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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Joe Selvaggio founded MicroGrants in
2006 in an effort to serve low-income
people of potential. The organization’s
mission is to support such individuals by
providing $1,000 grants that allow recipients to overcome obstacles to employment and seize opportunities to progress
out of poverty and towards selfsufficiency.

! MicroGrants allows low-income individuals to overcome distinct obstacles
that might have otherwise persisted
without the grant. Almost all recipients
had a household income less than
$36,000 at the time of applying, and
grants were awarded to those adequately demonstrating a specific need
in their application.

Each summer, MicroGrants’ Grant Analyst Interns compile a thorough evaluation of the past year’s grants. The following report provides an extensive assessment of MicroGrants, a summary of
the organization’s merits and successes,
and suggestions on future improvements.

! Grants are awarded to individuals
connected with one of several established nonprofits 1 . These organizations coach each individual grantee to
create an applicant pool that is highly
capable of using the money effectively.

MicroGrants effectively targets recipients in need. The demographic information presented in this report illustrates
the potential of MicroGrants’ grantees.
Through the recommendation of various
partner organizations on behalf of each
applicant and an internal assessment of
his or her needs, MicroGrants seeks to
maximize the eventual effectiveness of
the distributed $1,000 grants.

Recipients benefit from their grants.
Through a variety of surveying methods,
MicroGrants is able to demonstrate the
measured success of its grantees.
! 64.5 percent of assessed recipients
became more self-sufficient as a result of receiving the grant.
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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A full list of MicroGrants’ partner agencies can
be found in Appendix A of this report.

!
! 94.3 percent of interviewed recipients
reported an improved quality of life
since receiving the grant, with 56.3
percent reporting a substantial increase.
! 78.9 percent of interviewed business
owners are making a profit or are on
track to do so in the next year.
! 96.2 percent of interviewed education-related recipients have either
completed or are on track to complete
their indicated academic program.
! 93.3 percent of interviewed transportation-related recipients currently
have reliable transportation.
In addition, the research behind this report has shed light on the immeasurable
impact that grants can have on recipients’ lives. A multitude of personal success stories speak to the unquantifiable
worth of each grant that far exceeds its
economic value of $1,000.
From this collective information, it is certain that MicroGrants are effective.

MicroGrants is improving. The organization is dynamic and is continually refining the grant-giving process in order to
give an even higher proportion of successful grants in the years to come. Upcoming changes include a more straightforward application, an updated evaluation system that will provide a more complete picture of success, and a more sophisticated internal assessment that will
allow for a strategic redistribution of
grants among partner organizations,
grant types, and demographics.
In conclusion, MicroGrants works. This
report indicates that $1,000 grants induce growth towards self-sufficiency in
people of need. Furthermore, it shows
that several improvements within the organization will increase the likelihood of
successful grants in the future.
With the sustained support of donors and
partner agencies, MicroGrants will continue to provide an indispensable service
in giving low-income people of potential
the means of boosting themselves to
self-sufficiency.
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Note From the Founder
When I think about the evaluation of MicroGrants, I think of when I founded it about
seven years ago and one of my first donors
said to me: “Well, you’re getting money right
now because donors trust you to get worthy
recipients who will use the grant money well
to develop their potential. But in the long run
you’re going to have to show that the outcomes are producing measureable results in
line with self-sufficiency. This can’t simply be
a ‘transfer of wealth.’”
Over the past seven years, with the help of
talented Yale interns like Jeff Zhang and Kevin Kirk, working under the guidance of professional and credentialed evaluators and
Ph.D.’s, MicroGrants has worked to do just
that kind of measurement. We have come a
long way over the past seven years and MicroGrants has gained credibility from each
evaluation. This year we have moved the ball
forward a great deal. Next year we’ll be even
better. Let’s keep on moving.
!

Joe Selvaggio
Founder, MicroGrants
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I. INTRODUCTION
Since its inception in 2006, MicroGrants
has awarded over $2 million to individuals to address the problem of systemic
poverty in the Twin Cities area. By giving
$1,000
grants,
MicroGrants
helps finance the dreams and opportunities of low-income people of potential.
The grants fund needs primarily in the
areas of business, transportation, and
education. While individuals’ specific allocations may differ, all grants are united
in their objective to boost each grantee’s
long-term work readiness.
Grantees are nominated through trusted
local nonprofit partner agencies. These
agencies work directly with grant recipients, helping them construct their goals
and make the most of the grant. This
unique
partnership
ensures
MicroGrants’ efficiency as an organization
– 85% of spending directly funded
grants in 2012. Since the vast majority
of all MicroGrants funds go directly to its
grantees, the organization is able to
maximize outreach towards people of
potential.

Each summer, MicroGrants compiles a
thorough evaluation of the grants given
in the past year; this report is used both
as an indicator of success and as a
source of recommendation for improvement. As the two Grant Analyst Interns
for MicroGrants this summer, we have
collected and analyzed data from 265
grant recipients in 2012. Our findings
and analyses are presented in this report.
We are thankful for the mentorship of
Joe Selvaggio, Tony Bouza, Thomas
Fiutak, Cathy Harris, John Mauriel, Terry
McGann, and Mitch Pearlstein. Their
guidance was indispensable in the process of compiling this evaluation.
Overall, we find that MicroGrants is
highly effective in empowering lowincome people with potential.

