field recommendations:  suggestions for improvement from 
the survey of the problem-solving network 

 More use of webinars, e-learning, or virtual learning communities 
whether as stand-alone vehicles for sharing information or whether 
supplementary to periodic in-person convenings. 

 More convenings and cohort-based learning of individuals or teams with 
like goals and similar populations.  Convenings should have a clear focus 
and strong action orientation and push participants to articulate 
concrete next steps. 

 Expand the problem-solving network in places by directly engaging 
multiple levels of staff seniority and authority.  While Living Cities often 
engages with the top organizational leadership, some feel that engaging 
frontline staff, those below the level of department heads, at convenings 
would offer a different and valuable perspective to thinking about new 
urban practices. 

 Lift up even more best practices from cities.  Practitioners continue to 
hunger for stories, lessons, and examples that they can directly apply. 

 Sharpen the focus on articulating and measuring outcomes and impact 
for Living Cities and the network.  Whether looking at an individual site 
or at Living Cities’ body of work overall, there is field interest in hearing 
a clearer articulation of the outcomes achieved from adopting elements 
of the new urban practice.  As one stakeholder described, Living Cities 
needs to “sharpen its definition of ‘dramatically better results for low-
income people.’  What are the milestones or benchmarks?” 

 Beware of buzzwords and “insider jargon,” and philanthropic and 
national think tank "speak" to make information more accessible to 
outside partners. 
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Strategic questions or tensions 
emerging from research  
In exploring Living Cities’ influence on the field, a couple of 
key tensions emerged in Living Cities’ approach.  The 
research for this evaluation did not necessarily suggest an 
“answer” to the questions identified.  Rather, this section 
highlights these questions because Living Cities as an 
organization likely needs to further grapple with the costs 
as well as benefits of current influence strategies and 
determine whether a different balance can be achieved 
going forward. 

Innovation for whom?  Is Living Cities’ role to 
introduce cutting-edge ideas to the field or to 
emphasize broad adoption of promising 
practices? 
Encouraging innovation in the field can take many forms.  
Living Cities does not appear to have made a strategic 
choice between catalyzing very new innovations versus 
spreading mass adoption of ideas and practices into the 
mainstream of cities across the country.  Living Cities’ 
work within collective impact generally appears to fall 
within the strategy of encouraging mass adoption, public 
sector innovation is still establishing its strategic direction 
after a change in cluster leadership, and capital innovation 
appears more focused on very new innovation.  
Depending on the desired innovation approach, the 
audience, the type of content, the methods for influence, 
and the outcome measures will vary, so greater 
organizational clarity can better focus the organization’s 
resources.   

One of the ways this tension manifested itself in this 
evaluation was in responses regarding the Living Cities’ 
content.  Practitioners or influencers aimed at reaching a 
broad audience of cities wanted to see more content that 
focused on the “top three things to do today,” quickly 
digestible and actionable content for busy city leaders.  
Other influencers critiqued Living Cities for generating 
content that was too introductory or lacking depth.  Some 
felt the organization was inconsistent in focus, jumping 
from one new idea to the next.   

Another way this tension manifested itself in the research 
was in looking at the value national influencers received 
from Living Cities’ engagement versus those whose 
jurisdiction was a neighborhood, city, or region.  The 

evaluation survey looked at the value respondents 
perceived from their engagement with Living Cities.  
Responses were segmented by respondent type.  On 
almost every possible statement of value and outcome, 
government and local nonprofit respondents had a more 
positive response from their engagement with Living Cities 
than either philanthropy or national influencers.  (See 
Tables 9a and 13a in the appendix.)  Local practitioners 
are more satisfied with the value of engagement with 
Living Cities than those with a more national focus are.   

What is the basis for Living Cities’ credibility 
as an influencer in the field?  Is Living Cities a 
platform for others’ ideas or does it derive its 
point of view from its own on-the-ground 
experience? 
Living Cities’ value as a convener through PMI is well 
established and, in this round, the organization has 
expanded its role successfully into other convening 
platforms that participants appear to value quite highly.  
However, as Living Cities considers expanding further its 
role as a convener, while potentially focusing less on major 
place-based grant investments, it should weigh the impact 
in terms of its point of differentiation in the field.  
Interviews suggest that at least some influencers regard a 
critical point of credibility of Living Cities’ voice in the field 
as the fact that the organization simply does not write 
about others’ experience, but has been “in the trenches” 
and has earned a point of view based on its own 
experience.  While not an insurmountable challenge, 
should the organization choose to devote less time and 
resources to place-based grantmaking, it is worth 
reflecting on what the unique point of differentiation of 
Living Cities will be if it transitions to more of a convening 
platform than active grantmaker.   

Does the organization have a goal of 
influencing many to make a modest change or 
influencing a smaller number to make deep 
change? 
The research conducted for this evaluation, particularly 
the survey of Living Cities’ problem-solving network, 
found a significant percentage of the network self-
reporting that they had taken action as a result of their 
engagement with Living Cities.  The research did not 
attempt to systematically assess the depth or significance 
of the actions taken separate from the respondents’ own 
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evaluation of the significance.  However, even based on 
self-reporting, only 18 percent of non-grantees believed 
the actions taken as a result of Living Cities resulted in a 
significant impact.  In comparing the survey responses of 
grantees versus non-grantees describing the action taken, 
not surprisingly, grantees appear to be taking more 
significant steps based on their Living Cities’ interaction.  
In fact, 62 percent of grantees who noted taking some 
action step reported a significant impact from at least one 
action taken.  The question for Living Cities becomes what 
levels of engagement are less resource intensive than 
direct grantmaking yet can achieve that depth of impact?  
The survey suggests that the organization may want to 
hone its strategy to consider how best to deploy its 
knowledge and influence resources to attain the optimal 
point of reaching the widest audience while achieving the 
greatest level of impact. 

Recommendations 
Develop a comprehensive influence strategy 
(theory of change) for the organization that 
cuts across the clusters and looks holistically 
at all the levers of influence (both who and 
how). 
Living Cities has made great strides in recent years in 
developing a more proactive approach to field influence 
generally and a far more sophisticated communications 
strategy specifically.  Despite the progress, the 
organization lacks a comprehensive approach to influence.  
A more comprehensive approach would express more 
concretely the desired results, the relationship between 
direct grantmaking or capital investments and broader 
influence strategies, a clearer articulation of the 
hypothesized methods of influence, and clearer 
prioritization of whom it needs to influence to achieve the 
desired results.   

A comprehensive influence strategy would more intently 
weave the goals of the clusters with the communications 
mechanisms, for instance, and guide strategic choices 
about which conferences are likely to yield the greatest 
influence impact and which convenings best align with the 
desired results and targets of influence.  In addition, 
integrating member engagement into a comprehensive 
influence strategy might enable new ways to envision how 
members can be partners in achieving broader field 
influence, and serve as better thought partners in refining 

the message and knowledge shared with the field.  An 
additional benefit of a comprehensive organizational 
influence approach would be a better weaving of the 
cluster content.  It appears currently that each cluster 
crafts its own approach to influence.  The evaluation 
points to opportunities to better weave the cluster 
content together so that interested stakeholders who 
engage originally through one cluster can access the 
knowledge and insight of other clusters as needed to more 
fully operationalize Living Cities’ new urban practice.     

A more comprehensive strategy will likely lead to a refined 
set of influence outcome goals.  As the organization 
reflects on its desired outcomes, it may want to consider 
more tightly defining what types of behavior change are 
most desirable and how closely the outcomes tie to likely 
benefits for low-income people.  Particularly within the 
realm of municipal innovation and use of data, the range of 
examples of changed behavior is broad and can serve goals 
such as improved efficiency or reduced cost.  Does Living 
Cities regard any type of innovation or data-driven 
approach as a new urban practice outcome that may 
improve the lives of low-income people? 

Continue efforts to diversify the face of Living 
Cities to members and the field. 
Living Cities’ message is much tied to its primary 
messenger, CEO Ben Hecht.  In some ways, this is quite 
positive.  Key leaders of member organizations see access 
to Ben as the most important benefit of Living Cities’ 
membership.  Ben’s social media helps shape the 
organization’s progressive identity in the field.  He is seen 
as an inspirational catalyst for change and a highly 
thoughtful and innovative thinker.  The challenge for the 
organization is dependence on a single individual.  Such 
singular dependence can be a vulnerability at whatever 
point the organization faces a change in leadership.   

Make member engagement, particularly 
beyond the CEO-level, a top priority. 
While the intent of this evaluation was never to provide 
an assessment of Living Cities’ member engagement 
strategy, the numerous interviews with members to gain 
perspective on the value and impact of Living Cities on the 
problem-solving network revealed a level of discontent 
among members that warrants immediate attention.  
Living Cities would benefit from 1) a clearer articulation of 
how member organizations, at varying levels of the 
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organization, should expect to benefit from Living Cities’ 
engagement; 2) a clearer and consistent strategy for 
engaging a broader set of stakeholders within member 
organizations; 3) concrete guidance for member 
organizations on models of how to disseminate insights 
from Living Cities’ engagement throughout the 
organization; and 4) a more intensive strategy enlisting 
Living Cities’ members to contribute to a multidirectional 
dialogue that allows all parties to share their learning and 
expertise and collectively advance all parties’ thinking.   

Develop targeted influence strategies 
addressing the needs of the varied 
stakeholders engaging with Living Cities’ 
content.   
The evaluation revealed that varying types of stakeholders 
valued Living Cities’ knowledge content to different 
degrees.  The research suggested that there was a 
segment of more sophisticated national influencers who 
were less satisfied with the content than practitioners, 
nonprofit, and government leaders on the ground in cities 
and neighborhoods were.  Some felt that content was 
most valuable for novices to the concepts of the new 
urban practice and wished that the Living Cities’ 
engagement and knowledge content could delve deeper 
and represent more of a dialogue among thought partners 
than a one-way transmission of information. 

The findings suggest a need for a multipronged approach 
to knowledge and influence, one that acknowledges that 
some users need the foundational New Urban Practice 
101 content; some are hungrier for greater depth, the 
New Urban Practice 201; and that a smaller segment really 
crave the equivalent of the college or graduate-level 
seminar course that expects each party has deep 
knowledge and experience to bring to discussion and co-
creation of new strategies.   

Living Cities has, in fact, already developed an 
understanding of the different segments of the audience of 
its work.  Prior strategic communications work that Living 
Cities completed identified current users as the impact 
philanthropist, the nonprofit change-maker, the urban 
intellectual, and the community development banker.  
Living Cities also identified aspirational users of Living 
Cities’ content as the sophisticated policymaker, the 
cross-sector influential, the impact investor, and the local 
foundation coordinator.  These user personas provide a 
useful starting point from which to develop organization-
wide strategies that link content and staff engagement 
from multiple clusters to the needs of varying user types. 
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TABLE 1a (All Respondents) 

 

Count of Current 
Aggregated Organization 
Type  Percent 

Finance 26 15% 
Government 58 35% 
Local Nonprofit 28 17% 

National Influencers 21 13% 

Other 8 5% 

Philanthropy 25 15% 

Unknown 2 1% 

Grand Total 168  
 

 

TABLE 1b (Non-grantees)  

 

Count of Current 
Aggregated Organization 
Type  Percent 

Finance 12 14% 
Government 21 25% 
Local Nonprofit 11 13% 
National 
Influencers 17 20% 
Other 6 7% 
Philanthropy 17 20% 
Unknown 1 1% 

Grand Total 85  
 

 

TABLE 1c 
(Grantees)   

 

Count of Current 
Aggregated Organization 
Type  Percent 

Finance 14 17% 
Government 37 45% 
Local Nonprofit 17 20% 
National 
Influencers 4 5% 
Other 2 2% 
Philanthropy 8 10% 
Unknown 1 1% 

Grand Total 83  
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TABLE 2a (All Respondents)  

 

Count of 
Current 
Organization 
Type  

Finance  

    Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) 13 
Bank 7 

Impact investor 3 

Other financial institution 3 

Government  

    City or county agency/department 51 
Federal agency 3 

Regional planning organization 2 

State agency/department 2 

Local nonprofit  

    Local or regional nonprofit/community-based organization 24 
Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (local) 4 

National Influencers  

    Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (national) 14 
National nonprofit 6 

Other 1 

Philanthropy  

    Local and regional/community foundation 15 
National foundation 10 

Other  

Other 8 
Unknown  

Unknown 2 
Grand Total 168 
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TABLE 2b (Non-grantees)  

 
Count of Current 
Organization Type  

Finance  
Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) 2 

Bank 7 

Impact investor 1 

Other financial institution 2 

Government  

City or county agency/department 16 

Federal agency 3 

State agency/department 2 

Local nonprofit  

Local or regional nonprofit/community-based organization 10 
Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (local) 1 

National Influencers  

Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (national) 11 

National nonprofit 6 

Philanthropy  

Local and regional/community foundation 10 

National foundation 7 

Other  

Other 6 

Unknown  

Unknown 1 

Grand Total 85 
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TABLE 2c (Grantees)  

 
Count of Current 
Organization Type  

Finance  
Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) 11 

Impact investor 2 

Other financial institution 1 

Government  

City or county agency/department 35 

Regional planning organization 2 

Local nonprofit  

Local or regional nonprofit/community-based organization 14 

Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (local) 3 

National Influencers  

Think tank/research institution/advocacy organization (national) 3 

Other 1 

Philanthropy  

Local and regional/community foundation 5 

National foundation 3 

Other  

Other 2 

Unknown  

Unknown 1 

Grand Total 83 
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TABLE 3a (All Respondents)    

