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NOTE FROM THE CEO
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since its inception, MicroGrants has been committed to reducing poverty and creating paths to
self-sufficiency. The organization identifies “people of potential” – people who have
demonstrated a commitment to improving their lives, but who need an extra boost to become
truly self-sufficient. In these cases, even a small amount of money makes an enormous
difference. MicroGrants gives these people small grants, ranging from $50 to $2,500. These
grants predominantly go towards education, entrepreneurship, and transportation. They help
people advance themselves and secure higher-paying, stable jobs.
MicroGrants had another successful year in 2015. Furthermore, MicroGrants continues to
improve its operations. We believe that the recommendations provided at the end of the report
will aid MicroGrants in their continuing work helping low-income people of potential achieve
financial independence.

The Numbers at a Glance







97% of grant recipients spent their grant money as they intended.
A whopping 100% of grant recipients had achieved their goals or were in the
process of doing so.
82% of grant recipients were employed within three months of receiving grants.
68% of grant recipients reported that their income increased as a result of
MicroGrants funding.
99% of grant recipients reported that MicroGrants increased their quality of life. Of
these, 50% reported that their quality of life increased “substantially.”
96% of grant recipients said that they were optimistic about their future in the next
3-5 years. Of those respondents, 84% said that they were “very positive” about the
future.
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THE STATE OF POVERTY IN THE TWIN CITIES
The Minnesota economy is caught in a cruel paradox.
The state’s labor market is tightening. The Department of Employment and Economic
Development reported only 1.2 job seekers for each vacancy, the third lowest ratio on record.
Businesses are creating jobs at an unprecedented rate, and it is urgent that they find workers to
fill these positions.
However, there is a mismatch between jobs and job seekers. The labor force does not have the
skills needed for the jobs which are being created. Furthermore, positions are often created in
the geographic locations which are inaccessible to those seeking jobs.
Minority populations are the most acutely affected by this mismatch. According to the Minnesota
State Demographic Center, as many as 45% of African Americans, 40% of Somalis, and 36% of
Hmong populations do not have work. This is a staggering number, especially considering the
number of vacancies.
MicroGrants recognizes this problem. It understands that the labor market should serve to create
more opportunities for groups that have historically seen less success. However, it also
understands that it must remedy certain structural barriers in order to allow these populations
to reach this goal.
For example, minorities have lower educational attainment than their peers. According to the
Minnesota State Demographic Center, as few as 16% of African Americans, 34% of Somalis, and
27% of Hmong people do not have a High School Diploma/GED. This is compared to 6% of
Minnesota residents overall. Furthermore, only 17% of African Americans, 11% of Somalis, and
21% of Hmong people have a Bachelor’s Degree or Higher Degree. This is compared to 35% of
the Minnesota population.
Moreover, minorities have higher transportation barriers. As many as 31% of African Americans,
27% of Somalis, and 8% of Hmong do not have a car. This is problematic, as these populations
are more likely to live in inner-ring suburbs which have little access to public transit. This creates
a geographic barrier to employment.
Minorities also experience greater barriers to starting businesses. They often have limited
collateral or poor credit history. As a result, it is difficult to borrow money, and they have trouble
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finding start-up funding. Even after starting their businesses, minorities are over-represented in
low-growth and no-growth sectors. They gross less income than their white counterparts.
These may seem like insurmountable barriers. But MicroGrants is committed to rectifying these
barriers to self-sufficiency. It has years of experience in working with low-income populations,
and it has developed solutions to many of these problems. The next section describes this
process.
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THE MICROGRANTS MODEL
Since its inception, MicroGrants has been committed to reducing poverty and creating paths to
self-sufficiency. The organization was founded in 2006 by social entrepreneur Joe Selvaggio. He
started with only $25,000 and a small staff in Minneapolis. Since then, the organization has
expanded dramatically. MicroGrants has raised over $3 million in donations, and it has touched
the lives of over 3,000 individuals.
The cornerstone of the MicroGrants model is its relationships with other organizations.
MicroGrants has established partnerships with various other nonprofits, which have strong
reputations and close connections individuals with the community. These organizations serve as
MicroGrants’s anchor in the Twin Cities.
MicroGrants partner agencies identify “people of potential” – individuals who have shown a
commitment to improving their lives, but who need an extra boost to become truly self-sufficient.
Agencies nominate these people to receive support from MicroGrants. They assist the candidates
in completing applications and submitting them to MicroGrants.
MicroGrants reviews the applications which are submitted. It evaluates the candidates, and it
assesses the strengths of each proposal. It then awards grants to the individuals who
demonstrate the most potential. The average grant is worth $1,000 – but in special cases, grants
can range from $50 to $2,400. This double-vetting process ensures that MicroGrants selects the
most worthy candidates, and the money is spent responsibly and effectively.
Even after they receive a grant, individuals maintain relationships with the partner agencies that
nominated them. Through these nonprofits, they receive the mentoring, technical tools, and peer
advice. This collaboration ensures that they are not merely receiving a cash infusion; they are
given the support necessary to achieve their goals.
This unique structure optimizes the value of donations. MicroGrants operates with a minimal
amount of overhead, and it ensures that money goes toward the most worthy causes. Indeed,
the numbers confirm the efficiency of the organization. For each donation, a whopping 70
percent goes directly toward grant and program services.
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THE MICROGRANTS PROCESS
Our generous supporters donate to MicroGrants in order to
support low-income individuals of potential.

MicroGrants forms partnerships with local nonprofits.

Our partner agencies nominate promising individuals to receive
grants.

MicroGrants reviews and screens these individuals' applications.
We award $1,000 grants to those who meet our criteria.

Our partner agencies continue to provide coaching and
mentorship to our grant recipients. After three months, they
collect data on the grant's efficacy. MicroGrants utilizes this
information to improve in the future.
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PURPOSES OF GRANTS
MicroGrants focuses on “people of potential.” These people have demonstrated a commitment
to improving their lives, but they need an extra boost to become truly self-sufficient. In these
cases, even a small amount of money makes an enormous difference. For this reason,
MicroGrants focuses on small grants.

In FY 2015, the majority of grants (85% of the total) were worth $1,000. But in many cases, this
amount was not appropriate. In some cases (10% of all grants), the organization awarded grants
worth less than $1,000. In other cases (5% of all grants), the organization awarded grants worth
more than $1,000. Overall, the value of grants ranged from $50 to $2,500.
One of the great strengths of the MicroGrants process is its flexibility. The organization can write
grants in different amounts, in order to accommodate each person’s individual needs. This
enables MicroGrants to tailor its programs to each recipient. It also saves the organization money
– since it never spends more than necessary on any particular service.