Kevin Kirk and Jeff Zhang
Yale University
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Clarification of Terms
This section is intended for those readers less familiar with the MicroGrants process.

The Process:
MicroGrants raises money. Partner
agencies screen potential grantees who
then fill out applications for a grant. MicroGrants then assesses each application and selects the grantees that best
demonstrate the potential to succeed by
way of a grant. MicroGrants then writes
a thousand-dollar check directly to the
individual, who works with a coach at
his/her partner agency to most effectively make use of the grant. Finally, MicroGrants evaluates each grant’s ultimate effectiveness with a questionnaire
sent six months after the initial grant.
Grant Types:
MicroGrants applicants fall into one of
four categories, based on the specific
need and proposed use for the grant.
These categories are as follows:
! Business Grantees: refer to applicants who specify the need or desire
to fund an innovative start-up or improve upon an existing business.
! Education Grantees: refer to applicants who intend to improve their
education for the sake of future workreadiness.
! Transportation Grantees: refer to
applicants who seek to improve their
working situation with the help of reliable transportation.
! Career Readiness Grantees: refer
to applicants whose needs do not

necessarily correspond to one of the
above categories, yet still display a
clear potential for growth.
Partner Agencies:
No recipient applies directly to MicroGrants as an individual. Rather, one
of our many partner agencies refers
each potential grantee to our organization, creating a pre-screening process
that greatly augments our ability to select applicants. Partner agencies consist
of nonprofits in the Twin Cities area with
differing specializations of charity.
Grants are allocated both according to
the agency size and the past effectiveness of each agency’s grantees. Lastly,
discretionary grants are given to specific
individuals selected by MicroGrants’
founder Joe Selvaggio.
“Four Questions” Evaluation System:
The Four Questions evaluation system
refers to a new evaluation process in
which our partner agencies distribute a
short questionnaire to each of their
grantees. It was introduced in July 2012
in an effort to obtain higher response
rates and more accurate data to serve in
this year’s evaluation. The Four Questions follow-up is explained in full detail
later in Section III of this report.
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II. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
The information provided by MicroGrants’ recipients on their applications for grant funding was stored in an
online database that we accessed for
review and analysis. We collected demographic information from our entire
set of grantees, presented below:
Three hundred and sixty-nine (369)
individuals received $1,000 MicroGrants
during the year of 2012.
Almost every grantee earned less than
$36,000 dollars annually at the time of
applying.

Figure 1. Race/Ethnicity of 2012
Grant Recipients!
Native
American
His2%
panic/
Latino
8%

Caucasian
27%

MultiRacial
3%

Asian
2%
Other
2%

African
17%

African
American
39%

Gender:
! 152 (41.2%) recipients were male;
217 (58.8%) were female.
Family size:
! 89 (24.1%) recipients had 0 dependents in the household.
! 100 (27.1%) recipients had 1 dependent.
! 134 (36.3%) recipients had 2 or
more dependents.
! 46 (12.5%) of grantees did not indicate their family status.

Table 1. Age Distribution of
2012 Recipients
0-18

5

1.3%

19-24

39

10.6%

25-30

49

13.3%

31-36

64

17.3%

37-42

68

18.7%

43-48

56

15.2%

49-54

41

11.1%

55-60

24

6.5%

8

2.2%

15

4.1%

60+
Blanks
Total

369
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Table 2. Highest Education Level for 2012 Recipients
No High School Diploma
High School Diploma
GED
Some College
2 Year Degree
4 Year Degree
Master's or Higher
Other
TOTAL
No College Experience
Some College Degree

33
78
35
132
49
23

8.9%
21.1%
9.5%
35.7%
13.2%
6.2%

13
7

3.5%
1.9%

369
134
97

36.3%
26.3%

Parental Status:

Public Assistance:

! 141 (38.2%) of our grantees were
single parents (114 were single
mothers).

! 147/369 (39.8%) recipients received
some form of public assistance at
the time they applied for a grant.
! 218/369 (59.1%) recipients did not
receive public assistance when they
applied.
! 4 did not indicate their public assistance status on their application.

Location:
! Almost all recipients were from the
Greater Twin Cities area. Several
grantees were from MicroGrants
chapters in Chicago, Illinois and Naples, Florida. These chapters gave
grants through locally raised funds.
Health Insurance:

Grant Type:
!
!
!
!

Business:
Transportation:
Education:
Career Readiness:

142 (38.5%)
99 (26.8%)
95 (25.8%)
33 (8.9%)

! 112/369 (30.4%) recipients did not
have health insurance at the time
they applied for a grant.
! 253/369 (68.6%) recipients had
health insurance when they applied.
! 4 did not indicate their insurance status on their application.
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III. METHODOLOGY
The Four Questions
In July of 2012, MicroGrants implemented a new component of the overall evaluation process: the Four Questions
evaluation system. Whereas past years’
data collection had solely consisted of
individual interviews with grantees, this
method instructed each of our partner
agencies to issue and collect responses
from their recipients. The questions
were designed to accomplish two tasks:
to uncover any differences between the
recipients’ proposed use and actual use,
and to solicit an inspired story written by
each grantee. Upon receiving the responses from each partner agency, we
were able to analyze the data.
The questions distributed were as follows:
1) What did you state that you wanted
to accomplish when you applied for a
MicroGrant?
2) What did you actually achieve or accomplish?
3) Would you please explain the differences, if any, between what you said
you wanted to accomplish and what
you actually did accomplish?
4) Please write your own story – in your
own words on one sheet of paper. Tell us how the MicroGrant
changed your life and impacted the
lives of your family and/or your
community.