 Count of Current Aggregated Organization Type 

 Neighborhood/ 
City 

County/ 
Region State Federal/ 

National (blank) Grand Total 

Finance  5 3 18  26 

Government 35 17 2 4  58 

Local nonprofit 9 17 2   28 
National 
Influencers 1  1 19  21 

Philanthropy 5 10 3 7  25 

Other 4  2 2  8 

Unknown     2 2 

Grand Total 54 49 13 50 2 168 
 

“Other” includes the following types of organizations: 

• Community Advisory Councils member, Faith Community Nurse 
• Civic tech start-up 
• PRI Real Estate Development 
• Community Activist 
• Consultant 
• Private education system of pre-k-12 campuses 
• Community Hospital 
• Former Mayor 

 

  

TABLE 3b (Non-grantees) 

 Count of Current Aggregated Organization Type 

 Neighborhood/
City 

County/ 
Region State Federal/ 

National (blank) Grand Total 

Finance  2  10  12 

Government 13 4 1 3  21 

Local nonprofit 4 6 1   11 
National 
Influencers 1  1 15  17 

Philanthropy 5 6 2 4  17 

Other 2  2 2  6 

Unknown     1 1 

Grand Total 25 18 7 34 1 85 
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TABLE 3c (Grantees) 

 Count of Current Aggregated Organization Type 

 Neighborhood/ 
City 

County/ 
Region State Federal/ 

National (blank) Grand Total 

Finance  3 3 8  14 
Government 22 13 1 1  37 
Local nonprofit 5 11 1   17 
National 
Influencers 

   4  4 

Philanthropy  4 1 3  8 

Other 2     2 

Unknown     1 1 

Grand Total 29 31 6 16 1 83 
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TABLE 3d (All Respondents who indicated that they work at the Neighborhood/City Level) 

 

Count of 
City 

Affiliation 
Seattle 5 

Baltimore 5 

New Orleans 3 

Atlanta 3 

Pittsburgh 2 

Albuquerque 2 

Boston 2 

Los Angeles 2 

Philadelphia 1 

Detroit 1 

San Diego 1 

Dyersville (IA) 1 

Oakland 1 

Edmonton (CA) 1 

Providence 1 

Fresno 1 

Stillwater (OK) 1 

Houston 1 

Newark 1 

London 1 

Pasadena 1 

Long Beach 1 

Cleveland 1 

Austin 1 

San Antonio 1 

Louisville 1 

Dallas 1 

Milwaukee 1 

Washington, D.C. 1 

Minneapolis 1 

Brazil 1 

(blank) 7 

Grand Total 54 
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TABLE 4a (All Respondents)  

 

Average Number of  
Types of Engagements per 

Respondent 
Government 3.9 

Local nonprofit 4.3 

National Influencers 3.5 

Philanthropy 2.8 

Finance 3.8 

Other 4.0 

Unknown 3.0 

Grand Total 3.7 

TABLE 4b (Non-grantees) 

 

Average Number of 
Types of Engagements per 

Respondent 
Government 2.9 
Local nonprofit 2.9 
National Influencers 3.4 

Philanthropy 2.5 

Finance 2.9 

Other 3.2 

Unknown 2.0 

Grand Total 2.9 

  
TABLE 4c (Grantees) 

 

Average Number of 
Types of Engagements per 

Respondent 
Government 4.5 

Local nonprofit 5.1 

National Influencers 3.8 

Philanthropy 3.4 

Finance 4.5 

Other 6.5 

Unknown 4.0 

Grand Total 4.5 
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Comparison of Avg. Number of Engagements for 

Grantees and Non-grantees 
TABLE 4d (All Respondents)  

Row Labels 

Average 
Number of 

Types of 
Engagements 

per Respondent 
Received a Grant 4.5 

Did not Receive a Grant 2.9 

  
For average rank, closest to 1 indicates highest rank. 
    
 

 
 
 
TABLE 5a (All Respondents)     
n = 168     

Types of Engagement with Living Cities 
# % Average 

Rank 
n (for average 
rank question) 

Received a Grant 83 49% 1.7 64 

Direct Contact 131 78%   

 Attended a Learning Community 86 51% 2.2 73 
 Attended a Summit 64 38% 2.7 53 
 Talked Directly with LC Staff 88 52% 2.4 82 

Follow Social Media 75 45%   

 Twitter 55 33% 4.5 50 
 Blogs 50 30% 4.6 46 

Engaged in Deeper Content 119 71%   

 Downloaded Document/Reports 105 63% 3.7 91 
 Made use of Tools 37 22% 2.8 33 
 Participated in Webinar 40 24% 4.9 34 

Other   16 10% 1.5 13 
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TABLE 5b (Non-grantees) 

 

n = 85      

Types of Engagement with Living Cities 
# % Average 

Rank 
n (for average 
rank question) 

Direct Contact 59 69%     
 Attended a Learning Community 31 36% 2.0 24 
 Attended a Summit 30 35% 2.4 22 
 Talked Directly with LC Staff 35 41% 2.0 31 

Follow Social Media 35 41%   

 Twitter 24 28% 3.5 23 
 Blogs 24 28% 3.6 22 

Engaged in Deeper Content 61 72%   

 Downloaded Document/Reports 51 60% 2.9 43 
 Made use of Tools 23 27% 1.4 20 
 Participated in Webinar 19 22% 3.5 15 

Other   3 4%     
 

TABLE 5c (Grantees) 

 n = 83      

Types of Engagement with Living Cities 

# % Average 
Rank 

n  
(for average rank 

question) 

Direct Contact 72 87%     
 Attended a Learning Community 55 66% 2.2 49 
 Attended a Summit 34 41% 2.9 31 
 Talked Directly with LC Staff 53 64% 2.6 51 

Follow Social Media 40 48%   

 Twitter 31 37% 5.4 27 
 Blogs 26 31% 5.5 24 
Engaged in Deeper Content 58 70%   

 Downloaded Document/Reports 54 65% 4.5 48 
 Made use of Tools 14 17% 4.8 13 
 Participated in Webinar 21 25% 6.1 19 

Other   4 5% 2.0  4 
 

TABLE 6  (All Respondents)  
  

Percentage of Respondents who are 
only engaged through Social Media 0% 
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 VALUE STATEMENTS 

Percentage of respondents who report that they received value from their engagement with Living Cities in 
the following ways: 

TABLE 7a (All Respondents) 

Values Percent 
Agree and 
Strongly 
Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Response 
(n) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my city 75% 4.0 123 163 
Helped me see the need for a new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for low-income people 61% 3.7 100 163 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my community 63% 3.7 102 163 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in a new 
way 77% 4.0 126 163 

Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from other practitioners, 
subject experts, or influential thinkers 

78% 4.0 127 163 

Provided a forum for me to share with others some 
innovative thinking, approaches, promising practices from 
my own work 

78% 4.0 127 163 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 78% 4.1 127 163 
Allowed me to build relationships with philanthropy 48% 3.5 78 163 
Allowed me to build relationships with financial 
institutions 33% 3.1 54 163 

Allowed me to build relationships with others I might not 
otherwise have worked with 71% 3.8 115 163 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers around 
issues relevant to my work 83% 4.1 136 163 

Question wording: Below are a set of statements about the possible value you received from your engagement with Living Cities. 
Please select the response to show the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
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Percentage of respondents who report that they received value from their engagement with Living Cities in 
the following ways: 

TABLE 7b (Non-grantees) 

Values Percent 
Agree and 
Strongly 
Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Respons
e (n) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my city 59% 3.7 48 81 
Helped me see the need for a new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for low-income people 49% 3.4 40 81 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my community 49% 3.5 40 81 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in a new way 68% 3.8 55 81 
Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from other practitioners, 
subject experts, or influential thinkers 

74% 3.9 60 81 

Provided a forum for me to share with others some 
innovative thinking, approaches, promising practices from my 
own work 

67% 3.7 54 81 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 64% 3.8 52 81 
Allowed me to build relationships with philanthropy 40% 3.3 32 81 
Allowed me to build relationships with financial institutions 35% 3.2 28 81 
Allowed me to build relationships with others I might not 
otherwise have worked with 54% 3.6 44 81 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 77% 3.9 62 81 

Question wording: Below are a set of statements about the possible value you received from your engagement with Living Cities. 
Please select the response to show the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
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Percentage of respondents who report that they received value from their engagement with Living Cities in the 
following ways: 

TABLE 7c (Grantees) 
    

Values Percent 
Agree and 
Strongly 
Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Respons
e (n) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my city 91% 4.4 75 82 
Helped me see the need for a new urban practice to get dramatically 
better results for low-income people 73% 3.9 60 82 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or approach(es) to tackle 
challenges in my community 76% 4.0 62 82 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in a new way 87% 4.1 71 82 
Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, approaches, 
promising practices from other practitioners, subject experts, or 
influential thinkers 

82% 4.0 67 82 

Provided a forum for me to share with others some innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising practices from my own work 89% 4.2 73 82 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 91% 4.3 75 82 
Allowed me to build relationships with philanthropy 56% 3.6 46 82 
Allowed me to build relationships with financial institutions 32% 3.0 26 82 
Allowed me to build relationships with others I might not otherwise 
have worked with 87% 4.1 71 82 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers around issues relevant 
to my work 90% 4.3 74 82 

Question wording: Below are a set of statements about the possible value you received from your engagement with Living Cities. Please 
select the response to show the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

  



 

Mt. Auburn Associates/Beyond Grantmaking…  A-15 

Respondents' reported the degree to which they received value from their engagement with Living Cities on the following statements.  The table shows the 
respondents’ reported average value on 5-point scale (5 is strongly agree, 1 is strongly disagree). 

TABLE 8a (All Respondents)  

Values Received 
Grant 
Only 
(n=5) 

Received 
Grant + 
(n=77) 

Did not 
receive 
Grant 
(n=81) 

Direct 
Engagement 

Only 
(n=13) 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=114) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=36) 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=74) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=89) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=103) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=46) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for 
my city 4.4 4.4 3.7 3.6 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.2 

Helped me see the need for a new urban 
practice to get dramatically better results 
for low-income people 

4.0 3.9 3.4 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.7 3.6 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or 
approach(es) to tackle challenges in my 
community 

3.6 4.0 3.5 3.2 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.8 3.6 

Made me think about a problem or 
opportunity in a new way 4.4 4.1 3.8 3.5 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.8 

Increased my understanding of innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising practices 
from other practitioners, subject experts, 
or influential thinkers 

4.2 4.0 3.9 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Provided a forum for me to share with 
others some innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from my 
own work 

4.2 4.2 3.7 3.9 4.1 3.6 4.1 3.8 3.2 4.0 4.2 

Allowed me to build my network of 
colleagues 4.0 4.4 3.8 4.0 4.2 3.5 4.2 3.9 3.1 4.1 4.3 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
philanthropy 3.8 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.1 3.6 3.4 2.7 3.5 3.6 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
financial institutions 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.0 2.7 3.2 3.0 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
others I might not otherwise have worked 
with 

4.2 4.1 3.6 3.8 4.0 3.5 3.9 3.8 3.1 3.9 4.0 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers 
around issues relevant to my work 4.4 4.3 3.9 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.1 3.8 4.1 4.3 
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TABLE 8b (Non-grantees) 

Values Direct 
Engagement 

Only 
(n=13) 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=43) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=25) 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=34) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=47) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=46) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=21) 

Addressed an issue that is a 
high priority for my city 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.5 3.9 

Helped me see the need for a 
new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for 
low-income people 

3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 

Gave me a new tool(s), 
framework(s), or approach(es) 
to tackle challenges in my 
community 

3.2 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.5 4.0 3.4 3.4 

Made me think about a 
problem or opportunity in a 
new way 

3.5 3.8 3.9 4.0 3.7 4.0 3.8 3.6 

Increased my understanding of 
innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising 
practices from other 
practitioners, subject experts, 
or influential thinkers 

3.8 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.0 3.9 

Provided a forum for me to 
share with others some 
innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising 
practices from my own work 

3.9 3.9 3.3 3.9 3.6 3.2 3.7 4.0 

Allowed me to build my 
network of colleagues 4.0 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.6 3.1 3.8 4.1 

Allowed me to build 
relationships with philanthropy 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.2 2.7 3.4 3.6 

Allowed me to build 
relationships with financial 
institutions 

3.3 3.3 2.9 3.3 3.1 2.7 3.3 3.2 

Allowed me to build 
relationships with others I 
might not otherwise have 
worked with 

3.8 3.7 3.2 3.6 3.5 3.1 3.6 3.8 

Gave me the chance to learn 
from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 

4.2 4.0 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.9 4.2 
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TABLE 8c (Grantees) 

Values 
 

 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=71) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=11) 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=40) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=42) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=57) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=25) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my city 4.4 4.0 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 

Helped me see the need for a new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for low-income people 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.9 3.7 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my community 4.0 3.6 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.8 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in a new way 4.1 4.5 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.0 
Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, approaches, 
promising practices from other practitioners, subject experts, 
or influential thinkers 

4.1 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.1 

Provided a forum for me to share with others some innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising practices from my own work 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.2 4.3 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.4 

Allowed me to build relationships with philanthropy 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Allowed me to build relationships with financial institutions 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.9 3.1 2.8 
Allowed me to build relationships with others I might not 
otherwise have worked with 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.1 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.4 
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Respondents' reported the degree to which they received value from their engagement with Living Cities on the following 
statements.   
The table shows the respondents’ reported average value on 5 point scale (5 is strongly agree, 1 is strongly disagree). 
 