9|Page

MicroGrants awards six classes of grants: Business Grants, Education Grants, Transportation
Grants, Legal Assistance Grants, Work Readiness Grants, and Achievement Grants. The
allocation of these grants is depicted below:

ALLOCATION OF GRANTS IN FY 2015

See the following pages for more information about each class of grant. The report will describe
the goods and services which the grants cover, and it will provide a graph of the allocation of
each class of grant. This information is meant to inform further analysis of MicroGrants programs.

Changes in FY 2015


Expanded Education Programs: Compared to previous years, MicroGrants
awarded more education grants in FY 2015. These grants may have fewer
immediate impacts than other classes of grants, such as business grants or
transportation grants. However, they have longer-lasting effects. The
MicroGrants Education Program represents a long-term investment in the Twin
Cities economy, and it will continue to reap rewards in the decades to come.



Expanded Achievement Program: The Achievement Program examines past
grant recipients, tracks their success, and awards money to the most prosperous
participants. This opens up additional resources to the most resourceful and
efficient people. It also enables MicroGrants to develop long-term relationships
with its participants.
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BUSINESS GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded 155 grants to small enterprises in the fiscal year of 2015. These grants
were used to either start new ventures or to expand existing businesses. Grants of this sort are
considered especially efficient. They provide jobs not only for the grant recipient herself, but the
people that she employs. In this way, MicoGrants supports the growth not just of isolated
individuals, but entire communities.

ALLOCATION OF BUSINESS GRANTS
Purchases of New Equipment (Intermediate Goods) -- 112
•The majority of Business Grants were spent on purchases of new equipment. This includes only intermediate
goods, which are used to produce final goods for sale. This does not include the purchase of inventory.
Purchases of Inventory (Final Goods for Sale) -- 18
•Several grants were spent on new inventory. This includes only final goods for sale. This does not include
equipment, which is used to produce goods for sale.
Advertising and Marketing -- 25
•Many grants were used to fund advertising and marketing. This includes websites, social media, signage,
pamplets, and newsletters.
Licensing -- 13
•A group of grants went toward licensing. These grants funded mostly new start-ups, who would not be able to
enter the market without a grant, due to prohibitive government fees.
Guild and Union Membership -- 3
•A few grants were used to pay for guild or union membership. This provides numerous benefits to the business
owners, and it gives additional stability to the business.
Mergers and Acquisitions -- 1
•One grant was used to acquire an existing business. This investment proved profitable and allowed the business
owner to expander her clientele.
Insurance -- 2
•A couple grants were used to pay insurance fees. This provided additional stability to the businesses and
protected them from future disasters.
Note: Many grants were used for multiple purposes. The sum of the numbers included in the figure above may not equal the total number of
grants (155 grants).

USES OF BUSINESS GRANTS IN FY 2015
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EDUCATION GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded 228 grants for education in the fiscal year of 2015. These grants were used
to complete training programs, pay for certifications, and earn postsecondary degrees. These
grants help individuals attain the human capital that is necessary to the modern economy. This
ultimately leads to higher-paying jobs and greater stability.

ALLOCATION OF EDUCATION GRANTS
Basic Skills Enhancement-- 150
•The majority of grants were used to fund skill-building workshops. These courses did not culminate in
certiciates or degrees. But they provided the additional skills necessary to find higher-paying jobs.
GED -- 5
•Several grants were used to pay for GED training. This is considered essential in most workplaces. Job
applicants without a highschool degree have lower chances to find work.
Professional Certifications -- 32
•Many grants went toward professional certifications. The funds were used for either preparatory courses or
exam fees. These certifications allow individauls to demonstrate their skill levels in a particular field and attain
higher-level jobs.
Associate Degrees and Bachelor's Degress -- 39
•A portion of the grants went toward two-year and four-year degrees. In order to receive grants, these
individuals were required to demonstrate that they were on track for graduation, and they were studying at
accredited institutions in the Twin Cities area.
Master's Degrees and PhDs -- 2
•A small segment of grants were used for postgraduate work. This includes Master's Degrees and PhD work. In
order to receive a grant, these individuals were required to demonstrate that they were on track for
graduation, and they were studying at an accredited institution in the Twin Cities area.

USES OF EDUCATION GRANTS IN FY 2015

12 | P a g e

TRANSPORTATION GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded 194 grants for transportation in the fiscal year of 2015. These funds were
used to purchase new vehicles, pay for auto repairs, and pay off license fees. These grants have
the most immediate effects. Many jobs – especially those in the construction industry – are not
on public transit lines. Often, it is essential to have a properly functioning car to stay employed.

ALLOCATION OF TRANSPORTATION GRANTS
Vehicle Purchases -- 84
•The majority of grants were used to purchase a new car. Usually, the grant was
only used to finance a down payment, and the recipient was responsible to all of
the subsequent payments.
Auto Repairs -- 72
•A large portion of grants were used for vehicle repairs. Often, fees are
prohibitively expensive for low-income populations - so MicroGrants is crucial to
ensuring that people do not lose their only source of transportation.
License Fees -- 38
•Several of the grants were used to obtain a driver's license. This may include
paying off previous expenses, or funding tuition for driving lessons.

USES OF TRANSPORTATION GRANTS IN FY 2015
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LEGAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded nine grants for legal assistance in the fiscal year of 2015. These funds went
primarily towards immigration law and family law. MicroGrants determined that these two areas
presented the most pressing hardships for low-income populations. Conflicts related to
immigration status, divorce, or custody can seriously disrupt a person’s life, and they can
seriously affect their job prospects. Unfortunately, legal fees are often prohibitive for low-income
populations. These funds help people get back on their feet.
Permanent Residency -- 6
• A portion of grants were associated with applications for permanent
residency. The money was usually used to pay for processing fees and
legal bills.
Citizenship -- 2
• Another segment of grants were associated with applications for U.S.
citizenship. The money was usually used to pay for processing fees and
legal bills.
Family Law -- 1
• A portion of the grants went towards family law. These funds were used
to resolve related to divorce, or resolve custody disagreements.

USES OF LEGAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS IN FY 2015
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WORK READINESS GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded 4 grants for work readiness in the fiscal year of 2015. These grants could
not be neatly fit into the categories of business, education, transportation, or legal assistance.
However, they were considered just as essential to the wellbeing of the recipient. These grants
were used to prevent individuals from losing their houses, to prevent them from falling into debt,
and to prevent other disasters that would inhibit their job prospects. After receiving these funds,
the grant recipients were able to proceed with their lives and find higher-paying jobs.