own criteria with which to assess responses. We established four dichotomous questions for each response, including a fifth categorical question that
differed based on grant type (business,
transportation, education, career readiness).
The questions (all “yes or no”) were as
follows:
1) Did the grantee spend the grant
money as he or she had originally intended?
2) Regardless of how the grantee
chose to spend the money, did he or
she achieve a notable degree of accomplishment?
3) Was the grant helpful?
4) As a result of the grant, is the grantee now any more self-sufficient?
5) Grant-specific question, depending
on the category of the grant:
a. For Business: Did the grantee
see a specific improvement in his
or her business as a result of the
MicroGrant?
b. For Education: Was the grantee
as successful academically as he
or she had hoped for at the time
of receiving the grant?
c. For Transportation: Was the
grantee able to effectively gain or
maintain a form of reliable transportation?
We tallied the answers to each of the
five questions in all 231 returned questionnaires.

Due to their qualitative nature, responses to the Four Questions do not provide
any readily computable data for analysis. Therefore, we decided to design our
6
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Minimizing Subjectivity:
Our approach for grading the responses
was designed to minimize the subjectivity of our analysis. We assessed the responses individually at first, and then
compared the answers to each response. On the occasion that our assessments differed, we discussed any
discrepancies, solicited an additional
opinion, and rectified our data.

The Interviews
While the Four Questions provided a
wealth of data, they left several specific
questions unanswered, such as current
employment and changes in income. As
such, we designed a short questionnaire
intended to fill in those gaps. We
planned for it to be simplistic and effective in collecting data in order to maximize the usefulness of information gathered without creating additional biases.
Each aspect of the methodology of our
interviews served a specific purpose in
this regard.
Verbal Prelude: Upon successfully
reaching a grantee over the phone, we
deliberately mentioned several key
points before starting the interview:
1) State who we are and why we are
calling.
2) Notify grantee of the interview’s brevity, inducing a higher response rate.
3) Notify grantee of anonymity, and that
while the data will be part of a collective sample, no answers will be directly linked back to the individual,

encouraging a higher level of honesty.
Length and Timeliness: we sought to
minimize the time necessary to complete each interview without sacrificing
any potential gains of insight. To that
end, we constructed seven core interview questions; these questions were
meant to be understandable and answerable with a word or two. We designed these questions to be unobtrusive, easy to answer, and capable of
eliciting informative responses.
Wording of the questions: In our approach to writing the questions, we fully
acknowledged that our diction might in
some way sway the responses. Although there is no concrete way to
measure the bias induced by the wording of our survey, we deliberated carefully and asked for as many opinions
about the wording as possible. Our final
questions list was lucidly worded in order to generate more reliable responses.
We sought to reach as many grantees
as possible and called all 369 recipients.
We called each grantee once on each of
their provided numbers and noted successful interviews, wrong numbers, disconnected lines, and active answering
machines for each. After going through
the entire list, we repeated the process
several times over.
The interview questions are listed in Appendix B.
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“The MicroGrant allowed me to pay my bills for the month, and it relieved that stress so I could focus on school. I ended up getting a 4.0
GPA that semester, and being able to focus on school without the
stress of not having money was a big part of that. Getting a 4.0 in turn
led to getting other scholarships. I can’t thank MicroGrants enough.”

IV. STATISTICS
Four Questions Data
Two hundred and thirty-one (231) of our grant recipients submitted their Four Question
responses out of the 369 that were distributed. We collected the following data upon
evaluating each of the Four Question responses received.
The Four Question statistics for each grant category are as follows:
Total Responses: 231
! 201/231 (87.0%) grantees spent their money as they intended.
! 187/231 (80.1%) grantees achieved at least an adequate degree of accomplishment
(either meeting or exceeding their expected achievement).
! 221/231 (95.7%) grantees found the grant helpful.
! 149/231 (64.5%) grantees became more self-sufficient.
! Of the 30 respondents that did NOT use the money as they had originally planned:
o 13 still achieved a notable degree of accomplishment.
o 11 were still able to increase their self-sufficiency
o 27 still found the grant helpful.
Business Grant Responses: 90 (38.9%)
! 78/90 (86.7%) business grantees spent their money as they intended.
! 69/90 (76.7%) business grantees achieved at least an adequate degree of accomplishment (either meeting or exceeding their expected achievement).
! 83/90 (92.2%) business grantees found the grant helpful.
! 56/90 (62.2%) business grantees became more self-sufficient.
! 61/90 (67.8%) business grantees saw a notable improvement in their business following the MicroGrant.
Education Grant Responses: 50 (21.6%)
! 40/50 (80.0%) education grantees spent their money as they intended.