TABLE 9a (All Respondents) 

Values Finance 
(n=26) 

Gov’t 
(n=58) 

Local 
nonprofit 
(n=28) 

National 
Influencer

s 
(n=19) 

Philanthropy 
(n=23) 

Other 
(n=8) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

Addressed an issue that is a high 
priority for my city 4.0 4.2 4.4 3.6 3.7 3.9 4.0 4.0 

Helped me see the need for a 
new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for 
low-income people 

3.8 3.9 3.9 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.7 

Gave me a new tool(s), 
framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my 
community 

3.5 4.0 4.4 3.2 3.2 3.5 4.0 3.7 

Made me think about a problem 
or opportunity in a new way 3.8 4.1 4.3 3.7 3.6 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Increased my understanding of 
innovative thinking, approaches, 
promising practices from other 
practitioners, subject experts, or 
influential thinkers 

4.0 4.1 4.2 3.8 3.5 3.9 3.0 4.0 

Provided a forum for me to share 
with others some innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising 
practices from my own work 

4.0 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.9 3.0 4.0 

Allowed me to build my network 
of colleagues 4.0 4.3 4.1 3.8 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.1 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with philanthropy 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.6 4.0 3.5 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with financial institutions 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.2 2.8 3.5 4.0 3.1 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with others I might not otherwise 
have worked with 

3.8 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.9 4.0 3.8 

Gave me the chance to learn 
from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 

3.9 4.5 4.2 3.7 3.8 4.1 4.0 4.1 
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TABLE 9b (Non-grantees) 
Values Finance 

(n=12) 
Government 

(n=21) 
Local 

nonprofit 
(n=11) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=15) 

Philanthropy 
(n=16) 

Other 
(n=6) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=81) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my 
city 3.5 3.9 4.1 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.7 

Helped me see the need for a new urban 
practice to get dramatically better results for 
low-income people 

3.8 3.8 3.9 3.1 2.9 2.8 3.4 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or 
approach(es) to tackle challenges in my 
community 

3.7 3.9 4.2 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.5 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity 
in a new way 3.8 3.9 4.4 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 

Increased my understanding of innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising practices from 
other practitioners, subject experts, or 
influential thinkers 

4.1 4.1 4.3 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.9 

Provided a forum for me to share with others 
some innovative thinking, approaches, promising 
practices from my own work 

4.0 3.8 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.7 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 3.9 4.0 3.3 3.7 3.9 3.3 3.8 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
philanthropy 3.2 3.6 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Allowed me to build relationships with financial 
institutions 3.4 3.4 3.0 3.2 2.8 3.3 3.2 

Allowed me to build relationships with others I 
might not otherwise have worked with 3.6 3.7 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.6 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers 
around issues relevant to my work 3.9 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 
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TABLE 9c (Grantees)  
Values Finance 

(n=14) 
Government 

(n=37) 
Local 

nonprofit 
(n=17) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=4) 

Philanthropy 
(n=7) 

Other 
(n=2) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=82) 

Addressed an issue that is a high 
priority for my city 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.4 

Helped me see the need for a 
new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for 
low-income people 

3.7 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.7 4.0 3.0 3.9 

Gave me a new tool(s), 
framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my 
community 

3.4 4.1 4.5 3.3 3.6 5.0 4.0 4.0 

Made me think about a problem 
or opportunity in a new way 3.7 4.2 4.3 4.3 3.6 5.0 4.0 4.1 

Increased my understanding of 
innovative thinking, approaches, 
promising practices from other 
practitioners, subject experts, or 
influential thinkers 

4.0 4.1 4.2 3.8 3.4 5.0 3.0 4.0 

Provided a forum for me to share 
with others some innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising 
practices from my own work 

3.9 4.5 4.1 4.5 3.9 5.0 3.0 4.2 

Allowed me to build my network 
of colleagues 4.0 4.5 4.6 4.3 3.7 5.0 4.0 4.3 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with philanthropy 3.4 3.7 3.9 3.0 2.9 4.5 4.0 3.6 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with financial institutions 3.3 2.9 2.8 3.0 2.9 4.0 4.0 3.0 

Allowed me to build relationships 
with others I might not 
otherwise have worked with 

4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 3.3 5.0 4.0 4.1 

Gave me the chance to learn 
from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 

3.9 4.6 4.4 3.3 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.3 
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TABLE 10a (All Respondents) 

Values Neighborhood/
City 

(n=54) 

County/
Region 
(n=47) 

State 
(n=13

) 

Federal/
National 
(n=48) 

(blank) 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my city 4.0 4.4 4.2 3.6 4.0 4.0 

Helped me see the need for a new urban practice to get 
dramatically better results for low-income people 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.4 3.0 3.7 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or approach(es) to 
tackle challenges in my community 3.9 4.1 3.9 3.2 4.0 3.7 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in a new 
way 4.1 4.0 4.3 3.6 4.0 4.0 

Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from other practitioners, 
subject experts, or influential thinkers 

4.1 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.0 4.0 

Provided a forum for me to share with others some 
innovative thinking, approaches, promising practices from 
my own work 

4.1 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.0 4.0 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 4.1 4.2 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.1 

Allowed me to build relationships with philanthropy 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 4.0 3.5 

Allowed me to build relationships with financial institutions 2.9 2.9 3.4 3.4 4.0 3.1 

Allowed me to build relationships with others I might not 
otherwise have worked with 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.8 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers around issues 
relevant to my work 4.3 4.3 4.2 3.7 4.0 4.1 
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TABLE 10b (Non-grantees) 
Values Neighborhood/

City 
(n=25) 

County/
Region 
(n=17) 

State 
(n=7) 

Federal/
National 
(n=32) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=81) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for my 
city 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.4 3.7 

Helped me see the need for a new urban practice 
to get dramatically better results for low-income 
people 

3.6 3.6 3.6 3.2 3.4 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or 
approach(es) to tackle challenges in my community 3.8 3.6 3.9 3.1 3.5 

Made me think about a problem or opportunity in 
a new way 4.0 3.8 4.3 3.5 3.8 

Increased my understanding of innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from other 
practitioners, subject experts, or influential 
thinkers 

4.1 4.0 3.7 3.8 3.9 

Provided a forum for me to share with others 
some innovative thinking, approaches, promising 
practices from my own work 

3.9 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.7 

Allowed me to build my network of colleagues 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.8 
Allowed me to build relationships with 
philanthropy 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.3 

Allowed me to build relationships with financial 
institutions 3.1 2.9 3.4 3.4 3.2 

Allowed me to build relationships with others I 
might not otherwise have worked with 3.5 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.6 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers 
around issues relevant to my work 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.9 
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TABLE 10c (Grantees) 
Values Neighborhood

/City 
(n=29) 

County
/Region 
(n=30) 

State 
(n=6) 

Federal/
National 
(n=16) 

(blank) 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=82) 

Addressed an issue that is a high priority for 
my city 4.2 4.6 4.7 4.0 4.0 4.4 

Helped me see the need for a new urban 
practice to get dramatically better results 
for low-income people 

3.9 3.9 4.3 3.7 3.0 3.9 

Gave me a new tool(s), framework(s), or 
approach(es) to tackle challenges in my 
community 

4.0 4.3 4.0 3.4 4.0 4.0 

Made me think about a problem or 
opportunity in a new way 4.2 4.2 4.3 3.8 4.0 4.1 

Increased my understanding of innovative 
thinking, approaches, promising practices 
from other practitioners, subject experts, or 
influential thinkers 

4.0 4.2 4.2 3.8 3.0 4.0 

Provided a forum for me to share with 
others some innovative thinking, 
approaches, promising practices from my 
own work 

4.3 4.3 4.3 4.0 3.0 4.2 

Allowed me to build my network of 
colleagues 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.3 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
philanthropy 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.4 4.0 3.6 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
financial institutions 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.4 4.0 3.0 

Allowed me to build relationships with 
others I might not otherwise have worked 
with 

4.2 4.1 4.5 3.9 4.0 4.1 

Gave me the chance to learn from my peers 
around issues relevant to my work 4.4 4.4 4.3 3.8 4.0 4.3 
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OUTCOME STATEMENTS 

Percentage of respondents who report that they feel that Living Cities played a role in the following: 

TABLE 11a (All Respondents)  

Outcomes Percent Agree 
and Strongly 

Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Response 
(n) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the problems facing 
low-income people in cities 43% 3.40 69 159 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced by low-income 
people 39% 3.29 62 159 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to improve the 
economic well-being of low-income people 69% 3.74 110 159 

Gave me new insights into the importance of cross-sector 
collaboration to address the problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

69% 3.83 109 159 

Gave me new information on building effective collective 
impact efforts (e.g., shared results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

67% 3.73 106 159 

Gave me new insights into the importance of innovation within 
municipal government 59% 3.63 93 158 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal innovation 
strategies, methods, or tools 57% 3.56 91 159 

Gave me new insights into the importance of leveraging private 
capital to address the problems facing low-income people in 
cities 

47% 3.44 75 158 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and strategies to 
leverage private capital 36% 3.17 57 157 

I am prepared to take specific action steps based on the 
learning and insight gained through my engagement with Living 
Cities 

60% 3.70 95 159 

 

Question wording: Below is a set of statements about the possible outcomes from your engagement with Living Cities. Please select the 
response to show the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.  
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TABLE 11b (Non-grantees) 

Outcomes Percent Agree 
and Strongly 

Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Response 
(n) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 34% 3.16 27 79 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced by 
low-income people 30% 3.11 24 79 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to 
improve the economic well-being of low-income 
people 

62% 3.57 49 79 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
cross-sector collaboration to address the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 

59% 3.62 47 79 

Gave me new information on building effective 
collective impact efforts (e.g., shared results, use of 
data, community engagement) in my community 

65% 3.65 51 79 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
innovation within municipal government 42% 3.32 33 79 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal 
innovation strategies, methods, or tools 49% 3.34 39 79 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
leveraging private capital to address the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 

41% 3.31 32 78 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and 
strategies to leverage private capital 32% 3.10 25 78 

I am prepared to take specific action steps based 
on the learning and insight gained through my 
engagement with Living Cities 

43% 3.38 34 79 
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TABLE 11c (Grantees) 

Outcomes Percent Agree 
and Strongly 

Agree 

Average 
Value 

# Agree 
and 

Strongly 
Agree 

Response 
(n) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 53% 3.63 42 80 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced by low-
income people 48% 3.46 38 80 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to improve 
the economic well-being of low-income people 76% 3.90 61 80 

Gave me new insights into the importance of cross-
sector collaboration to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

78% 4.04 62 80 

Gave me new information on building effective collective 
impact efforts (e.g., shared results, use of data, 
community engagement) in my community 

69% 3.81 55 80 

Gave me new insights into the importance of innovation 
within municipal government 76% 3.95 60 79 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal innovation 
strategies, methods, or tools 65% 3.78 52 80 

Gave me new insights into the importance of leveraging 
private capital to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

54% 3.56 43 80 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and strategies 
to leverage private capital 41% 3.23 32 79 

I am prepared to take specific action steps based on the 
learning and insight gained through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

76% 4.01 61 80 

 

  



 

Mt. Auburn Associates/Beyond Grantmaking…  A-27 

 
Respondents' reported the degree to which they agree or disagree that they achieved the following outcomes from their engagement with Living Cities.   
The table shows the respondents’ reported average value on 5-point scale (5 is strongly agree, 1 is strongly disagree) by type of engagement with Living Cities. 
 
TABLE 12a (All Respondents) 

Outcomes Received 
Grant Only 

(n=4) 

Received 
Grant + 
(n=76) 

Did not 
receive 
Grant 
(n=79) 

Direct 
Engagement 

Only 
(n=13) 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=112) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=34) 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=71) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=88) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=100) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=45) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 4.3 3.6 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.5 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced 
by low-income people 4.0 3.4 3.1 2.8 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.3 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to 
improve the economic well-being of low-
income people 

4.5 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.7 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
cross-sector collaboration to address the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 

4.5 4.0 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.6 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.9 3.8 

Gave me new information on building effective 
collective impact efforts (e.g., shared results, 
use of data, community engagement) in my 
community 

4.8 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.6 4.1 3.6 3.9 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
innovation within municipal government 4.5 3.9 3.3 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.5 3.1 3.7 3.7 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal 
innovation strategies, methods, or tools 4.3 3.8 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
leveraging private capital to address the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 

4.0 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.6 3.3 3.0 3.4 3.6 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and 
strategies to leverage private capital 3.7 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.2 

I am prepared to take specific action steps 
based on the learning and insight gained 
through my engagement with Living Cities 

4.5 4.0 3.4 3.1 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.7 3.8 
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TABLE 12b (Non-grantees) 
Outcomes 

 
 

Direct 
Engagement 

Only 
(n=13) 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=42) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=24) 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=32) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=47) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=44) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=21) 

Did not 
receive 
Grant 
(n=79) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency 
to tackle the problems facing 
low-income people in cities 

3.0 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.2 

Gave me new insights into the 
challenges faced by low-income 
people 

2.8 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.0 3.5 3.1 2.8 3.1 

Gave me insights into innovative 
approaches to improve the 
economic well-being of low-
income people 

3.6 3.6 3.4 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of cross-sector 
collaboration to address the 
problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

3.5 3.7 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Gave me new information on 
building effective collective 
impact efforts (e.g., shared 
results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

3.4 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.5 4.1 3.5 3.6 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of innovation within 
municipal government 

3.4 3.4 3.1 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.3 

Gave me a better understanding 
of municipal innovation 
strategies, methods, or tools 

3.5 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.3 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of leveraging private 
capital to address the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 

3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.0 3.3 3.4 3.3 

Deepened my understanding of 
the tools and strategies to 
leverage private capital 

3.2 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.1 

I am prepared to take specific 
action steps based on the 
learning and insight gained 
through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

3.1 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.4 
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TABLE 12c (Grantees) 
Outcomes 

 
 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=70) 

 

No Direct 
Engageme

nt 
(n=10) 

 

Social 
Media 

+ 
(n=39) 

 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=41) 

 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=56) 

 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=24) 

 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 3.6 3.9 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced by low-
income people 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.7 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to improve 
the economic well-being of low-income people 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 

Gave me new insights into the importance of cross-
sector collaboration to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

4.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Gave me new information on building effective collective 
impact efforts (e.g., shared results, use of data, 
community engagement) in my community 

3.8 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.7 4.1 

Gave me new insights into the importance of innovation 
within municipal government 3.9 4.2 4.0 3.9 4.0 3.9 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal innovation 
strategies, methods, or tools 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 4.0 

Gave me new insights into the importance of leveraging 
private capital to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

3.6 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.7 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and strategies 
to leverage private capital 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.3 

I am prepared to take specific action steps based on the 
learning and insight gained through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

4.0 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.1 
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Respondents' reported the degree to which they agree or disagree that they achieved the following outcomes from their engagement with Living Cities.   
The table shows the respondents’ reported average value on 5-point scale (5 is strongly agree, 1 is strongly disagree) by respondents’ organization type. 
 