ACHIEVEMENT GRANTS
MicroGrants awarded 41 grants which fell into the category of Achievement Grants in the fiscal
year of 2015. MicroGrants followed up with people who received grants in previous years, to
determine how they used the money and how it affected their lives. Achievement Grants were
given to the most impressive individuals to commend their efforts. These grants allow the
organization to recognize the most successful past grant recipients. They also enable MicroGrants
to form relationships with these participants and invest in their longer-term success.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF GRANT RECIPIENTS
In the fiscal year of 2015, MicroGrants awarded 631 grants to 620 individuals. (While
MicroGrants regulations stipulate that each individual only qualifies for one grant each year,
several exceptions were made.) These grants were awarded to a diverse array of individuals, who
represented both genders, a variety of ethnic backgrounds, a wide array of income classes, a
large assortment of educational backgrounds, and a diversity of family structures. This section
aims to depict the immense diversity of the MicroGrant’s beneficiaries.
It is important to note that the information included below was self-reported. Each individual
provided this information as a part of their grant application. Not all candidates provided
complete information. A small number elected not to answer questions about their gender,
ethnicity, income, education, or family structure. Therefore, the information included below is
not complete; it is an approximation of the pool of grant recipients.

GENDER



60% of grant recipients were women.
40% of grant recipients were men.

The large number of female grantees reflects the fact that several
of our partner agencies, such as the Jeremiah Program, work
primarily with single mothers and women.

ETHNICITY









15% of grant recipients were African.
41% of grant recipients were African American.
4% of grant recipients were Asian.
5% of grant recipients were Hispanic/Latinx.
4% were American Indian/Native American.
24% of grant recipients were White/Caucasian.
5% of grant recipients were Multi-Racial.
2% of grant recipients selected the “Other”
category.
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EDUCATION










8% of grant recipients had No High School Diploma.
22% of grant recipients had a High School
Diploma.
5% of grant recipients had a GED.
2% of grant recipients had Some College or
Postsecondary Education.
35% of grant recipients had an Associate's
Degree, Trade or Technical School, or Other 2Year Degree.
17% of grant recipients had a Bachelor's
Degree or Other 4-Year Degree.
10% of grant recipients had Above a
Bachelor’s Degree.
1% of grant recipients selected the “Other” category.

INDIVIDUAL INCOME





48% of grant recipients fell into
$0-$5,000 income bracket.
25% of grant recipients fell into
$5,000-$10,000 income bracket.
15% of grant recipients fell into
$10,000-$20,000 income bracket.
12% of grant recipients fell into
$20,000-$36,000 income bracket.

the
the
the
the

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
 48% of grant recipients fell into the $0$5,000 income bracket.
 25% of grant recipients fell into the $5,000$10,000 income bracket.
 15% of grant recipients fell into the $10,000$20,000 income bracket.
 12% of grant recipients fell into the $20,000$36,000 income bracket.
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NUMBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN









47.5% of grant recipients had zero children.
22% of grant recipients had one child.
16% of grant recipients had two children.
9% of grant recipients had three children.
3% of grant recipients had four children.
1% of grant recipients had five children.
1% of grant recipients had six children.
0.5% of grant recipients had seven children.

AGE













3% of grant recipients were between 16 and 20 years old.
13.5% of grant recipients were between 21 and 25 years old.
15% of grant recipients were between 26 and 30 years old.
15% of grant recipients were between 31 and 35 years old.
13% of grant recipients were between 36 and 40 years old.
11% of grant recipients were between 41 and 45 years old.
11% of grant recipients were between 46 and 50 years old.
10% of grant recipients were between 51 and 55 years old.
4.5% of grant recipients were between 56 and 60 years
old.
3% of grant recipients were between 61 and 65 years old.
1% of grant recipients were between 66 and 70 years old.
A negligible number were over 70 old.
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LOCATION
As demonstrated by the map below, the majority of grants were awarded in Minnesota, the
home and flagship location of MicroGrants. Another cluster of grants were awarded in Florida,
where the second branch of MicroGrants was established. Two grants were also awarded in
California and Colorado. While MicroGrants does not have offices in these locations, these
individuals presented particularly compelling cases, and it worthwhile to fund their causes.

The largest number of grants was awarded to Minnesota residents. Within this state, the majority
of grants went to the Twin Cities area. A lesser number of grants were awarded to nearby cities
such as Duluth, Alexandria, and St. Cloud.
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Many grants were also awarded in Florida. As demonstrated by the map below, most grant
recipients lived in the Fort Meyers and Naples areas.
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PARTNER AGENCIES
The cornerstone of the MicroGrants model is its relationships with other organizations.
MicroGrants has established partnerships with various other nonprofits, which have strong
reputations and close connections individuals with the community. These organizations serve as
MicroGrants’s anchor in the Twin Cities.
Below is a list of our most prominent partner agencies. They were awarded 5 or more grants
from MicroGrants in FY 2015:
African Development Center
•The ADC works with the African communities of Minneapolis to start and sustain successful
businesses, build assets, and promote community reinvestment.
•MicroGrants awarded 44 grants to affiliates of ADC in the fiscal year of 2015.

American Dream Law
•American Dream Law provides legal services to immigratns in the Twin Cities area.
•MicroGrants awarded 5 grants to affiliates of American Dream Law in the fiscal year of 2015.

Bii Gii Wiin Community Development Loan Fund
•Bii Gii Wiin works with the Native American communities in Minnesota to promote home ownership.
•MicroGrants awarded 19 grants to affiliates of Bii Gii Wiin in the fiscal year of 2015.

Daily Works
•Daily Works collaborates with low-income communities in the Twin Cities. It provides coaching to
struggling job seekers.
•MicroGrants awarded 10 grants to affiliates of Daily Works in the fiscal year of 2015.

Emerge Community Development
•Emerge serves individuals and families by helping connect people who need jobs and housing with
the services they need to be successful.
•MicroGrants awarded 8 grants to affiliates of Emerge in the fiscal year of 2015.

Goodwill/Easter Seals of Minnesota
•Goodwill/Easter Seals assists people with barriers to education, employment and independence in
achieving their goals.
•MicroGrants awarded 18 grants to affiliates of Goodwill/Easter Seals in the fiscal year of 2015.
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Jeremiah Program
•The Jeremiah Program assists single mothers and children to break the cycle of poverty by providing
a campus community where they can prosper through programming that actively supports women
in completing postsecondary education by providing safe affordable housing, life skills education,
empowerment training, and early childhood education.
• MicroGrants awarded 22 grants to affiliates of the Jeremiah Program in the fiscal year of 2015.

Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers
•MCCD is an association of community development organizations committed to expanding the
wealth and resources of neighborhoods through housing and economic development initiatives.
MicroGrants awarded 31 grants to affiliates of MCCD in the fiscal year of 2015.Metropolitan
Economic Development Association

Metropolitan Economic Development Association
•MEDA offers one-on-one business consulting, training, leadership development, government
contracting assistance, access to financing, networking with peers, minority certifications assistance,
strategic planning, and more.
•MicroGrants awarded 10 grants to affiliates of MEDA in the fiscal year of 2015.

Neighborhood Development Center
•NDC works in the low-income communities of St. Paul, Minneapolis, surrounding suburbs, and
Greater Minnesota to help emerging entrepreneurs develop successful businesses that serve their
community, and to help community groups build a stronger neighborhood economy.
•MicroGrants awarded 15 grants to affiliates of the NDC in the fiscal year of 2015.

Partnership Academy
•Partnership Academy is a public charter school that serves K-5.
•MicroGrants funded English classes for Latinx parents in 2015.

People Responding in Social Ministry
•PRISM is a community-funded social service agency that provides families in need with food,
financial assistance, transportation and other services in times of financial hardships.
•MicroGrants awarded 10 grants to affiliates of PRISM in the fiscal year of 2015.

Project for Pride in Living
•PPL works with lower-income individuals and families throughout the Twin Cities metro area helping
them to achieve greater self-sufficiency through housing, employment training, education and
support services.
•MicroGrants awarded 161 grants to affiliates of PPL in the fiscal year of 2015.

St. Paul Housing Authority
•PHA helps families and individuals with low incomes achieve greater stability and self-reliance by
providing safe, affordable, quality housing and links to community services.
•MicroGrants awarded 8 grants to PHA affiliates in the fiscal year of 2015.
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Salvation Army Adult Rehabilitation Center
•The Salvation Army ARC provides spiritual, social, and emotional assistance for people who are
addicted to substances. It helps these people re-enter society and return to gainful employment.
•MicroGrants awarded 8 grants to affiliates of the Salvation Army ARC in the fiscal year of 2015.

Salvation Army Brown Booth House
•The Salvation Army Brown Booth House s the home of the Foyer Program, a transitional living
program for 16-25 year olds.
•MicroGrants awarded 7 grants to affiliates of the Brown Booth House in the fiscal year of 2015.

St. Matthew's House
•St. Matthew's House strives to end hunger, homelessness, and addiction in Southwest Florida.
•MicroGrants awarded 11 grants to affiliates of St. Matthew's House in the fiscal year of 2015.

Summit Academy OIC
•Summit Academy OIC is an educational and vocational training center that empowers adults and
prepares youth residing in the most economically depressed neighborhoods in the Twin Cities to
become educated, employed, contributing members of their community.
•MicroGrants awarded 52 grants to affiliates of Summit Academy OIC in the fiscal year of 2015.

SWFL Microenterprise Institute
•The MicroEnterprise program is designed to help individuals with low to moderate income levels
and other disadvantages to start or stabilize their own businesses.
•MicroGrants awarded 6 grants to affiliates of SWFL MicroEnterprise.

Twin Cities RISE!
•TCR provides employers with skilled workers – primarily men from communities of color in the Twin
Cities area – by training under- and unemployed adults.
•MicroGrants awarded 43 grants to affiliates of TCR in the fiscal year of 2015.

Wilder Foundation
•The Wilder Foundationpromotes the social welfare of persons resident or located in the greater
Saint Paul metropolitan area by all appropriate means.
•MicroGrants awarded 15 grants to affiliates of the Wilder Foundation in the fiscal year of 2015.
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The following agencies were awarded less than 5 grants:
Grace Place

Habitat for
Humanity

Incarnation
Church

Lupe
Partnership

Midtown
Global Market

Northside
Achievement
Zone

Minneapolis
Urban League

Providence
House

Ramsey
County

Franciscan
Outreach

Tech Dump

Think Small

Women
Venture

Women
Achieving New
Directions
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METHODOLOGY
MicroGrants is blessed with a wealth of data. The organization maintains extensive contact with
its clients – from the instant that they apply for a grant to the moment that they finally achieve
their goals. This information is essential to MicroGrants’s operations. It enables the organization
to chart its success and continually evaluate its efficiency.
This section outlines the process for collecting the data that is included in this report. It also
discusses the potential shortcomings and biases of these procedures. While they cannot be
perfect, they offer a sufficiently comprehensive picture of MicroGrants’s operations.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES
The process of data collection begins even before any grants are awarded. In order to receive a
grant, every individual is required to complete an application. This form gathers useful
information about the demographics and economic status of grant candidates. It allows
MicroGrants to make informed decisions among diverse individuals. (See Appendix A for the
Grant Application Form.)
After selecting individuals to whom to award grants, MicroGrants records this information in
Salesforce, an online database system for nonprofits. There, the data is stored for future use.
As a part of each grant application, MicroGrants stipulates that individuals must maintain contact
with the organization after they receive their funding. The obligation includes responding to
surveys and participating in interviews. This allows MicroGrants to track its grant recipients’
success in the future.
Three months after each grant is awarded, MicroGrants sends a survey to its recipient’s
recommending agency. MicroGrants asks that the partner agencies administer this survey and
send the results back to MicroGrants staff. This information, too, is stored in Salesforce. (See
Appendix B for the Three Month Follow Up Questions.)
Occasionally, partner agencies neglect to administer this survey. Even when the agency attempts
to survey its participants, people sometimes do not respond. This leaves gaps in the data. In order
to fill these spaces, an analyst will follow up again with individuals. The policy is to call each
person’s primary phone number three times. If the analyst cannot reach the individual at their
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primary phone number, he or she may call the secondary phone number up to twice. Failing that,
the analyst will send the grant recipient an email.
These procedures are designed to gather the maximum amount of data possible. While it is
impossible to guarantee a 100 percent response rate, these methods succeed in reaching the
majority of grant recipients. This produces a representative dataset, which enables MicroGrants
to produce a comprehensive analysis of its operations.
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THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESS
Individuals complete their applications for assistance. In their
applications, they include comprehensive information about their
gender, ethnicity, age, family structure, employment status, and
income.

MicroGrants vets the applications which are submitted. It awards
grants to the most promising individuals. Their information is logged in
an online database and stored for future use.

Three months after a grant is awarded, MicroGrants sends a Three
Month Follow-Up to the partner agency which recommended each
individual. The partner agency administers the survey and sneds it
back to MicroGrants. The responses are recorded in an online
database.

Some individuals fail to resond to the survey administered by partner
agencies. A staff member at MicroGrants calls and emails these people
to follow up. Their responses are logged in the online database.