8
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! 45/50 (90.0%) education grantees achieved at least an adequate degree of accomplishment (either meeting or exceeding their expected achievement).
! 49/50 (98.8%) education grantees found the grant helpful.
! 38/50 (76.0%) education grantees became more self-sufficient.
! 35/50 (70.0%) education grantees saw a notable improvement in their academic situation following the MicroGrant.
Transportation Grant Responses: 68 (29.4%)
! 61/68 (89.7%) transportation grantees spent their money as they intended.
! 51/68 (75.0%) transportation grantees achieved at least an adequate degree of accomplishment (either meeting or exceeding their expected achievement).
! 67/68 (98.5%) transportation grantees found the grant helpful.
! 40/68 (58.8%) transportation grantees became more self-sufficient.
! 56/68 (82.4%) transportation grantees saw a notable improvement in their transportation situation following the MicroGrant.
Career Readiness Grant Responses: 23 (10.0%)
! 22/23 (95.7%) grantees spent their money as they intended.
! 22/23 (95.7%) grantees achieved at least an adequate degree of accomplishment
(either meeting or exceeding their expected achievement).
! 22/23 (95.7%) grantees found the grant helpful.
! 15/23 (65.2%) grantees became more self-sufficient.
! 13/23 (56.5%) grantees saw an improvement in their overall career readiness following the MicroGrant.

Interview Data
Of the 369 individuals were given grants in 2012, we reached 123 by phone and all except one consented to the interview.
General statistics:
! 62 (50.8%) received business grants.
! 27 (22.1%) received education grants.
! 26 (21.3%) received transportation grants.
! 7 (5.7%) received career readiness grants.
! 115 (94.3%) reported an increase in quality of life, and 59 (48.4%) reported a substantial increase.
! 120 (98.4%) reported an increase in their motivation and future outlook.
Income and employment:
! 54 (44.3%) saw an increase in income in the time since receiving the grant.
! 53 (43.3%) were able to maintain their income, which may have fallen without the
MicroGrant.
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! 115 (94.3%) were employed at the time of our interview; of these, 105 (86.1%) were
employed at the time of applying, representing an 8.2% increase in total employment.
! For interviewed business grants: 3.2% increase in employment:
o 59/62 were originally employed; 61/62 were employed at the time of our interviews.
! For interviewed education grants: 11.1% increase:
o 20/27 were originally employed; 23/27 were employed at the time of our interviews.
! For interviewed transportation grants: 19.2% increase:
o 21/26 were originally employed; 26/26 were employed at the time of our interviews.
Business grants:
! 57 (89.1%) of the interviewed grantees’ businesses are still in operation.
o Of these 57 businesses, 45 (78.9%) were making a profit.
! 36 (56.3%) said that the MicroGrant substantially helped their business.
! 24 (37.5%) said that the grant was adequately helpful.
! Only 4 (6.3%) of the business grantees said that the MicroGrant did not significantly
help their business.
Transportation grants:
! 29/30 (96.7%) interviewed transportation grantees were able to gain or maintain a
form of reliable transportation using their grant.
! Of these, 28 (93.3%) currently have that reliable form of transportation.
! Of the 28 currently with reliable transportation, 22 have auto insurance (78.6%).
Education grants:
! 25/26 (96.2%) of interviewed education grantees either had completed or were on
track to complete their degree programs.

“With the MicroGrant, I attended courses to expand my business, I
got Wi-Fi in my Pilates studio, and I created eight new workshops that
are being presented at Minnesota Dance Theater this summer and
Align Pilates this fall. My business has doubled.”

10
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V. DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
The Four Questions
Trends in This Year’s Data:
Recipients of each grant type responded
to the four questions in roughly the
same proportions as that of the entire
recipient pool. 38.5% of the 2012 grantees received business grants, compared
to 38.9% of the Four Questions respondents. Similarly, 25.8% of grantees
received education grants, compared to
21.6% of follow-up respondents. Lastly,
transportation grants comprised 26.8%
of the grants themselves and 29.4% of
the Four Questions respondents.
Importantly, grantees were far more likely to improve self-sufficiency and
achieve a notable accomplishment if
they spent the money as originally
planned.
! 13/30 (43.3%) of grantees whose
spending differed from original intention achieved a notable degree of
accomplishment, compared with
154/201 (76.6%) of grantees that
spent their money as intended.
! 11/30 (36.7%) of grantees whose
spending differed from original intention increased their self-sufficiency,
compared with 138/201 (68.7%) of
grantees that spent their money as
intended.
Those receiving grants for transportation
achieved higher-than-average grantspecific success compared to all other
grant types.

! 82% of transportation grantees successfully improved their current
means of transportation. Comparatively, only 68% of entrepreneurs
saw a notable improvement in their
business, and 70% of education
grants led to a “notable improvement
in academic standing.”
While noteworthy, we attribute this difference mainly to each transportation
grant’s higher level of immediate effectiveness. For example, paying off a driver’s license fine or fixing a broken
transmission system is a more straightforward and more readily accomplishable task than improving upon a business
plan or aiming to complete a degree.
Advantages of the Four Questions:
We designed the Four Questions to
summarize the effect of our grants on a
year’s worth of recipients. Compared to
past years’ interview-based method, this
one reduces the amount of bias in our
data.
MicroGrants evaluators in past years
encountered two critical sources of bias:
1) Non-response Bias: Since the evaluators were able to contact less than
1/3 of all grant recipients, the evaluated pool was likely less representative of the entire recipient spectrum.
2) Evaluator Bias: The grant recipients
may have been influenced by the interviewers’ affiliations with MicroGrants. Potential hesitancy over
admitting poor performance to the in-
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terviewer could have caused untruthfulness.
The Four Questions approach is able to
reduce both of these biases:
! We received 231 out of 369 distributed questionnaires (62.6%). The
greater number of respondents this
year allowed for a sample that was
more representative of the entire
grantee population.
! MicroGrants incentivizes our partner
agencies to gather the responses
from their recipients. Thus, many
grantees that would have otherwise
declined to interview instead submitted a response, reducing the nonresponse bias.
! By distributing the Four Questions,
MicroGrants’ partner agencies acted
as a third party to the grantees. This
process reduced the direct interaction between the grantee and MicroGrants, reducing the pressure on
the grantee to provide adequate rather than truthful responses. This
likely generated a greater number of
honest responses. Additionally, the
longstanding positive relationships
between our partner agencies and
the grantees promoted a higher degree of validity in the responses.
Through this reasoning, we are confident that the Four Questions survey is a
significant improvement upon past
years’ methods of analysis.
We recognize that the Four Questions
approach is imperfect in that its qualitative focus leads to a correspondingly