TABLE 13a (All Respondents) 

Outcomes Finance 
(n=25) 

Gov’t 
(n=57) 

Local 
nonprofit 
(n=27) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=18) 

Philanthropy 
(n=23) 

Other 
(n=8) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

Grand Total 
(n=159) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 3.3 3.6 3.7 3.0 2.9 3.3 3.0 3.4 

Gave me new insights into the challenges faced by 
low-income people 3.1 3.5 3.5 3.1 2.8 3.4 3.0 3.3 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches to 
improve the economic well-being of low-income 
people 

3.6 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.3 3.4 4.0 3.7 

Gave me new insights into the importance of cross-
sector collaboration to address the problems facing 
low-income people in cities 

3.9 4.1 4.1 3.4 3.1 3.8 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new information on building effective 
collective impact efforts (e.g., shared results, use of 
data, community engagement) in my community 

3.4 4.0 4.0 3.4 3.3 3.9 4.0 3.7 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
innovation within municipal government 3.4 4.0 3.8 3.1 3.2 3.3 4.0 3.6 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal 
innovation strategies, methods, or tools 3.4 3.9 3.5 2.9 3.5 3.4 4.0 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
leveraging private capital to address the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 

3.3 3.5 3.7 3.1 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.4 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and 
strategies to leverage private capital 3.3 3.2 3.5 2.6 3.1 3.4 4.0 3.2 

I am prepared to take specific action steps based on 
the learning and insight gained through my 
engagement with Living Cities 

3.4 4.0 4.1 3.2 3.2 3.9 4.0 3.7 
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TABLE 13b (Non-grantees) 

Outcomes Finance 
(n=12) 

Government 
(n=21) 

Local 
nonprofit 
(n=10) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=14) 

Philanthropy 
(n=16) 

Other 
(n=6) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=79) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle 
the problems facing low-income people in 
cities 

3.3 3.3 3.7 2.9 2.9 2.8 3.2 

Gave me new insights into the challenges 
faced by low-income people 3.2 3.3 3.7 2.9 2.8 2.8 3.1 

Gave me insights into innovative 
approaches to improve the economic well-
being of low-income people 

3.7 3.8 3.9 3.6 3.3 2.8 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the importance 
of cross-sector collaboration to address 
the problems facing low-income people in 
cities 

3.8 3.8 4.3 3.6 3.1 3.3 3.6 

Gave me new information on building 
effective collective impact efforts (e.g., 
shared results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

3.4 4.0 4.2 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the importance 
of innovation within municipal government 3.4 3.8 3.6 2.7 3.3 2.7 3.3 

Gave me a better understanding of 
municipal innovation strategies, methods, 
or tools 

3.3 3.5 3.5 2.8 3.6 3.0 3.3 

Gave me new insights into the importance 
of leveraging private capital to address the 
problems facing low-income people in 
cities 

3.3 3.4 3.9 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.3 

Deepened my understanding of the tools 
and strategies to leverage private capital 3.4 3.2 3.6 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.1 

I am prepared to take specific action steps 
based on the learning and insight gained 
through my engagement with Living Cities 

3.3 3.6 4.0 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.4 
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     TABLE 13c (Grantees) 
Outcomes Finance 

(n=13) 
Government 

(n=36) 
Local 

nonprofit 
(n=17) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=4) 

Philanthropy 
(n=)7 

Other 
(n=2) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=80) 

Gave me a new sense of 
urgency to tackle the problems 
facing low-income people in 
cities 

3.3 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.0 4.5 3.0 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
challenges faced by low-income 
people 

3.1 3.6 3.4 3.8 2.9 5.0 3.0 3.5 

Gave me insights into innovative 
approaches to improve the 
economic well-being of low-
income people 

3.5 4.0 4.1 4.3 3.3 5.0 4.0 3.9 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of cross-sector 
collaboration to address the 
problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

4.0 4.3 4.0 3.0 3.1 5.0 4.0 4.0 

Gave me new information on 
building effective collective 
impact efforts (e.g., shared 
results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

3.5 4.0 3.8 3.3 3.4 5.0 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of innovation within 
municipal government 

3.5 4.2 4.0 4.3 3.1 5.0 4.0 3.9 

Gave me a better understanding 
of municipal innovation 
strategies, methods, or tools 

3.5 4.1 3.5 3.5 3.1 4.5 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of leveraging private 
capital to address the problems 
facing low-income people in 
cities 

3.3 3.6 3.5 3.0 3.9 5.0 4.0 3.6 

Deepened my understanding of 
the tools and strategies to 
leverage private capital 

3.2 3.1 3.4 2.0 3.6 4.5 4.0 3.2 

I am prepared to take specific 
action steps based on the 
learning and insight gained 
through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

3.5 4.2 4.2 4.0 3.4 5.0 4.0 4.0 
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Respondents' reported the degree to which they agree or disagree that they achieved the following outcomes from their engagement 
with Living Cities.   
The table shows the respondents’ reported average value on 5-point scale (5 is strongly agree, 1 is strongly disagree) by geographic 
scale of the respondents’ organization. 
 
TABLE 14a (All Respondents) 

      

Outcomes Neighborhood
/City 

(n=54) 

County/ 
Region 
(n=45) 

State 
(n=13) 

Federal/
National 
(n=46) 

(blank) 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=159) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to 
tackle the problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

3.6 3.6 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.4 

Gave me new insights into the 
challenges faced by low-income people 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.3 

Gave me insights into innovative 
approaches to improve the economic 
well-being of low-income people 

3.8 3.9 3.7 3.5 4.0 3.7 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of cross-sector 
collaboration to address the problems 
facing low-income people in cities 

4.0 4.0 3.9 3.4 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new information on building 
effective collective impact efforts (e.g., 
shared results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

4.0 3.8 3.5 3.4 4.0 3.7 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of innovation within 
municipal government 

4.0 3.6 3.5 3.2 4.0 3.6 

Gave me a better understanding of 
municipal innovation strategies, 
methods, or tools 

3.8 3.6 3.5 3.2 4.0 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of leveraging private capital 
to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

3.3 3.7 3.5 3.3 4.0 3.4 

Deepened my understanding of the 
tools and strategies to leverage private 
capital 

2.9 3.5 3.3 3.1 4.0 3.2 

I am prepared to take specific action 
steps based on the learning and insight 
gained through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

3.8 4.0 3.4 3.4 4.0 3.7 
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TABLE 14b (Non-grantees) 
Outcomes Neighborhood/ 

City 
(n=25) 

County/ 
Region 
(n=16) 

State 
(n=7) 

Federal/ 
National 
(n=31) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=79) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to 
tackle the problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

3.4 3.3 3.3 2.9 3.2 

Gave me new insights into the challenges 
faced by low-income people 3.3 3.4 3.1 2.8 3.1 

Gave me insights into innovative 
approaches to improve the economic 
well-being of low-income people 

3.6 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of cross-sector collaboration 
to address the problems facing low-
income people in cities 

3.6 3.9 3.9 3.4 3.6 

Gave me new information on building 
effective collective impact efforts (e.g., 
shared results, use of data, community 
engagement) in my community 

3.9 3.9 3.6 3.3 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of innovation within municipal 
government 

3.8 3.4 2.9 3.0 3.3 

Gave me a better understanding of 
municipal innovation strategies, methods, 
or tools 

3.7 3.4 3.1 3.1 3.3 

Gave me new insights into the 
importance of leveraging private capital to 
address the problems facing low-income 
people in cities 

3.3 3.4 3.6 3.2 3.3 

Deepened my understanding of the tools 
and strategies to leverage private capital 3.0 3.3 3.4 3.0 3.1 

I am prepared to take specific action 
steps based on the learning and insight 
gained through my engagement with 
Living Cities 

3.6 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.4 
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TABLE 14c (Grantees) 
Outcomes Neighborhood/ 

City 
(n=29) 

County/ 
Region 
(n=29) 

State 
(n=6) 

Federal/ 
National 
(n=15) 

(blank) 
(n=1) 

Grand 
Total 

(n=80) 

Gave me a new sense of urgency to tackle the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.0 3.6 

Gave me new insights into the challenges 
faced by low-income people 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.0 3.5 

Gave me insights into innovative approaches 
to improve the economic well-being of low-
income people 

3.9 4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.9 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
cross-sector collaboration to address the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 

4.3 4.1 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 

Gave me new information on building 
effective collective impact efforts (e.g., shared 
results, use of data, community engagement) 
in my community 

4.0 3.8 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
innovation within municipal government 4.2 3.8 4.2 3.7 4.0 3.9 

Gave me a better understanding of municipal 
innovation strategies, methods, or tools 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.5 4.0 3.8 

Gave me new insights into the importance of 
leveraging private capital to address the 
problems facing low-income people in cities 

3.3 3.9 3.5 3.4 4.0 3.6 

Deepened my understanding of the tools and 
strategies to leverage private capital 2.9 3.6 3.2 3.1 4.0 3.2 

I am prepared to take specific action steps 
based on the learning and insight gained 
through my engagement with Living Cities 

4.1 4.2 3.5 3.8 4.0 4.0 
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ACTIONS 
Survey respondents were asked if they took the following actions. Means closer to 1 indicate a positive response.  
Means closer to 2 indicate a negative response. 
 
TABLE 15 

  
  

Actions 
 
 

% Respondents 
Who Took Action 

 

Mean 
 

% of Grantees Who 
Took Action (n=79) 

% of Non-grantees 
Who Took Action 

(n=79) 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with colleagues within my 
organization 

87% 1.13 92% 82% 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

70% 1.30 85% 56% 

I replicated something in my city that I learned 
from another city 27% 1.73 49% 6% 

I sought out additional information to deepen 
my knowledge 89% 1.11 96% 81% 

I took steps to change practices within my 
organization 53% 1.47 70% 37% 

I took steps to change programs operated by 
my organization 45% 1.55 62% 28% 

I took steps to change how resources are 
directed within my organization 39% 1.61 52% 25% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders within my 
community 

78% 1.22 85% 71% 

I took steps to collect or use data in new ways 59% 1.41 72% 46% 
I took steps to use technology in new ways 46% 1.54 65% 27% 
I took steps to change the policies set by my 
organization 32% 1.68 45% 20% 

I am now more willing to share lessons and 
questions from my own work with colleagues 66% 1.34 72% 59% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders in other 
cities 

61% 1.39 73% 27% 
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TABLE 16a (All Respondents who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

Actions County/ 
Region 
(n=46) 

Federal/ 
National 
(n=45) 

Neighborhood/ 
City 

(n=53) 

State 
(n=13) 

Blank 
(n=1) 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with colleagues within my 
organization 

96% 73% 91% 92% 100% 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

78% 60% 72% 69% 100% 

I replicated something in my city that I learned 
from another city 37% 16% 30% 23% 0% 

I sought out additional information to deepen my 
knowledge 96% 82% 85% 100% 100% 

I took steps to change practices within my 
organization 59% 38% 62% 54% 0% 

I took steps to change programs operated by my 
organization 54% 33% 45% 46% 100% 

I took steps to change how resources are 
directed within my organization 52% 24% 45% 15% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders within my 
community 

83% 58% 89% 77% 100% 

I took steps to collect or use data in new ways 59% 44% 72% 54% 100% 

I took steps to use technology in new ways 46% 24% 70% 23% 0% 
I took steps to change the policies set by my 
organization 30% 18% 47% 31% 0% 

I am now more willing to share lessons and 
questions from my own work with colleagues 70% 58% 72% 54% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders in other 
cities 

63% 67% 53% 69% 100% 

 
Note: Because respondents could skip some of the statements included in this question, n's for each statement vary slightly for 2 categories: 
County/Region (three statements only had 45 respondents) and Blanks (one statement had no respondents). Calculations of percentages do 
not include this slight variation and are based on the n listed in the table. 
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TABLE 16b (Non-grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 
Actions County/ 

Region 
(n=17) 

Federal/ 
National 
(n=30) 

Neighborhood/ 
City 

(n=25) 

State 
(n=7) 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
colleagues within my organization 

88% 73% 84% 100% 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

53% 57% 52% 71% 

I replicated something in my city that 
I learned from another city 6% 3% 12% 0% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 88% 77% 76% 100% 

I took steps to change practices 
within my organization 35% 30% 44% 43% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 24% 23% 32% 43% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 29% 27% 24% 14% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

71% 57% 84% 86% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 35% 37% 64% 43% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 24% 13% 52% 0% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 6% 17% 36% 14% 

I am now more willing to share 
lessons and questions from my own 
work with colleagues 

71% 53% 64% 43% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

35% 57% 48% 57% 
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TABLE 16c (Grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 
Actions County/ 

Region 
(n=29) 

Federal/ 
National 
(n=15) 

Neighborhood/ 
City 

(n=28) 

State 
(n=6) 