After the end of the fiscal year, the data is compiled. An analyst uses
the information to determine who MicroGrants is serving and how it
affects these individuals' lives. MicroGrants uses this information to
improve its efficiency and become more effective in the future.
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QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN
Data is important to the MicroGrants mission. It allows the organization to chart its progress and
continually evaluate its efficiency. As such, it is important to generate as complete and
representative a dataset possible. The procedures for collecting data are strategically designed
to accomplish this goal.
As mentioned above, MicroGrants gathers data from two sources. Before an individual receives
any funding, she is required to fill out an application. This form gathers useful information about
her demographic and economic status. Then three months after receiving a grant, a follow up
survey is administered. This is meant to track the individual’s progress and gauge the efficacy of
the grant.
The language of the grant application mirrors the language in the follow up survey. For example,
both forms include questions about the “goals” that the individual wishes to accomplish with the
money. It is important that the follow up survey maintain the same diction about “goals,” in order
to maintain a similar context as when the question was asked previously. This makes it possible
to compare individuals’ initial grant applications to their answers in their follow ups. This gives
MicroGrants a picture of how their funding affected the individual’s life.
Every question in these forms is worded carefully. The forms always use simple and concrete
language. This is important for individuals who do not speak fluent English and people with low
levels of education. Additionally, it is significant that the forms ask only one question at a time.
Questions that ask respondents to evaluate more than one concept (e.g. “How much confidence
do you have in your ability to purchase and maintain a car?”) are difficult for people to answer
and lead to results that are difficult to interpret.
The surveys utilize three varieties of questions:
Multiple Choice Questions: These questions ask the respondent to choose from a list of
answers. This is the format used to ask about gender, ethnicity, education, and types of
public assistance. This generates results which are easy to compare and easy to interpret.
Choice of Ranges: Some questions allow respondents to choose from a list of ranges. This
is format is a convenient way to ask about income. Sometimes respondents do not know
the exact amount of their income, so this format allows them to estimate. Additionally,
respondents sometimes feel uncomfortable disclosing personal information like income.
They may feel more at ease when they are offered a set of ranges, and they are not
required to pinpoint an exact number.
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Likert Scales: These questions allow respondents to pick a number on a scale from 1 to 5.
For example, grant recipients are asked to rate how optimistic they are about their future
on a scale of 1 to 5. These questions are easy to construct, and they are easily understood
by participants. However, they are somewhat subjective.
Open-Ended Questions: Several questions allow the participants to give longer responses
– often several sentences or even several paragraphs. These provide valuable qualitative
data, and they give MicroGrants additional insight into how its grant recipients feel about
the program.
Combined, these questions provide a complete picture of the ways in which MicroGrants impacts
its clients lives. It generates a variety of quantitative and qualitative data, which can be analyzed
and used to improve grants’ efficacy.

POTENTIAL SHORTCOMINGS
These procedures are designed to gather the most complete and comprehensive dataset
possible. However, it is impossible to generate perfect data. This section outlines possible biases,
which are accounted for in the final analysis.

RESPONSE BIASES
The MicroGrants staff works hard to reach as many of its grant recipients as possible. However,
it is impossible to guarantee a 100 percent response rate. There are inevitably grant recipients
who are unable or unwilling to respond to surveys. This may cause a slight bias in the data. People
who are inclined to discuss their experiences with MicroGrants are more likely to have good
opinions about the organization. Therefore, the results are slanted in a positive direction.

TIMING BIASES
Three months after each grant is awarded, MicroGrants sends out a survey. Most answer the
survey immediately when it is sent out. However, some people cannot respond right away.
MicroGrants staff follows up with them several months later, and they answer the survey then.
Unfortunately, it is impossible to administer the survey at uniform time intervals for each grant
participant. This creates a bias in the data. It might take a long time to accomplish a goal such as
completing a degree or getting a job. Therefore, the people who responded to the survey at a
later date may have an advantage.
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EVALUATING QUALITATIVE DATA
The vast majority of the data that MicroGrants collects is qualitative, rather than quantitative.
There are certain advantages to this type of data. It captures aspects of the grant recipients’ lives
that numbers never could. However, it is more difficult to interpret in many ways. It is not
uniform and harder to compare among populations. Additionally, it is difficult to use statistical
techniques like regressions, or to calculate a mean and standard deviation.

SUBJECTIVITY BIASES
Each survey is designed carefully, so that it is clear and easy to interpret. However, it is impossible
to totally eliminate the impact of subjectivity. People may understand questions differently.
These problems are especially prominent with Likert Scales. On a scale from 1 to 5, a “5” might
mean different things to different people. Thus, these types of data are not uniform and difficult
to replicate.

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY BIASES
People have a natural tendency towards social conformity. They want to be accepted and liked.
As a result, they may tell the interviewer things that they believe she wants to hear, rather than
give answers which are truthful. This is especially true about sensitive topics, such as public
assistance. People may be ashamed to be on welfare, and they may therefore be inclined to
downplay the amount of public assistance that they receive.
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RESULTS
The procedures outlined the in previous section have seen a great deal of success. MicroGrants
was blessed with a wealth of data in FY 2015. This section aims to use this information to evaluate
the success of the organization. It judges the efficacy of grants by a number of metrics, including
the employability, income, and quality of life of the recipients. It also acknowledges and accounts
for potential sources of bias in the data, thus producing the most sophisticated analysis possible.

A PICTURE OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS
The MicroGrants staff works hard to reach as many of its grant recipients as possible. However,
it is impossible to guarantee a 100 percent response rate. There are inevitably grant recipients
who are unable or unwilling to respond to surveys.
In FY 2015, 305 out of 631 total grant recipients (48%) responded to the survey. These
respondents may differ slightly from the general population of grant recipients. This section
outlines some of the characteristics of the survey respondents and compares them to the general
population. It describes potential sources of bias, which are accounted for in the final analysis.

CLASSES OF GRANTS





115 of the survey respondents (38%) received
business grants.
64 of the survey respondents (21%) received
education grants.
122 of the survey respondents (40%) received
transportation grants.
4 of the survey respondents (1%) received legal
assistance grants.