limited spectrum of data. However, we
believe that this procedure has increased the validity of our data and its
applicability for this evaluation. The system itself works to reduce the nonresponse bias by producing more total
answers than in previous years (231 total responses this year compared to 105
in last year’s report), and counteracts
the evaluator bias by eliminating the interviewer-interviewee relationship. Lastly, our cross-referencing approach in
drawing data from the Four Questions
makes the data as objective as possible.

The Interviews
Trends in the Interview Data and Areas of Success:
53 of the 122 interviewees (43.3%)
maintained their income levels.
! Sustaining income levels is certainly
a positive outcome; without these
grants, many recipients might have
otherwise lost a stable source of income (for example, without a grant, a
recipient might lose his/her job due
to a lack of reliable transportation).
The interviewed grantees saw an 8.2%
increase in employment.
! This serves as an indicator that MicroGrants puts people on track toward independence and, ultimately,
sustainable growth.
The grant-type breakdown of employment can be explained as follows:
! Business grants saw the most negligible increase in employment (3%)
because of their higher employment
rate at the time of applying (many
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business grantees sought to improve
their existing business).

answers were more honest on average.

! Education grantees saw a moderate
increase in employment (11%). Several were able to get full or part time
jobs due to their completed degree
or certification.

In all, this process generated an unprecedented proportion of grantees that
agreed to interview: of the 123 recipients
we successfully contacted, only one declined to respond to our survey. Due to
the planned spontaneity of these interviews, we are confident that we have
eliminated a portion of the non-response
bias inherent in this method of data collection.

! Transportation grantees saw the
largest increase in employment of
the three grant types (20%). Many of
these grantees were initially unable
to work as a direct result of their unreliable transportation.
Advantages of the Interviews:
As referenced in the analysis of the Four
Questions evaluation process, we believe that interviews in past years were
subject to both a non-response bias and
an evaluator bias. Subsequently, we believe that our novel design of this year’s
interview process was able to reduce
the bias in both of these areas:
! Due to the brevity of the interview
process, we were able to contact
many more people in a short amount
of time. The two-minute length of
each survey allowed us to call every
2012 grant recipient. In addition, interviews were deliberately unscheduled and thereby reduced interview
dodging.
! We believe that the evaluator bias
was lessened to some extent. Compared to face-to-face interviews, the
phone interviews were less personal,
and the grantee was more able to
embrace the anonymity of the process. As such, we expect that the

Admittedly, our interviews still have at
least some level of bias: of all 369
grantees, 79.7% were originally unemployed. However, the 123 recipients that
we were able to contact via phone had
an original employment rate of 86.1%.
This indicates that the pool of interviewees may have been more poised for
success. However, we believe that this
bias was unavoidable in that the group
of recipients with disconnected phone
lines or changed numbers were likely
less successful overall. Nonetheless, for
the reasons and advantages described
above, we feel that our interviews provide a more representative sample than
in years past.
Along the course of our analyses, we
found several statistics that were unexpected. Of the grant recipients who responded to our interview, there was no
change in the number of grantees receiving governmental assistance or
health insurance before and after the
grant. This may point to the gradual nature of MicroGrants; it is logical to believe that a sum of $1,000 is not enough
to lift individuals out of assistance by the
time they are interviewed six months to
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a year after receiving the grant. We expect that, in the long run, grantees who
jumpstart their businesses, repair their
vehicles, and obtain their college degrees will propel themselves to longlasting
empowerment
and
selfsufficiency.

Other Statistics
As has been previously mentioned, the
evaluation approach described in this
report is novel, and we believe that it
has created a more plentiful and accurate set of data. By comparing specific
variables between this year’s report and
last year’s, we can obtain a better sense
of the effects of our improvements.
This year’s report has replaced several
statistics from last year with what appear to be more realistic data: our report
found that 87% of grantees used the
money as they said they would, compared to 98% for the same statistic last
year. We also found that several statistics appeared more promising in our data set: 93% of our surveyed grantees
currently have transportation, compared
to only 70% last year. While we cannot
fully determine the extent of bias in our
data, we remain convinced of the merits
behind our methodologies and believe
that our data is significantly more representative of the entire pool of grantees.