Blank 
(n=1) 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
colleagues within my organization 

100% 73% 96% 83% 100% 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
stakeholders from other organizations 
in my community 

93% 67% 89% 67% 100% 

I replicated something in my city that I 
learned from another city 55% 40% 46% 50% 0% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 100% 93% 93% 100% 100% 

I took steps to change practices 
within my organization 72% 53% 79% 67% 0% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 72% 53% 57% 50% 100% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 66% 20% 64% 17% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

90% 60% 93% 67% 100% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 72% 60% 79% 67% 100% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 59% 47% 86% 50% 0% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 45% 20% 57% 50% 0% 

I am now more willing to share 
lessons and questions from my own 
work with colleagues 

69% 67% 79% 67% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

79% 87% 57% 83% 100% 

 
Note: Because respondents could skip some of the statements included in this question, n's for each statement vary slightly for 1 
categories: County/Region (three statements only had 28 respondents). Calculations of percentages do not include this slight variation 
and are based on the n listed in the table. 
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TABLE 17a (All Respondents who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 
Actions Finance 

(n=24) 
Government 

(n=56) 
Local 

nonprofit 
(n=28) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=18) 

Other 
(n=8) 

Philanthropy 
(n=23) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
colleagues within my 
organization 

92% 96% 96% 72% 75% 65% 100% 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

58% 82% 82% 61% 63% 48% 100% 

I replicated something in my city 
that I learned from another city 29% 36% 32% 6% 13% 22% 0% 

I sought out additional 
information to deepen my 
knowledge 

83% 91% 96% 94% 88% 74% 100% 

I took steps to change practices 
within my organization 42% 70% 71% 28% 63% 22% 0% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 42% 50% 61% 39% 75% 9% 100% 

I took steps to change how 
resources are directed within my 
organization 

38% 52% 50% 6% 63% 13% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with 
organizations/key stakeholders 
within my community 

67% 91% 86% 56% 63% 65% 100% 

I took steps to collect or use 
data in new ways 50% 71% 71% 39% 75% 30% 100% 

I took steps to use technology in 
new ways 25% 63% 64% 33% 50% 13% 0% 

I took steps to change the 
policies set by my organization 21% 50% 36% 6% 63% 9% 0% 

I am now more willing to share 
lessons and questions from my 
own work with colleagues 

54% 79% 71% 61% 75% 39% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with 
organizations/key stakeholders in 
other cities 

63% 63% 71% 61% 50% 48% 100% 

 
Note: Because respondents could skip some of the statements included in this question, n's for each statement vary slightly for 3 categories: Finance 
(one statement only had 22 respondents), Local Nonprofit (one statement had only 21 respondents), and National Influencers (one statements had 
18 respondents).  Calculations of percentages do not include this slight variation and are based on the n listed in the table.  
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TABLE 17b (Non-grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

  

Actions Finance 
(n=11) 

Government 
(n=21) 

Local 
nonprofit 
(n=11) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=14) 

Other 
(n=6) 

Philanthropy 
(n=16) 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with colleagues within my 
organization 

100% 95% 91% 71% 67% 63% 

I shared information and insights gained from 
Living Cities with stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

64% 67% 64% 50% 50% 38% 

I replicated something in my city that I learned 
from another city 9% 14% 9% 0% 0% 0% 

I sought out additional information to deepen 
my knowledge 73% 86% 91% 93% 83% 63% 

I took steps to change practices within my 
organization 27% 48% 64% 29% 50% 13% 

I took steps to change programs operated by 
my organization 27% 29% 55% 21% 67% 0% 

I took steps to change how resources are 
directed within my organization 36% 33% 36% 7% 50% 6% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders within my 
community 

73% 90% 82% 50% 50% 63% 

I took steps to collect or use data in new 
ways 36% 62% 64% 43% 67% 13% 

I took steps to use technology in new ways 9% 43% 36% 21% 33% 13% 
I took steps to change the policies set by my 
organization 18% 38% 18% 7% 50% 0% 

I am now more willing to share lessons and 
questions from my own work with colleagues 55% 76% 82% 57% 67% 25% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships 
with organizations/key stakeholders in other 
cities 

55% 57% 55% 50% 33% 38% 
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TABLE 17c (Grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 
Actions Finance 

(n=13) 
Government 

(n=35) 
Local 

Nonprofit 
(n=17) 

National 
Influencers 

(n=4) 

Other 
(n=2) 

Philanthropy 
(n=7) 

Unknown 
(n=1) 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
colleagues within my organization 

85% 97% 100% 75% 100% 71% 100% 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
stakeholders from other organizations 
in my community 

54% 91% 94% 100% 100% 71% 100% 

I replicated something in my city that I 
learned from another city 46% 49% 47% 25% 50% 71% 0% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 92% 94% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

I took steps to change practices within 
my organization 54% 83% 76% 25% 100% 43% 0% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 54% 63% 65% 100% 100% 29% 100% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 38% 63% 59% 0% 100% 29% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

62% 91% 88% 75% 100% 71% 100% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 62% 77% 76% 25% 100% 71% 100% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 38% 74% 82% 75% 100% 14% 0% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 23% 57% 47% 0% 100% 29% 0% 

I am now more willing to share lessons 
and questions from my own work with 
colleagues 

54% 80% 65% 75% 100% 71% 0% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

69% 66% 82% 100% 100% 71% 100% 
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TABLE 18a (All Respondents who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

Actions 
 
 

Received 
Grant 
Only 
(n=4) 

Received 
Grant + 
(n=75) 

Did not 
receive 
Grant 
(n=79) 

Direct 
Engagemen

t Only 
(n=12) 

Direct 
Engagemen

t + 
(n=111) 

No Direct 
Engagemen

t 
(n=35) 

Social 
Media + 
(n=72) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=86) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=101) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=43) 

I shared information and 
insights gained from Living 
Cities with colleagues within 
my organization 

75% 93% 82% 67% 91% 83% 93% 83% 71% 89% 88% 

I shared information and 
insights gained from Living 
Cities with stakeholders 
from other organizations in 
my community 

75% 85% 56% 17% 78% 63% 83% 59% 43% 77% 63% 

I replicated something in my 
city that I learned from 
another city 

100% 45% 6% 0% 31% 26% 32% 23% 7% 27% 35% 

I sought out additional 
information to deepen my 
knowledge 

100% 96% 81% 42% 92% 94% 94% 84% 79% 90% 88% 

I took steps to change 
practices within my 
organization 

50% 73% 37% 0% 59% 54% 63% 45% 36% 57% 49% 

I took steps to change 
programs operated by my 
organization 

25% 64% 28% 0% 53% 34% 53% 38% 29% 52% 33% 

I took steps to change how 
resources are directed 
within my organization 

50% 52% 25% 17% 44% 29% 38% 40% 14% 44% 35% 

I took steps to build or 
deepen relationships with 
organizations/key 
stakeholders within my 
community 

75% 84% 71% 67% 78% 77% 83% 72% 64% 77% 81% 

I took steps to collect or use 
data in new ways 100% 71% 46% 25% 63% 57% 74% 47% 43% 60% 60% 

I took steps to use 
technology in new ways 75% 64% 27% 17% 50% 43% 56% 37% 29% 46% 51% 

I took steps to change the 
policies set by my 
organization 

100% 41% 20% 8% 35% 31% 35% 30% 7% 36% 33% 

I am now more willing to 
share lessons and questions 
from my own work with 
colleagues 

100% 69% 59% 33% 67% 71% 72% 59% 71% 63% 67% 

I took steps to build or 
deepen relationships with 
organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

50% 75% 49% 42% 69% 43% 71% 53% 21% 66% 63% 

 
Note: Because respondents could skip some of the statements included in this question, n's for each statement vary slightly for 3 categories: Direct 
Engagement + (some statements only had 110 respondents), No Social Media (two statements had only 85 respondents), and Deeper Content + 
(some statements had 100 respondents).  Calculations of percentages do not include this slight variation and are based on the n listed in the table. 
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TABLE 18b (Non-grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

Actions 
 
 

Direct 
Engagement 

Only 
(n=12) 

Direct 
Engagement 

+ 
(n=42) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=25) 

Social 
Media + 
(n=33) 

No 
Social 
Media 
(n=46) 

Deeper 
Content 

Only 
(n=14) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=45) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=20) 

Did 
not 

receive 
Grant 
(n=79) 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with colleagues 
within my organization 

67% 86% 84% 94% 74% 71% 89% 75% 82% 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with stakeholders 
from other organizations in my 
community 

17% 67% 56% 70% 46% 50% 67% 35% 56% 

I replicated something in my city that I 
learned from another city 0% 10% 4% 9% 4% 7% 9% 0% 6% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 42% 86% 92% 91% 74% 86% 89% 60% 81% 

I took steps to change practices within 
my organization 0% 40% 48% 48% 28% 36% 44% 20% 37% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 0% 38% 24% 33% 24% 29% 36% 10% 28% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 17% 29% 24% 30% 22% 14% 33% 15% 25% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

58% 71% 76% 82% 63% 64% 73% 70% 71% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 25% 50% 48% 61% 35% 43% 51% 35% 46% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 17% 26% 32% 30% 24% 36% 27% 20% 27% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 8% 26% 16% 30% 13% 7% 29% 10% 20% 

I am now more willing to share lessons 
and questions from my own work with 
colleagues 

33% 64% 64% 67% 54% 71% 62% 45% 59% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

33% 67% 28% 64% 39% 21% 60% 45% 49% 
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TABLE 18c (Grantees who responded 'yes' who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

Actions 
 

 

Direct 
Engagement + 

(n=69) 

No Direct 
Engagement 

(n=10) 

Social 
Media + 
(n=39) 

No Social 
Media 
(n=40) 

Deeper 
Content 

+ 
(n=56) 

No 
Deeper 
Content 
(n=23) 

I shared information and insights gained from Living 
Cities with colleagues within my organization 94% 80% 79% 85% 96% 83% 

I shared information and insights gained from Living 
Cities with stakeholders from other organizations in 
my community 

86% 80% 59% 53% 88% 78% 

I replicated something in my city that I learned from 
another city 43% 80% 8% 5% 43% 61% 

I sought out additional information to deepen my 
knowledge 96% 100% 77% 85% 98% 91% 

I took steps to change practices within my 
organization 70% 70% 41% 33% 71% 65% 

I took steps to change programs operated by my 
organization 62% 60% 28% 28% 70% 43% 

I took steps to change how resources are directed 
within my organization 54% 40% 26% 25% 54% 48% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships with 
organizations/key stakeholders within my 
community 

84% 80% 69% 73% 86% 78% 

I took steps to collect or use data in new ways 71% 80% 51% 40% 71% 74% 

I took steps to use technology in new ways 64% 70% 26% 28% 66% 61% 
I took steps to change the policies set by my 
organization 41% 70% 26% 15% 43% 48% 

I am now more willing to share lessons and 
questions from my own work with colleagues 68% 90% 56% 63% 70% 74% 

I took steps to build or deepen relationships with 
organizations/key stakeholders in other cities 72% 80% 54% 45% 77% 65% 

 
Note: Because respondents could skip some of the statements included in this question, n's for each statement vary slightly for 1 category: No Social 
Media (two statements only had 39 respondents). Calculations of percentages do not include this slight variation and are based on the n listed in the 
table. 
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The following table shows the degree of impact of the actions taken by survey respondents. 
TABLE 19a (All Respondents who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below)  

Actions 
 
 

No 
Impact 

Minor 
Impact 

Modest 
Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

SUM of 
All 

positive 
impact 

SUM of 
Modest 

and 
Significant 

Impact 

Total # 
Responses 

for 
question 

about 
impact 

Percentage 
of All Survey 
Respondents 
who Took 

Action 
(n=168) 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with colleagues 
within my organization 

7% 21% 51% 21% 93% 72% 129 77% 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with stakeholders 
from other organizations in my 
community 

6% 25% 52% 17% 94% 70% 105 63% 

I replicated something in my city that I 
learned from another city 5% 33% 43% 20% 95% 63% 40 24% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 3% 20% 50% 27% 97% 76% 127 76% 

I took steps to change practices within 
my organization 1% 29% 45% 25% 99% 70% 76 45% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 2% 30% 50% 18% 98% 68% 66 39% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 4% 29% 38% 29% 96% 67% 55 33% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

2% 14% 52% 32% 98% 85% 111 66% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 1% 27% 42% 30% 99% 72% 86 51% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 1% 25% 48% 25% 99% 73% 67 40% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 9% 21% 49% 21% 91% 70% 47 28% 

I am now more willing to share lessons 
and questions from my own work with 
colleagues 

4% 9% 56% 30% 96% 86% 96 57% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

7% 28% 41% 24% 93% 66% 90 54% 
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TABLE 19b (Non-grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 

Actions 
 
 

No 
Impact 

Minor 
Impact 

Modest 
Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

SUM of 
All 

positive 
impact 

SUM of 
Modest 

and 
Significant 

Impact 

Total # 
Responses 

for 
question 

about 
impact 

Percentage 
of Non-

grantees who 
Took Action 

(n=85) 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
colleagues within my organization 

10% 27% 53% 10% 90% 63% 60 71% 

I shared information and insights 
gained from Living Cities with 
stakeholders from other 
organizations in my community 

12% 31% 50% 7% 88% 57% 42 49% 

I replicated something in my city that 
I learned from another city 20% 0% 80% 0% 80% 80% 5 6% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 4% 19% 51% 26% 96% 77% 57 67% 

I took steps to change practices 
within my organization 0% 36% 50% 14% 100% 64% 28 33% 

I took steps to change programs 
operated by my organization 5% 45% 50% 0% 95% 50% 22 26% 

I took steps to change how resources 
are directed within my organization 0% 33% 50% 17% 100% 67% 18 21% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