Business grants, transportation grants, and legal assistance
grants are slightly over-represented in the dataset.
Education grants are slightly under-represented. These
grants traditionally have more immediate impacts. This may
skew the results in a positive direction.
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PARTNER AGENCY

























38 of the survey respondents (12.5%) were recommended by the African Development
Center.
2 of the survey respondents (.5%) were recommended by American Dream Law.
9 of the survey respondents (3%) were recommended by BiiGiiWiin Community
Development Loan Fund.
6 of the survey respondents (2%) were recommended by EMERGE Community
Development.
14 of the survey respondents (4.5%) were recommended by Goodwill/Easter Seals
Minnesota.
2 of the survey respondents (.5%) were recommended by Habitat for Humanity.
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Incarnation Church.
17 of the survey respondents (5.5%) were recommended by the Jeremiah Program.
22 of the survey respondents (7%) were recommended by the Metropolitan Consortium
of Community Developers (MCCD).
7 of the survey respondents (2%) were recommended by the Metropolitan Economic
Development Association (MEDA).
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Midtown Global Market.
7 of the survey respondents (2%) were recommended by the Neighborhood
Development Center.
2 of the survey respondents (.5%) were recommended by Tech Dump.
8 of the survey respondents (2.5%) were recommended by the St. Paul Housing
Authority.
1 of the survey respondents (.5%) was recommended by the Minneapolis Urban League.
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Ramsey County.
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Partnership Academy.
7 of the survey respondents (2%) were recommended by People Responding in Social
Ministry (PRISM).
20 of the survey respondents (6.5%) were recommended by Project for Pride in Living.
1 of the survey respondents (.5%) was recommended by Providence House.
7 of the survey respondents (2%) were recommended by the Salvation Army Adult
Rehabilitation Center.
1 of the survey respondents (.5%) was recommended by Franciscan Outreach.
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Saint Matthew’s House.
27 of the survey respondents (9%) were recommended by Summit Academy OIC.
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5 of the survey respondents (1.5%) were recommended by SWFL MicroEnterprise.
1 of the survey respondents (.5%) was recommended by Think Small.
26 of the survey respondents (8.5%) were recommended by Twin Cities RISE!
4 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Women Achieving New
Directions.
13 of the survey respondents (4%) were recommended by the Wilder Foundation.
3 of the survey respondents (1%) were recommended by Women Venture.
33 of the survey respondents (11%) were not recommended by a partner agency.

The African Development Center, Goodwill/Easter Seals Minnesota, the Jeremiah Program, the
Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers, the Metropolitan Economic Development
Association, the Neighborhood Development Center, the St. Paul Housing Authority, People
Responding in Social Ministry, the Salvation Army Adult Rehabilitation Center, Women Achieving New
Directions, and the Wilder Foundation were slightly over-represented in the dataset. Project for Pride in
Living, Saint Matthew’s House, and Twin Cities RISE! were slightly under-represented. This is unlikely to
affect the dataset, but it is worth noting for future analysis.

GENDER



175 of the survey respondents (57%) were female.
120 of the survey respondents (33%) were male.

Females were slightly under-represented in the data. Males were
slightly over-represented. There is no evidence to suggest that either
gender utilizes grants more effectively – so it is unlikely to affect the
results. But it is worth noting for future analysis.

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS
By other discernible characteristics – ethnicity, education level, income, and age – those who
answered the survey did not differ from their peers who did not answer the survey. This suggests
that the dataset is basically representative of the general population of grant recipients.
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METRICS OF SUCCESS
While it is imperfect, the survey generates a valuable dataset. It provides useful information on
various aspects of grant recipients’ lives – employment status, income, and psychological state.
This section uses this data to evaluate the success of the organization. By a number of standards,
grant recipients are improving their lives and paving paths to self-sufficiency:










296 of the survey respondents (97%) spent their grant money as they intended.
195 of the survey respondents (64%) reported that they had achieved their goals. 109
survey respondents (36%) explained that they had not yet accomplished their goals, but
they were in the process of doing so. Only 1 (a negligible number) did not achieve any
goals.
249 survey respondents (82%) were employed three months after receiving grants. This
is a massive increase, compared to the 68.5% who were employed when they applied for
grants.
207 survey respondents (68%) reported that their income increased as a result of
MicroGrants funding.
293 survey respondents (99%) reported that MicroGrants increased their quality of life.
Of these respondents, 147 (50%) reported that their quality of life increased
“substantially.”
293 survey respondents (96%) said that they were optimistic about their future in the
next 3-5 years. Of those respondents, 245 (84%) said that they were “very positive” about
the future.
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A PICTURE OF SUCCESS IN DIFFERENT SECTORS
Of course, the picture of success is different, depending on the situation. It is often useful to
analyze each class of grant separately. Statistics for these categories are provided below.

BUSINESS GRANTS










112 business grant recipients (97%) spent their grant
money as they intended.
68 business grant recipients (59%) reported that they had
achieved their goals. 46 survey respondents (40%)
explained that they had not yet accomplished their goals,
but they were in the process of doing so. Only 1 (a
negligible number) did not achieve any goals.
104 business grant recipients (90%) were employed three
months after receiving grants. This is an increase,
compared to the 87% who were employed when they
applied for grants.
82 business grant recipients (71%) reported that their
income increased as a result of MicroGrants funding.
115 business grant recipients (100%) reported that MicroGrants increased their quality of
life. Of these respondents, 41 (36%) reported that their quality of life increased
“substantially.”
108 business grant recipients (94%) said that they were optimistic about their future in
the next 3-5 years. Of those respondents, 87 (76%) said that they were “very positive”
about the future.
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EDUCATION GRANTS



 62 education grant recipients (99%) spent their grant money as
they intended.
 25 education grant recipients (40%) reported that they had
achieved their goals. The remaining 38 (60%) explained that they
had not yet accomplished their goals, but they were in the process
of doing so.
 43 education grant recipients (68%) were employed three months
after receiving grants. This is an increase, compared to the 57% who
were employed when they applied for grants.
 38 education grant recipients (60%) reported that their income
increased as a result of MicroGrants funding.
 63 education grant recipients (100%) reported that MicroGrants
increased their quality of life. Of these respondents, 26 (41%)
reported that their quality of life increased “substantially.”
61 education grant recipients (97%) said that they were optimistic about their future in
the next 3-5 years. Of those respondents, 51 (81%) said that they were “very positive”
about the future.

TRANSPORTATION GRANTS







119 transportation grant recipients (97%) spent their
grant money as they intended.
100 transportation grant recipients (81%) reported that
they had achieved their goals. The remaining 22 (19%)
explained that they had not yet accomplished their
goals, but they were in the process of doing so.
96 transportation grant recipients (78%) were
employed three months after receiving grants. This is a
massive increase, compared to the 46% who were
employed when they applied for grants.
84 transportation grant recipients (69%) reported that
their income increased as a result of MicroGrants
funding.
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92 transportation grant recipients (75%) reported that MicroGrants increased their
quality of life. Of these respondents, 47 (41%) reported that their quality of life increased
“substantially.”
119 transportation grant recipients (98%) said that they were optimistic about their
future in the next 3-5 years. Of those respondents, 101 (82%) said that they were “very
positive” about the future.

LEGAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS










4 legal assistance grant recipients (100%) spent their grant money as they intended.
3 legal assistance grant recipients (75%) reported that they had achieved their goals. The
remaining 1 explained that he had not yet accomplished his goals, but he was in the
process of doing so.
4 legal assistance grant recipients (100%) were employed three months after receiving
grants. This is a massive increase, compared to the 25% who were employed when they
applied for grants.
3 legal assistance grant recipients (75%) reported that their income increased as a result
of MicroGrants funding.
4 legal assistance grant recipients (100%) reported that MicroGrants increased their
quality of life. Of these respondents, 3 (75%) reported that their quality of life increased
“substantially.”
4 legal assistance grant recipients (100%) said that they were “very positive” about the
future in the next 3-5 years.
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
The data demonstrates that MicroGrants is highly effective. The organization has honed its
programs for over a decade. In this time it has developed a process which is extremely efficient.
By multiple metrics, the organization’s grant recipients are succeeding:










MicroGrants effectively targets “people of potential.” MicroGrants and its partner
agencies put a great deal of effort into vetting and coaching grant candidates. The process
is designed to ensure that money is spent responsibly and effectively. The data indicates
that these endeavors have been successful. The vast majority (97%) of grant recipients
spent the money as planned. For a nonprofit of this size, this number is impressive. It
suggests that MicroGrants clients have developed the planning and economic literacy
necessary to becoming self-sufficient.
MicroGrants improves the economic standing of its grant recipients. MicroGrants
targets the areas which are most likely to keep people from jobs. Once these barriers are
removed, people become incredibly successful. A mere three months after receiving
grants, 82 percent of people are employed, and 68 percent of people’s incomes rise.
MicroGrants allows people to achieve their goals. MicroGrants encourages people to set
measurable, achievable goals for their grant money. Its partner agencies then provide the
mentorship, technical tools, and peer advice necessary to achieve these goals. The data
suggests that this system has been successful. A whopping 100 percent of grant recipients
have either achieve their goals, or are in the process of accomplishing their goals, when
they are surveyed.
MicroGrants has a real impact on quality of life. MicroGrants targets the areas which
are most important to people. This has a measurable impact on their quality of life. An
exciting 99 percent of grant recipients reported that MicroGrants funding improved their
quality of life. Of these, 50 percent said that their lives improved “substantially.”
Perhaps the greatest gift that MicroGrants gives is hope. MicroGrants does people the
rare favor of believing in them. Even if they have not achieved their goals yet, the vast
majority of grant recipients believe that they will. When they were surveyed, 96 percent
of people said that they were optimistic about their future. Of those, 84 percent said that
they were “very positive.” This indicates that we have reason to be optimistic about
MicroGrants – and the people it serves.
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Of course, one of the greatest strengths of MicroGrants is its dynamism. While the essentials of
the grant process have stayed the same, the organization is constantly seeking to refine the
details. In the past year, MicroGrants has made several small changes. This report suggests that
these changes have improved the organization’s efficacy – and it should continue on this path:










MicroGrants has been expanding the range of its grant amounts. In the past,
MicroGrants has only offered grants in the amount of $1,000. However, it has been
pioneering new programs, which offer grants as small as $50 or grants as large as $2,500.
These programs are often more responsive to recipients’ individual needs. This recent
success suggests that these programs should be expanded.
MicroGrants has expanded its program for Education Grants. MicroGrants has been
allocating more money to education in recent years. The percentage of grants allocated
to education has increased to 36 percent from 20 percent. While these grants generate
less immediate benefits, they improve their recipients’ employability in the future. These
new investments demonstrate the organization’s commitment not just to immediate
needs, but to the long-term economic health of the area.
MicroGrants targets the minority populations which are most acutely affected by
poverty. In recent years, MicroGrants has increased its outreach to minority
communities. This includes Africans, African Americans, Asians, Hispanics, and Native
Americans. As a result, a whopping 76 percent of grant recipients are people of color. This
strategy is highly effective, because it targets the people who most need assistance.
MicroGrants is reaching out to younger individuals. MicroGrants has been reaching out
to younger populations, and accordingly, the age of the average grant recipient has
decreased. This is a positive development. MicroGrants is developing longer-term
relationships with young people, and it is investing in the future of the area.
MicroGrants is expanding to new locations. MicroGrants has been expanding its
outreach. Within Minnesota, it has been giving grants a greater range of locations. It
targets the areas – such as the Northside – which are most likely to experience poverty.
MicroGrants has also been expanding outside of Minnesota. It started a new office in
Florida, which has been serving a range of people in the Naples and Fort Meyers areas.

In short – MicroGrants works. Its recipients benefit from these services, and they have been
succeeding by every available metric. Furthremore, the organization is improving. It is constantly
innovating ways to become more efficient and reach more people in need. All of this bodes wells
for the continued success of the organization.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The data demonstrates that MicroGrants is highly successful. Clearly, the organization has made
an enormous impact on the community. However, there is always room to improve. One of the
organization’s greatest strengths is its dynamism. It is constantly looking for ways to improve the
grant process. By making small changes, it can continue to improve its efficiency, and it can reach
even more people in need.

DATA COLLECTION
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
The MicroGrants application collects a great deal of important information: gender, ethnicity,
age, education, and income. However, there is still some information that is missing. It might be
useful to ask whether applicants are veterans, whether they have any disabilities, or whether
they suffer from mental illnesses. These populations often fall into poverty, and it is certainly
useful information for the organization to know. Furthermore, it would be helpful to demonstrate
to donors – and the community at large – how MicroGrants is helping these populations.

EXPANDING THE SURVEY
Currently, MicroGrants only administers a follow up survey to individuals who received grants of
$1,000 or more. However, the proportion of money allocated to smaller grants is growing. While
it would take extra effort, it would be useful to evaluate these programs. A survey would be a
great first step, since it would demonstrate how grant recipients spent their money and how it
impacted their lives.

REVISING QUESTIONNAIRE WORDING
The current survey asks individuals whether their income increased as a result of MicroGrants
assistance. However, it does not quantify the increase. It would be useful to include a question
about income in the follow up survey. While it would be impractical – and perhaps impolite – to
ask grant recipients to list their exact income, a list of ranges (e.g. $0-$5,000, $5-$10,000,
$10,000-$15,000) would suffice.

EXTENDING THE FOLLOW UP PERIOD
Currently, MicroGrants administers follow up surveys three months after each grant is awarded.
The data from these surveys is evaluated on an annual basis. Of course, this data is extremely
valuable. But it would also be useful to take a longer-term view. It would be helpful to reach out
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to grant recipients from previous years and do a 5-year and 10-year evaluation. This might
provide new insights which could improve the efficiency of the organization.