Table 3.
Statistical
Comparisons

2013
Report
(this
year)
71.8%1

2012
Report
(last
year)
32.2%

Grantees that
used the money
as they said they
would
Businesses: still
in operation

87%

98%

89%

100 %

Businesses: reporting that the
grant was helpful
Businesses:
making a profit

93%

97%

73%

51%

Transportation:
currently having
transportation
Education: completed or on
track to complete
education

93%

70%

96%

96%

Total Grantee
Response Rate

“I was able to expand my job
search area as I am no longer
limited by public transportation.
As a result, I was able to obtain
employment. I am a MicroGrant
recipient success story… it
changed my life for the better
and I cannot express enough
the gratitude I have as a recipient of this MicroGrant.

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1

This percentage refers to the number of grantees that either responded to the four questions
or conducted an interview.
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VI. IMPROVEMENTS
Changes to the Application
Upon reviewing the online database entries for the MicroGrants application, we
came across several aspects of the current application that could be improved.
We have drafted a new version that accounts for each of the following issues,
and expect to implement it before the
end of this calendar year.
Clarity
The old application had several areas in
which general clarity could be improved.
Some of the syntax on the application
was unclear, leading to confusion
among respondents and inaccurate information reporting. For example, applicants looking for a transportation grant
were to indicate their intent by selecting
an option in a drop-down menu labeled
“Repair my car.” However, many applicants for transportation grants listed
“Other” because their transportation
needs did not necessarily correspond to
automobile repair.
We have revised the wording of the application to be as clear and direct as
possible in all areas; the new application

will provide examples of each grant type
to minimize confusion. Furthermore, we
have rephrased many open-ended
questions on the application in order to
gather more specific data. The new application is thus clearer and easier for
the applicant to complete, and will reduce inaccuracies in application data.
Data Reporting
The old application provided several opportunities to mistakenly report data.
Each drop-down menu on the application preselected an entry; if an applicant
missed a menu in the course of the application, the database would record a
value that would not necessarily be correct. The presence of “Other” textboxes
in the application further allows for erroneous/redundant reporting (see Figure
2).
In the new application, all dropdown
menus will not have a default option and
will mandate a response for each question in order for the grantee to submit
the application. Finally, to reduce redundancy or ambiguity of data, we have removed unnecessary “Other” textboxes
from the application.

Figure 2: An example of potential erroneous reporting. The default education level is set to “No High
School Diploma,” which could potentially be inaccurate. An applicant could miss the dropdown menu
and fill out the “Other” textbox instead; in the case above, the evaluator would be unsure of the applicant’s true education level.
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Removal and Addition of Questions
Several questions on the old application
were not particularly useful. For example, applicants were asked to rate themselves on an ordinal scale (“very negative” to “very positive”) indicating their
projected outlook for their future with the
MicroGrant. Almost all participants
ranked their outlook as “very positive.”
We have removed this question, and
several others, to reduce the collection
of unnecessary data.
Furthermore, we have modified and
added several other questions in the
application. Many categories in the old
application expressed units of measurement (e.g., income) in optional denominations (e.g. hourly, monthly, annually). Since we have no way of nor-

malizing these values, we are left unable
to compute the population’s average
statistics in these categories. For example, since we had no reliable way of determining how many hours the grantees
work per week, we were unable to
measure the average annual income
across all recipients. In the new application, measured responses must be reported in identical scales (for example,
applicants will be asked to report their
expected annual income so that we will
be able to calculate an average income
for the entire grantee pool). Finally, we
have added a new question explicitly
asking for employment status.
We hope that the new application is easier to complete for the applicant and
more informative for future evaluators.
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Changes to the Grant Recipient
Follow-Up

Synthesis of the Application
and Evaluation

Through our conversations with the MicroGrants staff, former evaluators, and
several knowledgeable outside contributors, we have determined that the overall purpose of our grant follow-ups is
twofold: to gather informative data and
to assess potential avenues for improvement within the organization. For
future evaluations, we felt that the
follow-up process could be adjusted to
better satisfy these two purposes.

In previous years, the application data
and the follow-up responses have been
kept separate, due to their differing formats. However, as the new application
and follow-up will both exist as an online
survey, the responses of each grant recipient can be stored collectively in one
database. At the time of application, we
plan to give each potential grantee a
unique applicant ID – both MicroGrants
and the respective partner agency would
have this ID on file. The partner agencies will then use this ID at the time of
the follow-up to link the grant recipient’s
responses in the database. With this
system in place, generating comparative
statistics will be much more efficient,
and as a result, future evaluators can
conduct more accurate analyses of MicroGrants’ efficacy.

Primarily, we expanded the number of
questions on the follow-up to 8-10 depending on the type of grant received
without making the follow-up more difficult to complete for each grantee. The
new questions are multiple-choice or fillin-the-blank prompts that uncover statistics about employment, income, and
self-sufficiency. We have kept the original four questions from last year as they
provide an opportunity for grantees to
share their personal stories; thus, with
the new follow-up process, we hope to
gather both quantitative and qualitative
information. In addition, we will provide
the follow-up via an online survey so as
to more efficiently store the data.
This year, our inability to contact grantees resulted from changed phone numbers, lack of availability, language barriers, disconnected phone lines, etc. We
hope that with this new evaluation process, calling applicants will no longer be
necessary except for in extenuating circumstances.

Partner Agency Evaluation
As a result of all the aforementioned
changes – a more advanced data collection system and more cohesive organization of grant recipient information –
MicroGrants can conduct more systematic evaluations of each partner agency.
A more robust data set provides MicroGrants with the information necessary to more efficiently allocate grants to
its partner agencies. With this, future
grants given will be more targeted, and
ultimately, more successful.