4% 16% 58% 22% 96% 80% 50 59% 

I took steps to collect or use data in 
new ways 3% 31% 47% 19% 97% 66% 32 38% 

I took steps to use technology in new 
ways 0% 42% 42% 16% 100% 58% 19 22% 

I took steps to change the policies set 
by my organization 6% 25% 50% 19% 94% 69% 16 19% 

I am now more willing to share 
lessons and questions from my own 
work with colleagues 

5% 7% 50% 39% 95% 89% 44 52% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

9% 31% 37% 23% 91% 60% 35 41% 
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TABLE 19c (Grantees who responded 'yes' regarding Action included below) 
Actions 

 
 

No 
Impact 

Minor 
Impact 

Modest 
Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

SUM of 
All 

positive 
impact 

SUM of 
Modest 

and 
Significant 

Impact 

Total # 
Responses 

for 
question 

about 
impact 

Percentage 
of grantees 
who Took 

Action 
(n=83) 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with colleagues within 
my organization 

4% 16% 49% 30% 96% 80% 69 83% 

I shared information and insights gained 
from Living Cities with stakeholders from 
other organizations in my community 

2% 21% 54% 24% 98% 78% 63 76% 

I replicated something in my city that I 
learned from another city 3% 37% 37% 23% 97% 60% 35 42% 

I sought out additional information to 
deepen my knowledge 3% 21% 48% 28% 97% 76% 71 86% 

I took steps to change practices within my 
organization 2% 25% 42% 31% 98% 73% 48 58% 

I took steps to change programs operated 
by my organization 0% 23% 50% 27% 100% 77% 44 53% 

I took steps to change how resources are 
directed within my organization 5% 27% 32% 35% 95% 68% 37 45% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders within my community 

0% 11% 48% 41% 100% 89% 61 73% 

I took steps to collect or use data in new 
ways 0% 24% 39% 37% 100% 76% 54 65% 

I took steps to use technology in new ways 2% 19% 50% 29% 98% 79% 48 58% 
I took steps to change the policies set by 
my organization 10% 19% 48% 23% 90% 71% 31 37% 

I am now more willing to share lessons and 
questions from my own work with 
colleagues 

4% 12% 62% 23% 96% 85% 52 63% 

I took steps to build or deepen 
relationships with organizations/key 
stakeholders in other cities 

5% 25% 44% 25% 95% 69% 55 66% 
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TABLE 20a (Non-grantees) 
You reported that you took at least one specific action as a result of the insights gleaned from your engagement with 
Living Cities.  Please provide specific examples of any action steps you took in the space below. 

1 Become more proficient in discussing the intersection of race and poverty.  Thus, better able to communicate on this issue. 

2 Changed communication methods and problem definitions around tax delinquency and foreclosure, to reduce the risk to owner-
occupant homeowners. 

3 Conducted more research 

4 

Connected directly with Dr. Manuel Pastor following a conversation at Living Cities about racial equity, where his names was 
mentioned several times. I then brought Dr. Pastor to Philadelphia and had him speak at a conference I organized for 380 grant-
makers and nonprofits -- he had a significant impact on my organization and the people in the room, giving a coherent case for 
equity. It was a powerful presentation and what I needed in order to make the argument for philanthropy to pay attention to 
race and equity.  This was all thanks to a connection I made at a Living Cities event. 

5 Designed CI work differently 

6 Developed a new relationship w a national provider and have opened ongoing communication with them 

7 Did a deeper dive with fellow agency policymakers and practitioners on the capital absorption framework and ideas, including 
how to incorporate principles from it within our grant NOFA design 

8 

Encouraged other stakeholders in the group to undertaken the online course - five completed it and regularly refer to the 
insights they gained. / Shared tools and information from the Living Cities website with partner organizations. / Used material and 
reading lists to inform my own knowledge and to frame my thinking in how I support the next steps to be taken by the 
partnership group. / Make publications available on a 'library table' at each stakeholder group meeting for people to take away. 

9 
Followed up with a City that is using a new financial management strategy we will be launching in 2016 to get context, 
background, and lessons learned from a national leader on that strategy. That information will inform our rollout. We also 
provided additional information on our programs to cities unaware of our work. 

10 further investigation of cited practices 

11 Holding an AGM, at which will offer a number of possible future projects/activities on which people can vote. This exercise will 
inform our priorities for the short, medium & long term. 

12 I distribute/share some of the Living Cities reports with practitioners that may be new to the field. 

13 I have started to research about habits of basic school students on food, physical exercises, and social health determinants.  This 
is part of a small Health Impact Assessment project I am carrying out. 

14 I looked up more information on the Harwood Institute and attending their Public Innovators Lab 

15 I shared a Living Cities publication - Smart Subsidy for Community Development - with my graduate school class on community 
development finance. 

16 I shared interesting blog articles written on pay for success with my colleagues. 

17 I shared some of what I learned with people on our new strategic plan taskforce and with others in my organization, and have 
altered the way we do some things in my own department. 

18 I training my staff on building better relationships with in the community we serve. 

19 I used lots of insights and suggestions raised by Living Cities to inform my approach to due diligence on a project that we worked 
on together 

20 
I worked with our staff to implement a dashboard for Mayor Garcetti through which he can easily and effectively track our 
administration's progress towards meeting his goals.  Engagement with Living Cities has exposed me to tools for making data 
driven decisions and tracking outcomes. 

21 Implemented models for digging deeper and assessing community engagement. 

22 In working with the backbone organization of a public health coalition, I was able to convince them to add parents as members of 
the coalition.  The issues being addressed by the coalition pertain to parent behaviors. 

23 influenced program development within my organization 

24 Invested in Blended Catalyst Fund; launched research on urban-serving businesses 

25 I've increased the emphasis placed on collaborative impact in my teaching of urban planning students. Also, I've embarked on a 
research project to identify, track and measure the impact of new technologies launched in cities. 
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26 

LC is a funder of the MA PFS Project.   That collaboration is a powerful private/public partnership that is allowing us to serve 
very high risk young men and demonstrate that they too can succeed on our communities.  The funding structure allowed us to 
re-think our economic model going forward.  Additionally, this partnership has given us a vision of future partnerships as we seek 
to replicate. 

27 
My organization is in the planning stages of expending from working with strategic and specific partners to working in a broader 
collective action environment and accountability.  We've incorporated much of the Living Cities’ collective action information and 
lessons learned into our planning approaches. 

28 n/a 
29 Open data policy 

30 Participated in new 'Middle Management' Institute Curriculum planning of HCHA  / SEHTA Quality of Life Agreement Update 
(LISC GO-Neighborhoods OST/SU) Houston, TX / Dialogue on Asking Hard Questions: Race Summit 

31 Shared info with others 
32 shared information about collective impact model with colleagues 
33 Shared information on innovative capital uses per my engagement with Eileen Neely. 

34 Shared information with our collective impact organization 
35 Shared learnings from networking I did at the summit in Philadelphia with colleagues. 
36 Shared on-line resource that allows for disaggregated data by race by city with others. 
37 Shared reports with my organization 

38 Sharing what I have learned in the impact investing collaboration with my own staff as well as our investment advisory committee, 
which is responsible for helping us expand our gendered investments/impact investment portfolio. 

39 Social Finance brings together investors and government partners earlier in the process partially based on feedback/advice from 
Eileen Neely and Ellen Ward. 

40 Started new data collection actions 

41 The approach to or community with new programs changed in the sense that I listened more to their solutions instead of 
bringing solutions "made" by others. 

42 This has been my first year in this line of work; as such, all of the lessons and insights gleaned from Living Cities have helped me 
to determine strategies for effectively working with both colleagues/collaborators and data. Thank you! 

43 
Through my participation in the e-course (Community Engagement in Collective Impact), I and my staff have used a large mirror 
on our community's engagement procedures.  From this and the ILG citizen participation materials, we have built a number of 
presentations that we are giving across our state and in our 4-state planning region. 

44 We have revised some of our web-based tools. 

45 We proposed a focus on the Living Cities model in a sponsored news piece on strong blended capital models in the US, to bring 
awareness to this vehicle. 

46 
We work with cities and counties to connect vacant, city-owned properties with residents, entrepreneurs, and non-profits who 
want to redevelop them. Partly as a result of my conversations with city officials from Newark, New Orleans, and Albuquerque 
at the Living Cities Network Summit, our organization has[reached character limit] 
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TABLE 20b (Grantees) 
You reported that you took at least one specific action as a result of the insights gleaned from your engagement 
with Living Cities.  Please provide specific examples of any action steps you took in the space below. 
1 Brought team meetings about community engagement into the community and outside of city hall 
2 Began exploring direct investment in PFS opportunities. Entered into additional conversations with other prospective investees. 

3 Boston is implementing a new employment program tool that will allow youth to create profiles for employment and reduces 
barriers to engagement. This process was a collaborative one with partners, community, and stakeholders. 

4 Brought Capital Absorption Framework to several new places. 
5 Built relationships with other cities / Focused on sustainability of work by targeting and changing key policies 
6 Deepened engagement with City Departments in our work. 

7 Deepened my understanding of collective impact. 
8 Developed cross-sector sustainability plan endorsed by Mayor and Coordinating Council 

9 
Eileen Neeley connected me to some Living Cities grantees in Minneapolis that were engaged around preventing small business 
displacement in light of their Metro expansion.  These conversations have helped me start to form a strategy here in Los 
Angeles. 

10 Encouraged program staff to examine and strengthen relationship with  municipal partner that has slow progress toward 
program objectives 

11 Equity and focus on low-income communities within my own organization's programmatic activities have gained much more 
importance since my engagement with Living Cities. It is discussed more often as a driving force behind our mission. 

12 I am working on re-evaluating and re-designing how financial institutions meet the needs of their constituents. 

13 I coordinated meetings between Community Leaders and City Staff with a new approach and agenda items. 

14 I don't think I took those actions because of Living Cities, but in a complementary sense to the work I've done affiliated with 
Living Cities. 

15 
I have been more consistent about connecting non-governmental organizations in my networks with their local government 
contacts that I have met through Living Cities.  We are planning on documenting more stories about how our local partners 
work with local governments to improve government capacity and undertake collaborative work. 

16 I have trained people within my organization using Living Cities’ cross-sector collaboration, community engagement and 
adaptive leadership tools. 

17 

I insisted that we take surveys to find out which case management services our residents were interested in, instead of forcing 
services on them that they may not be interested in or may not need.  We sent out letters, had three meetings at several 
different times, and followed up with phone calls and brochures to interested residents.  We received a much larger than usual 
response. 

18 
I noticed that of the five cities attending the convening in Baltimore that 3 of them had engagement offices. I spoke with my 
boss about creating an office of engagement here at the City of Atlanta and possible programs/projects that office would lead, 
e.g. a citizen's academy. She loved the idea! 

19 I often used insights I learned through Living Cities in my work with individual departments and with our collective efforts as a 
city. 

20 
I set out to find common ground with community-based organizations in cities where we work who have very different 
political agendas and styles of community organizing. I met with these organizations to see where we had overlap in our mutual 
interest in improving social justice. 

21 
I supported the implementation of Ideas to Reality local cohort 3 - which grew from the City Accelerator cohort that Nashville 
is part of.   The Mayor's Office is using I2R to develop individual action plans for various areas of city government.  My new 
office is using this process to create a roadmap for our work. 

22 Implementing survey program to understand needs of immigrant and Native American volunteers. / Using CoOp Capital 
program with energy efficiency project. 

23 Incorporated a range of products and services into our company offering to better serve the un/underbanked. 

24 Initiated a Pay for Success program. Worked on shared data collection strategies across state and local agencies. Deepened 
commitment to evaluation. New national partnerships. 

25 Living Cities has helped us successfully implement efforts through our iteam. 
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26 

Living Cities provided grant support to a collaborative of local financial intermediaries, advocates and foundations working to 
expand and preserve affordable homes and good jobs around transit in a rapidly gentrifying environment. This support allowed 
the collaborative staff to engage and learn from similar efforts in other cities. One of the lessons learned from another city was 
the difficulty of using certain form-based zoning tools to preserve housing, which made local staff aware of issues to track in 
our own rezoning efforts. 

27 More detailed impact reporting 

28 My organization, in partnership with other organizations and local government, are working on a civic tech project. 

29 

My University happens to be kicking off a major service-learning initiative focused on connecting students with projects that fall 
under a broad notion of 'sustainable community.' The L.C. project I am currently involved with is providing a nice model and 
network of potential partners for creating long-term relationships that will both give the students opportunities to apply their 
skills (and situate their learning) within the larger community, and (most importantly) provide useful outcomes to the 
community partners. Much of the assessment of impact below is expected impact as the initiative is new and my involvement 
w/ L.C. on-going. It's simply too soon to tell with any concrete measure. 

30 networking, sharing and relationship building with other cities 

31 Our project was about creating institutional change, we were able to do so from the financial support of the grant more so 
that what we learned. 

32 Reached out to many other cities regarding various policy initiatives and data requests, such as how/whether other 
jurisdictions have decriminalized marijuana, budgeted for Vision Zero projects, conducted community oriented policing, etc. 

33 Reward participant badges, seek other organizations help. 

34 Set up a data base to aggregate public comments on the Draft Comprehensive Plan so they can be more efficiently analyzed 
and shared. 

35 Shared with other stakeholders 

36 Shifted my organization to a more collaborative activities of directly acquiring or lending to others to acquire land which filled a 
gap in the community development process. 

37 
Sought to engage various constituents within the community to address community redevelopment issues.  Also, seek to take a 
more holistic approach to community development.  It's not just about housing, but the other factors (jobs, access to goods 
and services, transportation, education etc.) that impact an individual and the quality of life they have in a community. 