SUPPORT FOR NEW BUSINESSES
CRAFTING A BUSINESS PLAN
Research demonstrates that entrepreneurs who have a clear business plan are more likely to
succeed than those who do not. Currently, MicroGrants only requires business grant recipients
to fill out the same form that other grant recipients do. But it might be useful to impose more
stringent requirements. MicroGrants should work with its partner agencies to develop a new
form for business grants, which would encourage individuals to craft more detailed plans.

ENCOURAGING MENTORSHIP
Many past grant recipients have achieved great success. They most likely have advice, which they
would give to other MicroGrants clients. People should be encouraged to use the Business
Directory on the MicroGrants website to find mentors and ask for help. This would improve the
success rates of new businesses.

EDUCATION
CONNECTING WITH CLASSMATES
Many of the education grant recipients are studying for the same certifications. The most
common courses of study are esthetics, banking, clerical work, and health professions. It could
be useful to create a directory of current students, who could form study groups, share
textbooks, or carpool to school. At the very least, it would be helpful to find other people who
are struggling with the same problems, and it could create some group solidary.

CAREER NETWORKING
As mentioned above, many of the education grant recipients are studying for the same
certifications. It might be useful to connect with past MicroGrants clients, who have already
graduated from these programs. They will have crucial advice about how to utilize the skills that
they learned in school and how to find a job. This sort of networking will increase the
employability of education grant recipients.

NAVIGATING THE AUTO MARKET
CREATING ACCESS TO AFFORDABLE REPAIRS
A large portion of transportation grants are used for car repairs. Unfortunately, these prices can
be prohibitively expensive for many low-income populations. It would be helpful to form a
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partnership with an auto repair company, which would be willing to offer lower prices. This would
make car repairs much more accessible to MicroGrants clients.

PURCHASING A VEHICLE
Purchasing a vehicle is a large undertaking. One must make sure that the seller is reliable, that
the car will last, and that one has the financing necessary to make the purchase. Many lowincome people lack this kind of knowledge. It would be useful to provide a manual or a mentoring
program, which would help them navigate this process.
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APPENDIX A: GRANT APPLICATION
In order to apply for a grant, every individual was required to fill out the following form:

First Name: ___________________
Middle Name: _________________
Last Name: ____________________
Date of Birth (YYYY/MM/DD): __________________
Primary Phone: _________________
Secondary Phone: _______________
Email Address: __________________
Address: _______________________
Address Line 2: __________________
City: ________________________
State: _______________________
ZIP Code: _________________
Gender:
_____ Male
_____ Female
_____ Other
Ethnicity:
_____ African
_____ African American
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_____ Asian
_____ Native American
_____ White/Caucasian
_____ Hispanic/Latino/a
_____ Multi-Racial
_____ Other ______________________
Does the applicant have a bank account?
_____ Yes
_____ No
What is the highest education level you have completed?
_____ No High School Diploma
_____ High School Diploma
_____ GED
_____ Some College
_____ Associate’s Degree, Trade or Technical School, or Other 2-Year Degree
_____ Bachelor’s Degree or Other 4-Year Degree
_____ Above Bachelor’s Degree
If you are still in school, what certification are you working towards?
_____ Not still in school
_____ High School Diploma or GED
_____ Associate’s Degree, Trade or Technical School, or Other 2-Year Degree
_____ Bachelor’s Degree or Other 4-Year Degree
_____ Above Bachelor’s Degree
Emergency Contact Name: ______________________
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Emergency Contact Phone Number: ____________________
Emergency Contact Email
______________________

(if

none,

enter

Agency

contact

email

address):

Current Employment Status: ______________________
If you own your business, how many employees do you have? ________
Current Employer: ______________________
Current Position: ______________________
Start Date (YYYY/MM/DD): _________________
Annual Individual Income:
_____ $0-$5,000
_____ $5,000-$10,000
_____ -$10,000-$20,000
_____ $20,000-$36,000
Annual Household Income:
_____ $0-$5,000
_____ $5,000-$10,000
_____ -$10,000-$20,000
_____ $20,000-$36,000
Number of Adults in Household: ________
Number of Dependent Children in Household: _________
Do you receive public assistance?
_____ No public assistance
_____ WIC or other funds for children
_____ Unemployment/disability insurance
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_____ Housing assistance
_____ Food stamps
_____ Other ______________________
If yes, monthly total? ____________
For what purpose will you use the grant money?
_____ Improve Transportation
_____ Education
_____ Business
_____ Miscellaneous
_____ Other
State your need. How exactly will the money be used? (Please frame your need as “I need _____
so that I can _____.”)

What is your goal, and how will this grant help you achieve it?

What is your time frame for achieving the goal(s)?
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How positive are you about your life circumstances in the next 3-5 years?
_____ 1 (Very Negative)
_____ 2 (Somewhat Negative)
_____ 3 (Neutral)
_____ 4 (Somewhat Positive)
_____ 5 (Very Positive)
***FOR AGENCY USE ONLY***
Agency Name: _________________
Agency Contact: ________________
Agency Contact Phone: ________________
Phone Extension: ________
Agency Records Email (email
________________________

address

for

all

grant

application

information):

Overall, how do you rate the applicant’s level of confidence and outlook?
_____ 1 (Not Positive)
_____ 2 (Rarely Positive)
_____ 3 (Somewhat Positive)
_____ 4 (Often Positive)
_____ 5 (Always Positive)
Why do you recommend this client for a MicroGrant?
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APPENDIX B: THREE MONTH FOLLOW UP
QUESTIONS
The following survey was administered to all grant recipients in 2015:

First Name: ___________________
Middle Name: _________________
Last Name: ____________________
Which agency nominated you for a grant? ___________________
How did you spend your grant money?

What were your goals with this grant?

What you achieve your goals?
_____ Yes
_____ No
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_____ In Progress
Are you currently employed or self-employed?
_____ Yes
_____ No
Did your income increase or decrease?
_____ Increase
_____ Decrease
_____ Stayed the same
Do you receive public assistance?
_____ Yes
_____ No
If yes, monthly total? _______
How much did MicroGrants improve your quality of life?
_____ Not at all (1)
_____ Very little (2)
_____ Somewhat (3)
_____ Quite a lot (4)
_____ Substantially (5)
Since receiving your grant, how positive do you feel about your future in the next 3-5 years?
_____ Very negative (1)
_____ Somewhat negative (2)
_____ Neutral (3)
_____ Somewhat positive (4)
_____ Very positive (5)
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Have you stayed in contact with your partner agency?
_____ Yes
_____ No
Have you found a job in the field you studied?
_____ Yes
_____ No
Please tell us your MicroGrants story.
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