General Suggestions:
Since, as indicated previously, grantees
are generally more successful if their
actual spending matches their original
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plan, MicroGrants could benefit from
mandating a more rigorous coaching
process in its partner agencies. For example, if partner agencies were required
to meet with each grantee once per
week or to advise their grantees as to
how to spend the grant money, the
grantees would be more likely to spend
accordingly and thus might achieve a
higher average level of success. To that

end, we have decided to mandate
grantees to draft an estimated plan of
spending when applying for a MicroGrant.
All of these avenues of improvement
work towards a common goal of MicroGrants: to give a higher proportion of
grants that lead to sustainable levels of
success in future years.

VII. CONCLUSION
On the Unquantifiable
In this report, we have been able to provide a multitude of data that indicate MicroGrants’ ability to make a difference in
the lives of low-income people with potential. Upon reviewing each grantee’s
application, follow-up, and phone interview, and cross-referencing, analyzing,
and verifying our data, we conclude that
there are concrete and sustained economic benefits to receiving a MicroGrant. Furthermore, by changing the
application and evaluation process, we
are confident that each grant will be
even more successful in the coming
years. On these quantitative terms,
MicroGrants works.
Yet, above all, each MicroGrant has
immeasurable effects that far exceed
the economic value of $1,000 – grants
often arrive at pressing, difficult times for
their recipients. In these uncertain moments, a MicroGrant restores hope, confidence, and willpower; these traits constitute a mindset that is the first step toward empowerment and self-sufficiency.

In the course of our follow-up with grant
recipients, we have had two-minute
phone surveys turn into 15-minute conversations of appreciation and inspired
motivation.

“Getting a MicroGrant was the
equivalent of someone saying
to me, ‘I believe in you.’ It was a
boost of confidence. And this
wasn’t a small thing.”
Plenty of grant recipients share this sentiment. As summer interns, we have become fully invested in MicroGrants and
have become attached to both our data
and the individual stories behind the
process. We wholeheartedly believe
that the MicroGrants mission is
worthwhile.
In the following section, we share stories
that several grantees have written
firsthand about their grants and how
they inspired them to achieve their
goals.
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VIII. GRANT RECIPIENT STORIES
Adrian Coulter
Owner of XLFeet
In a world where access to credit is rare among minorities, and good credit even less
common, many entrepreneurs have watched their dreams literally melt before their
eyes. This has been a direct result of limited access to credit and/or a lack thereof. In
sharp contrast is the transformation experienced by those lucky enough to get a little
help in the form of a MicroGrant. While XLfeet was not on the verge of collapse, the MicroGrant awarded to XLfeet contributed immeasurably more than its monetary face value of just $1,000, enabling the company’s annual gross sales to rocket into six-figure
territory.
Prior to the MicroGrant, XLfeet had a meager four brands of footwear to choose from,
and only one of those represented the dress shoes category. This MicroGrant allowed
XLfeet to double its offering of brands in that space. With annual gross sales from the
previous year at just over $5k, the jump to more than $100k in annual sales must be attributed in large part as a result of the MicroGrant.
In addition to its monetary benefit, the impact of this MicroGrant on both XLfeet’s customers and suppliers can never truly be measured. This MicroGrant improved XLfeet’s
image and credibility to its customers by giving it a more robust selection fitting of a successful footwear retailer. Almost more beneficial than its benefit to the customers was
how it improved XLfeet’s ability to open with more ease the additional 12 brands, added
in the subsequent 12 months. XLfeet went from being an online-only retailer with just
four brands to a Brick and Mortar and Online Store with more than a dozen brands in
the short period of just one year.
People with ideas are all too common, and especially in the midst of one of the worst
recessions of modern history. In times like this, it’s comforting and empowering to have
an organization like MicroGrants and MEDA, who helped to make resources like the
$1,000 grant available to a minority such as myself with no access to credit. I now work
full-time for myself, and own the company that exploits my talents. The pride I take in
running XLfeet is priceless, and I am not sure I would have been offered this opportunity
had it not been for MEDA and the MicroGrant.