38 The engagement with Living Cities and the Engagement lab helped us design a better pilot program to engage people around 
their health. 

39 
The fire department is partnering with community service to help teach representatives of community services how to educate 
citizens on fire hazards found in their homes.  Living Cities was responsible for the fire department and community services 
partnering. 

40 
The mantra of With not For helped me to have more patience with the network restrictions of our community partner, the 
county judiciary IT department. They insist we use .net and before I would have been annoyed but now, I understand that we 
can’t' ask them to change their operating policies just for us. 

41 The Results Based Accountability training has given my organization a new framework by which we can evaluate our overall 
impact. 

42 

The work begun with the Capital team on Capital Absorption had continued with the Kresge Foundation for us, and that has 
been a constant source of change/development in how we approach places and partners.  /  / After the CA work moved to 
Kresge, regular conversations with Eileen and Ellen in particular about pay-for-success and impact investing generally have been 
a fruitful way for me and us to explore the uses and abuses of private sector capital engagement to achieve public purpose. 

43 
Through our work with Living Cities, StriveTogether has effectively created a recommendation for the Employment Outcome 
to propose to our network for adoption. As we prepare for this adoption, we are working to make sure that our policies and 
processes are flexible enough to fully implement our new framing of the Cradle to Career Continuum. 

44 Used the civic data ecosystem mapping tool in an exercise back in Cleveland to help people understand how different 
community actors impact each other and can work together. 

45 We are engaging in deep work using Results Based Accountability across our department and with a partner department in our 
County in order to work more closely together across our lines of work with respect to shared results and outcomes. 

46 We are investigating technology usage in a new way.  How can that make the community experience more profound? 

47 
We are planning to implement some new projects with our partner organizations and we'll be collecting and analyzing data to 
measure our impact. We haven't actually done it yet, so my responses to the next question are my best guess as to the degree 
of impact it will have. 
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48 We are very early in our engagement with Living Cities, through the Civic Tech and Data Collaborative, but the program has 
helped us think more about our collaborative work. 

49 We changed our strategy for replication site selection based on specific partnership and financing needs. 

50 
We crafted and developed a new fund in our city specifically designed to address the capitol access needs of those nonprofit 
and small business leaders driving change in our low income communities.  The form and collaborative nature of the fund came 
from discussions, learning and investment of the Living Cities network. 

51 We expanded the extent to which our budgeting for technology projects includes human-centered design and product 
development strategies that deepens impact and community engagement 

52 We formally merged innovation and performance improvement and hired two new FTEs as innovation resources. We also 
analyzed data in a new way that led to cross-training between 2 departments that had never worked together before. 

53 We invited the folks from OpenGov to Oakland to talk with the City about public budget and procurement software. / We 
also engaged folks around the race and equity in government practices as we build out our Race and Equity Department. 

54 
We started lending with recourse debt to the low-income entrepreneurs we serve.   Pretty scary.  But we built in a loan loss 
reserve and a new set of lending procedures that have succeeded with this approach, and we have accessed other recourse 
money since then for more loan capital. 

55 We were able to host a community meeting of approximately 60 people to engage them in using primary car. 

56 
We worked with the City of Newark to create a redevelopment plan for abandoned properties taken back by the City 
through the use of spot blight eminent domain. This was part of an overall housing development work plan and dedicated 
housing production financing pool. 

57 

Well, here goes any anonymity y'all might've been able to preserve on my behalf. :)  1. I and others had many conversations and 
shared info to get us all on the same basic page about the concepts and value of civic tech and data, our local assets and weak 
spots, possible opportunities, etc.  "Others" includes our own staff, staff from several different city departments, the captain of 
our local Code for America brigade, a couple of local funders, and Google Fiber.  These conversations were the "square one" 
that we had to get to to make any progress on the issues at all, so it doesn't sound like much, but it was/is critical.  We also 
connected with others inside and outside the funded initiative to learn what they've done that's worked well or not so well.  2. 
Our organization was a key partner in local efforts to get all players to agree on a shared vision, results, and indicators across 
all issue areas and funded interventions in one neighborhood.  (We succeeded at this, which is nothing short of miraculous, 
although for reasons having nothing to do with the quality of the work we did, we may have to start from scratch.)  Our 
participation in this work led us to research and develop good indicators in issue areas we'd never worked on before, to 
collect data on a wider array of indicators we hadn't already been measuring, and to experiment with different ways of 
visualizing progress in a lay-friendly format online. In the process of all that, we had to develop a number of relationships with 
people and organizations we'd never worked with before.  Both of these things happened mostly in 2015, so it's probably too 
soon to know how much impact they're going to have. The answers I give in Q9 reflect what I've seen so far, not what I hope 
to see over time. 

58 
Working with Living Cities’ capital staff has been a great process for thinking through and vetting options for fund structures 
and approached to detailed issues. They have been a great resource in working through the mechanics to take our loan fund 
from proposal to reality. 

59 

Working with Living Cities gave us a different perspective and information on ways we could structure capital to build and 
leverage programs and funds more efficiently. Their feedback enabled us to tweak the process and structure to be more 
effective, though one learning was that any model needs to be flexible to align with certain geographic markets.  Additionally, 
they connected us to organizations to create partnerships for specific program strategies. 

60 Working with the local community foundation to request, review, and provide funding to external agencies. 
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TABLE 21a (Non-grantees) 
What suggestions do you have for Living Cities either in terms of content or delivery of information? 

1 A small grant or TA program that would help build capacity for using data to inform collective impact work would be 
useful. 

2 

Applaud engagement with Mayors.  You should continue to elevate the role of City government and show local 
philanthropy how they too can engage with government - national philanthropy understand the importance and they have a 
critical leadership role to bring local and regional philanthropy with them.  Recommend that when Living Cities go into 
cities, that they not only try to tap into the Mayor's Office but work with the regional grantmaking associations to connect 
with local funders, as it is the local funders that will need to carry the water after Living Cities is done.  Great if Living 
Cities could use their leadership role with local/regional philanthropy. 

3 
Begin to engage at a topical level not only with executive leaders, but also with the program Directors involved. Rather 
than the burden being on the executive leader to share insight and information, that model would allow for immediate buy-
in, easier understanding, and the ability to create a plan of action faster than is feasible now. 

4 Carry on with your excellent work, offering good & promising practice & ensuring the opportunities to work with others 
to share opportunities to grow & develop 

5 Consider strengthening the understanding and focus on racial equity and the impact of racism on poverty. 

6 could strengthen ways in which Living Cities partners with others 
7 Great staff! 
8 Greater frequency 

9 
I don't have any suggestions at this time. I value the content on the website and often find helpful information that assists 
me to frame my thinking and planning. The online course was very valuable and is something I recommend to others 
interested in collective impact work. 

10 
I have a very difficult time gaining any insight into what LC's is doing and thus have tended to not engage with the 
organization over the past couple of years.  There has been a tremendous amount of staff turnover, so perhaps that's one 
reason for hearing less about the work. 

11 I loved the e-course and encourage the continued offerings in this format.  They're comprehensive and structured such that 
busy professionals can access them without impacting their work schedule. 

12 I would gladly take another e-course. 

13 
Include more 'grassroots' community 'Champions' who implement many of the programs and insure sustainability but rarely 
get direct funding or input into the funding planning or policy/program changes unlike I have privilege to as well as training. 
Inclusion in Curriculum planning like this and hire as 'consultants' so they can share that experience. 

14 It would be great if some innovation economy learnings could be included to appeal to those of us not specifically engaged 
in the low income realm. Thank you! 

15 More active partnerships with CDFIs and community development intermediaries 

16 

More clarity on progress at the local level. Better translation of conceptual thinking into practical and accessible tools for 
local leaders. There is often a disconnect between theory and experiences between living cities and communicate partners. 
This creates dissonance that can inadvertently lead to a sense of confusion or frustration. More focus on technical 
assistance and support for implementing new practices, models, approaches. 

17 More stories about how to put the lessons into practice 

18 No suggestions 

19 None at this moment 

20 None at this time 
21 None. 

22 
Repetition of resource and availability.  Tying resource into other national campaigns that have a focus on equity and 
showcasing this tool as a way to gain momentum.  Examples are National Campaign for Grade Level Reading, Coalition for 
Community Schools, My Brother's Keeper, etc. 

23 Support more regional discussions at level 2 cities and counties (not NY, LA, CHI, PHI, etc.) so that application of these 
strategies can be disbursed. 

24 Supporting more virtual communities of learning with practitioners and policymakers across all levels and sectors 

25 The American Planning Association is a powerful and nation-wide organization - becoming a partner with APA would 
benefit individuals, practitioners and communities alike. 
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26 
The content is excellent.  Delivery is also good.  Focus tends to be on the larger well known cities.  I come from a city 
routinely recognized in the top 3 of highest concentration of poverty and yet we are not included in the philanthropy or 
invited to join some of projects offered.  I would love to see more one on one outreach 

27 
The convening was helpful for networking, but I did not find it to be very action oriented. There was information sharing, 
for sure, but it wasn't clear what the goal of the summit was and how the information would be used to push forward an 
agenda or to take specific actions. Clarity in purpose and next steps would have been helpful. 

28 

The fit with low-income priorities can seem disjointed from priorities affecting cities.  However, the issue of homelessness 
is ubiquitous and urgent.  It is also confusing, tends to be defined in terms of resources spent versus outcomes, and covers 
a broad spectrum (i.e. is spending on prevention the same as spending on homelessness; are specialized homeless police 
officers a cost or a service?).  This seems like an area that covers both the priorities of cities and Living Cities. 

29 This is a new relationship for our foundation, and early days yet.  I am confident that there is much more we will learn from 
Living Cities, and I am very impressed with the people from Living Cities whom I have met. 

30 We are eager for Living Cities to deploy more capital and bring their expertise to more innovative impact financing 
structures that are focused on communities in need! 
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TABLE 21b (Grantees) 
What suggestions do you have for Living Cities either in terms of content or delivery of information? 

1 As an organization we highly value accessibility to key staff and their resources to provide feedback and support for new 
ideas and programs. 

2 

As I come from the academic world, one of the pieces I am still struggling to get traction with is how to talk to/with 
philanthropies to develop funding relationships. I recognize that the philanthropic funding model is tied to project 
implementation (whereas my research training is more open-ended), so identifying projects of common interest and being 
able to talk about the outcomes in a way that is legible to non-research oriented groups is very interesting to me. It is also 
much needed in the community I am currently working as there is some private money at work, but more is needed (as is 
more capacity to successfully solicit additional material support and manage projects in the long-term). 

3 Better engagement with key staff at Living Cities, rather than technical assistance subcontractors. 

4 Better use of webinars or conference calls throughout the year to continue sharing and relationship building outside of 
episodic events. 

5 Consider timing of information sharing to help inform work on the ground 

6 Continue to raise up work from practitioners and best practices in cities.  Cut through the philanthropic and national think 
tank "speak" as it is harder for people to relate to and understand the issues, approaches, and solutions. 

7 Continue to work with us to share information back and forth that will help LC to understand common problems at local 
level and how you can assist in overcoming them. Real-time disaggregated data is a huge problem, for example. 

8 Deepen your expertise and intent with the skills building and training needs. Sharpen your definition of "dramatically better 
results faster for low-income people." What are the milestones and/or benchmarks? Process needs? Policy needs? 

9 Delivery of information regarding processes for obtaining assistance/funding was not timely or well defined.  This delayed 
projects and impacts. 

10 During collaboration meetings each peer city should bring an example of the project to demonstrate best practices, 
opportunities, and weaknesses. 

11 Expand upon success of Dallas convening. Great sharing among cities and with staff. / Continue to push cities for clarity in 
outcomes, metrics and strategies. / Don't let processes become disconnected from results. 

12 
Figure out how to measure LC impact within a mature network or collaborative. In most places you are probably not 
bringing strangers together, but you are providing support and space for long time partners to reflect, modify, redirect, and 
improve. How do you measure that? 

13 Help linking with financial institutions that will enable us to maintain and continue the change needed in our institutions.  
More structured, intentional, targeted conversations between city cohorts with like goals or similar populations. 

14 
Honestly this is overthought. I need a simple blogging platform that anyone can log into and just start blogging on. Nothing 
Complex it just needs one image and or video and text underneath. Faster is better IMHO and getting on the ground is what 
works best for us. 

15 I am not sure I get pushed resources that are specific to SIF? 
16 I believe Living Cities has strong content and delivery channels. 

17 

I think there are a lot of emails that come from Living Cities. I think it would be good to try to either consolidate delivery or 
spread the emails out that disseminate important information. The emails are likely to get lost hence my not taking this 
survey before today's reminder email. I did not see the initial email about this survey. I thought that I had already taken it 
(because I took another survey requested by you all) until I clicked on the link. 

18 

I think, now that several cohorts of work have been done, that greater structure and expectations can be placed on cities 
who participate.  In many cases, cities can be understaffed and under resourced with the tools to know which steps to take 
and in what order.  While Living Cities obviously should continue to engage innovative and creative problem-solving, some 
prescriptions around process and expectations would be welcome. 

19 I wish you were able to somehow reach more people.  I have been greatly enhanced by the knowledge I've received and I 
feel like others would benefit greatly as well. 

20 
I would like to receive more information from Living Cities about innovative practices from other cities to address the same 
issue that we're addressing through our City Accelerator project, as well as any related tools, frameworks, or other 
resources. 

21 
I would suggest building on the current model of convening front-line staff to come together to learn from one another and 
support one another.  The ability to talk through issues with those who do similar work in a safe space of sharing is 
incredibly important. 
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22 I would suggest that there be an opportunity based on real time to share all of the data discussed during the sessions. 

23 

I've always thought Living Cities could put a bit more emphasis on how resources are delivered, on the ground, by 
organizations that struggle with everything from staff continuity to back room procedures to financial stability to cultural 
competency.   In other words, not just the big picture of new private resources and bigger tables, but add a stronger focus 
on the front-line delivery mechanism / organization through which all of these new resources, partnership and ideas actually 
hit the ground.   How can that level of a regions development structure be strengthened? 

24 

Many of the members that participate in the living cities are in the very high management teams of their cities.  I believe that 
each new team should include at least one member that does very practical work within a city agency.  This is for two 
reasons; one if there is a mayoral change the one member may remain stable and two many of the ideas shared need to have 
practical thought placed behind them so as to be more realistic. 

25 more proactive 

26 More summits/gatherings. 

27 More use of Webinars and virtual meetings would be appreciated. 

28 

My relationship with LC has changed since we are no longer direct grantees so I'm not sure how to answer this fully -- the 
org there has changed more than I know I suspect. In terms of content, the deep structured engagement with places was 
high transaction cost but high value -- finding a way to support entities in place to lead always seemed like a goal. In terms of 
disseminating what's been learned through the investment side of things, aggregating the kinds of deals (not just PFS) that LC 
is seeing, and its constituent members are seeing, and taking stock of how they are changing by sector, size, impact target, 
etc. would be a useful exercise, as would identifying how places are assessing impact investing needs and market strengths 
and weaknesses. 

29 None 

30 
None that I can think of.  The initiatives we've participated in and other ways we've been exposed to Living Cities' work vary 
so much that there aren't really themes that emerge. I've always appreciated the way Living Cities allows communities to 
drive the specifics of our own work, so I hope that practice continues or expands. 

31 Nothing at this time. 

32 Our project hasn't really started yet. More follow-up communication can be helpful. 

33 
Raising the bar with the goal of dramatically improving lives of low-income Americans faster is powerful. Knowing that this 
will take public and private sector innovation with an equity lens is on point. We appreciate Living Cities' willingness to take 
on big challenges. Trust yourselves and trust what you know. Go for it, you're doing influential and important work. 

34 Regarding Q(, I listed minor impact because it is too soon to measure impact. 

35 
The more specific the better, in terms of topical approaches. I was part of the Integration Initiative, and felt a disconnect 
between the different outcomes each city was trying to achieve, and felt that it affected the effectiveness of convening each 
group twice a year. 

36 There is a lot of insider jargon used online, in reports and in meetings that makes materials that Living Cities produces less 
accessible to outside partners. Less jargon would improve delivery of information. 

37 
There needs to be more content that aggregates the environmental factors that are perpetuating conditions in cities, and 
rolls this information up to explore regional and national solutions.  Cities cannot/do not have the authority or resources to 
fix conditions on their own. 

38 
To maintain the collegial connections and flow of information between in-person sessions, consider hosting online sessions 
or conference calls regarding targeted subject matter issues relevant to cities.  This would maintain the curriculum during 
the periods between meetings. 

39 We always appreciate place-based solutions. Living Cities' support has been transformational. 

40 
We get so much information electronically that I increasingly find the personal interactions is the only sure way to break 
through the wave of information we are inundated with every day. The meeting and convening help to remove the "noise" 
and allow time to really think about, focus on how to do things differently. 

41 We had very little prep or follow up from our event. I understand that personnel changes likely influenced that. I hope you 
guys pick up the ball in the new year! I think the conversation had potential. 

42 
When they hold convenings, have the group focus on a very specific set of problems or issues. Ground it in a specific city 
even (or particular type of place). Having summits (or are they learning communities?) that are focused on something too 
abstract ("improving economic opportunity") too often leads to overly general solutions that are not applicable. 
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TABLE 22a (Non-grantees)  
How can Living Cities better help you to take action to dramatically improve the economic well-being of low-income 
people in cities? 

1 Can you make other people willing to listen? Because the major roadblock I encounter is others who think they know best and are 
not willing to alter their thinking. Perhaps some tips on how to best influence people unwilling to see things in a new light. 

2 
Continue your focus on race and equity and making the case to decision makers that intentionality in addressing these issues both in 
public policy and funding (public and private) is in all our best interests.  Case still needs to be made over and over, with new tools, 
new examples, new cheerleaders etc. 

3 Encourage Living Cities to think about federal policy academies as a way to embed and institutionalize ideas 

4 Focus on job training programs to get the cities ready to take advantage of Economic Development opportunities with potential for 
higher paying skilled labor jobs.  Start these programs in junior high or high schools for those children not on a college bound path. 

5 
Housing or creating tangible products and initiatives and releasing/commissioning actionable research to inform both investors and 
practitioners. Much of this work is already going on. The summit that I attended, however, was not very action oriented and I think 
that was where the opportunity was lost. 

6 
I appreciate that Living Cities is an American based organisation and that the content and information provided will have an American 
flavour however at times some of the examples are not always representative of an Australian experience. Nonetheless the 
materials, discussion blogs, online course are very very helpful. 

7 I don't know enough yet to answer this question. 

8 I have a difficult time seeing the added value of LC at this moment in time.  Though the organization has so much potential, it seems 
to move quickly from one topic to another, rather than building a deep set of expertise that could in turn add value to my work. 

9 

I think demonstrating the differing scales of impact of different strategies would be helpful - e.g., in City X LC focused on 
transportation, in City Y LC focused on food systems, and in City Z on workforce issues.  What were the impacts of each, what 
were the costs of achieving those impacts, and how does this data inform future decisions about what the best options are for 
achieving the highest levels of return/impact for social investments? 

10 I think that Living Cities could give access to information about request for proposals in order to enable researchers to propose 
projects addressed for communities. I mean, calls for proposals that fund researches could be disclosed. 

11 I think we need to broaden the exposure to the information and tools offered by Living Cities 

12 Invest in our workforce development and economic opportunity initiatives 

13 Keep on inform us of others work, the good, the bad & the indifferent so we can use & learn from it 

14 Make connections between practitioners and both philanthropy and financial institutions more frequent and problem-focused. 

15 More hands on local trainings 

16 More information about available funding or available resources 
17 N/A 
18 N/A 
19 Not sure, would need to re-engage with the material and the tools. 
20 Provide on-going opportunities to work with and connect to philanthropy and other organizations/institutions. 
21 Revenue opportunities, not capital 

22 

See answer in # 10 above plus recommend adding 'grassroots ' community champions to your pilot city/programs. I know I have 
something to offer Living Cities Collective Impact 'Episcopal Health Foundation' pilot group in progress. Bring some in during training 
on specific examples especially those that made lemonade out of those lemons. Include people who reflect those communities served 
by including them in trainings to enhance their experience. 

23 See Q10. 
24 share best practices and research 

25 Support data connections (integrated data, data scrubbing 2.0, MOU/Data sharing agreement tool kit) and best practices 

26 Technical assistance from SMEs in areas of prioritization.  Bloomberg is doing a great job of this (e.g. Behavioral Insights Team, 
Sunlight Foundation, John Hopkins Center for Gov't Excellence). 

27 Try to localize, get folks to share action plans -- not just outcomes -- and help bring leaders to other cities -- not just together in one 
convening place -- to see the work being done on the ground. 

28 Unsure at this time. We are just at the beginning phases and still learning a lot about our own community. 
29 Use more of a racial equity approach. It isn't just class. 

30 We deal with Town-Gown relationships on a daily basis (micropolitan community with major university).  Since this dynamic tends 
to skew the actual reality of what is occurring here, a focus/exercise on shifting through to get to the real story would be beneficial. 
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TABLE 22b (Grantees) 
How can Living Cities better help you to take action to dramatically improve the economic well-being of low-income 
people in cities? 
1 Again, deeper engagement with Living Cities leads would be helpful. 

2 Being able to transfer the knowledge more directly to address the issues that the City is facing is really important. 

3 Bring Living Cities here vs. bringing us there -- much wider and deeper impact. 

4 broadcast best practices widely in a way that key policy makers cannot ignore 

5 Continue the convenings and summits - they are tremendously helpful / Initiate additional or larger grant giving opportunities for 
cities to work with external partners to change government practice 

6 Continue to be innovative and creative in the topics; but more importantly increase the number of participants based on 
geographical proximity so that the discussions and exercises can offer a different level of diversity not solely based on ethnicity. 

7 Continue to connect organizations and support partnerships.   / Provide capital that is not available in the market. 
8 Continue to push for local innovation to strive to include private financial institution capital. 

9 Continued collaboration and sharing of ideas among all cohort cities, not limited to any single cohort. 

10 Continued sharing of notes! 

11 Continued to support both financially and from a thought partnership standpoint.  LC is in a unique perch to share 'apple to 
apple' connections for more regionally focused foundations like ourselves. 

12 Expand solution set to include for profit companies 

13 Faster deployment of resources upon identification of impactful programs and needs. 

14 Focus on Detroit.  The story there will be watched and studied and potentially replicated more than any other city in the United 
States, if its revitalization can continue. 

15 
Grant support could help us to further build up our U.S. program (especially harnessing our experience from around the world) 
by spurring leadership, spotlighting innovations that work and training practitioners in transport service delivery with a focus on 
low-income community needs. 

16 

Help me figure out how to work out conflicts of interest with community members and to keep organizational goals focused on 
Child poverty. There are too many families that we hide from plain sight but we know the backups they carry are every personal 
belonging they own.  /  / I'd like to confront these issues more directly and actually do something to empower people to take 
control of their lives, and for that to happen they must come out of hiding regardless of what it does to the feel good marketing 
campaigns that inhibit these well intentioned programs. 

17 Help to identify funding along with technical assistance. 

18 I am only engaged with the Civic Tech and Data Collaborative. It would be helpful to have some suggestions from Living Cities on 
how to pursue additional funding for this work. 

19 I feel that we are on the right path.  However, I feel that the people that are doing the work have to believe in the outcome. 

20 I think that having regular check-ins with living cities staff (quarterly) or around specific topic areas that are helpful to my work 
would improve the outcomes. 

21 
I think within the grant requirements or in the application phase, you all could have city leaders sign some type of pledge that 
some of the steps or strategies gleaned important from our interactions with the community within this project are implemented 
(if you want change at the policy level). 

22 

I was initially interested to participate in the Integration Initiative because of its initial 10-year commitment. Having worked for 
philanthropically funded nonprofits for the past five years, I truly appreciated the concept of such a long-term commitment, and 
was disappointed when it didn't manifest itself in the way I'd imagined due to process burn-out at the local level (amongst a 
number of other factors). Living Cities should find a way to continue to meaningfully support municipal-led efforts, and keep 
trying to develop long-term commitments to specific places or policies. 

23 Identify successful efforts and provide in depth studies. / Facilitate communication and integration/translation of successful 
principles behind efforts. / Provide greater clarity of LC's funding process.. 

24 I'm not confident it can unless it's expertise and resource capacity is significantly sharpened and leveraged. 

25 I'm not sure 

26 include community in the living cities cohort teams - not just agencies/ staffers 
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27 Keep doing what you are doing. Share data and learnings. Bring partners together. 

28 Keep funding, convening and raising up local solutions.  Create building blocks towards a national urban agenda that is missing in 
Washington. 

29 Keep learning with us! 
30 Keep on pushing all of your partners. There is no "performing," without "storming and norming." 

31 Keep supporting projects that are lean and nimble so we can glean best practices and replicate. 

32 Keep the learning partners program going. Being part of that program has really helped those of us new to the civic tech scene 
learn from more experienced cities. The community of practice is a very powerful tool where this work is concerned. 

33 More information on efforts that haven't worked and how they were turned around.  More case studies on particular sectors.  
More space for frankness about obstacles to success. 

34 More state, regional, and national advocacy work is required. 

35 

Most of the people in our program, across various cities, had a pretty sophisticated understanding if civic technology and very 
often were people who held positions that had direct power over resources and program design. I think a more peer directed 
conversation about how those everyday activities affect low-income people would have been useful, especially as individual 
projects diverged or faltered. 

36 No response I want on record. :) 

37 Perhaps more help on how to "market" what we've learned to other city staff. 

38 Provide continued support and help leverage its cachet to bring stakeholders to the table and effect change. 

39 Provide forum for sharing with others. 
40 Provide ideas for getting greater cooperation from municipal partners 
41 See Q10. 

42 Share programs, practices, policies that have been implemented and proven to have a statistically significant impact.  Help then 
scale those through challenges to other cities to adopt the same and show similar impact. 

43 Support the transformation of our public workforce system / Help us identify relevant strategies for capital innovation to advance 
our work on the ground 

44 
The two year aspect of the program is incredibly helpful because at first we thought one thing and then are now driving toward 
another.  It is a good model.  The types of technological tools we are seeking are very expensive so we are still trying to find out 
how to pay for these new tools. 

45 

There are some particular needs in our communities that are rooted in a dearth of local organization. The upshot is that most of 
the calls for proposals from large foundations focus on implementing multi-year projects/community development agendas but 
require (reasonably) that there be a strong ground organization to manage and execute a particular plan. It appears much harder 
to find meaningful funding for the development of organizational capacity (skills, network building, coalition building, etc.) that 
would enable the community to be eligible and successful with an implementation-based project/agenda. 

46 

Unfortunately, funding to test, experiment, and staff innovation is still hard to come by.  One of the key elements we need is 
more time to apply the work to our locality and the only way to get more time is to have more people doing the coordination, 
collaboration, and engagement work.   The funding can help us bring more urban players (non-obviously city departments, 
community groups, faith leaders) into the mix to build more responsive systems. 

47 We need additional staff / funding to implement what we learned and have designed through this project. 

48 
Work with local media and councils to better understand the importance of data collection and reallocation of resources to 
better drive outcomes. There is often a disconnect between political will and/or public perception of programs that have long 
existence verses statistical significance and outcomes. 
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