19

!
Autum Johnson
Student and Community Member
When I got sober, I realized that I needed to go back to school and continue with the
education that I had already started. When I found out that I was actually going to receive the grant money, it fueled my ambition and gave me proof that there were support
resources within my community that would help me to achieve my dreams.
I re-enrolled at Rasmussen College in Eagan for the winter quarter of 2012 taking three
classes: career development, business law and business ethics. I passed all three classes with a 3.97 GPA and completed all requirements, which allowed me to receive a
certificate in business management. From there, I enrolled in St. Paul College to work
towards my associate’s degree in business management taking three classes; American history to 1865, environmental science, and general psychology. I am currently finishing up the last week of that term, receiving 95% and above in all of my classes. I
have 15 credits remaining to receive my associate’s degree, and am enrolled for the
summer and fall quarters, which will complete all requirements towards my goal. By the
end of this year, I will have my associate’s degree in business management and will
begin to look for work in my field.
The grant money that I received allowed me to pay all of the costs that were necessary
to get re-enrolled, enabled me to purchase supplies, books, internet access, and other
things that I needed to put me in a position to succeed. I have dedicated myself to doing
the very best that I can do and learning as much as I possibly can. I feel like I am a productive, efficient, smart member of society that really has something to offer employers
because of my education, while being a responsible, positive role model for my children.
I have been clean and sober for over 13 months, and I am in the best position that I
have ever been in my entire life. Throughout the time since I have received the grant
money, I have done more with my life than just go to college; I have graduated the Dakota County Adult Drug Court Program and been successfully discharged from probation. I honestly know in my heart that when I set my mind to do something, I can do it.
Sometimes, all a person needs is a little bit of help and encouragement to give them
that extra push and support that they need to be successful. I would like to take this opportunity to personally thank MicroGrants, and to tell you that without that assistance, I
would not have been able to make the improvements in my life that I have. I applaud
your program and feel very honored that you chose me. Thank you.
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Madi Lommen
High School Student and Founder of Madibanani Bread Company
Last October, I applied for a MicroGrant to help fund Madibanani Bread Company, a
banana bread business I founded in order to create awareness of social justice issues
around the world. I had been inspired to start the business the previous summer after
taking a service trip to Thailand to work with orphaned refugee children along with a
group of students from school. While in Thailand, my travel group visited a barely standing structure that was intended to be a new orphanage for the children, but the funding
for its construction depleted. Upon returning to Minnesota, my fellow travelers and I
committed to raise the $10,000 needed to finish the orphanage. The profits I made from
Madibanani Bread Company would be my way of contributing to that $10,000.
By the time October rolled around, the business was up on its feet. At the time I had
earned my Food Manager Certification and a Food Manufacturing License from the
Minnesota Dept. of Agriculture, secured a contract kitchen where I could bake, distributed bread to Kowalski’s Markets, and worked with an attorney on trademarking my
brand; however, I needed capital for day-to-day operational expenses. One can imagine
my excitement when I received a call from Ms. Katy Burke on my sweet sixteen with the
best birthday present yet: I had been approved for the grant!
Over the course of the next four months, I was able to use my grant to try new marketing strategies, carry business insurance, learn so much more about budgeting, use my
time and energy more effectively, and purchase supplies in greater quantities, receiving
cost efficiencies in the process and thereby reduce my expenses. I was also able to
promote my business at more events than I had originally planned, which has led to
meeting and establishing relationships with adults who want to support me and help
prosper in my company's mission.
I have learned far more than a school could ever teach about not only business, but life
skills as well. The accomplishment in this sense that stands out to me most is by far the
way I have developed networking skills over the past year. For example, this weekend,
I’m meeting with an ambassador of the United Nations and third-highest-ranking representative of the US National Security Council. The adults that I’ve spoken with throughout the process of growing my business are a myriad of professionals, educators, politicians, and entrepreneurs. The business has given me more credibility to allow these
adults to take me more seriously.
Similarly, Madibanani has opened up doors to new life opportunities. Fresh loaves of
banana bread make good gifts for my mom to take to a job interview or work convention. Giving a loaf or two in itself is a strategic marketing tactic I’ve learned that allows
me the chance to share with a friend about the orphanage, promote the company, and
put a smile on his or her face all at the same time. The ability to draw upon my experience managing Madibanani in various applications landed me the opportunity to spend
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six weeks in Indonesia this summer. What’s more, next year I will spend three months
studying in Washington D.C., an opportunity due in part to my Madibanani experience.
Of course, there have been the challenges, the greatest of which is being a full-time
student, three sport athlete and business-owner. Like today, for example – in less than
two hours upon writing this, I take an AP History exam that has potential to affect my
college credits. Nonetheless, I am so very thankful for the MicroGrant from WomenVenture and the opportunities it has made possible in my life. The grant not only allowed for
those many specific business details mentioned earlier; it has inspired the conversations, laughs, and smiles that all make a difference in the community and greater world.

Cathy Anderson*
Single Mother and Community Member
Not being able to provide for your family is a very hard thing. When I went into PRISM
and applied for a MicroGrant, I was looking to get my car repaired so I could get my girls
and my mom to schools and doctor’s appointments. I was going to school, taking care of
my disabled mother, and also working as a single mom for two kids. I was hoping to accomplish what every parent wants: to be self-sufficient, self-reliable, and able to provide
for my family’s needs. Once I found out I was approved for the grant, I knew that not only my life but also the lives of my family would change for the better.
Before I applied for the MicroGrant, I was scrambling on a daily basis trying to find ways
for my girls to get to two different schools. I also needed to get my Mom to the transplant clinic and other hospital appointments for her medical needs. Finally, getting to
school for me was also a challenge because of the irregular bus service in Plymouth.
After I got my car repaired, I was able to provide reliable transportation for my family.
With the vehicle, my kids have been able to participate in volunteer opportunities for the
city of Plymouth and activities at church, and have been able to enjoy afternoons just
playing at the park. My mom can bring her wheelchair in the car, which she was unable
to do in other vehicles because of space issues, which means she can go on walks with
us and enjoy more freedom than she had before we had our car repaired. The grant
was a godsend that has allowed me to better provide for my family, and has given us
freedom to get around town and enjoy being out together without needing to rely on others for rides. Being able to provide for my family with something as simple as having
good transportation for them has helped me be a better parent and has given us a better chance at giving back to our community.

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

*

Real name withheld for anonymity
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Victoria Gonzalez
Owner of Manny’s Tortas
When we first applied to be a vendor at the State Fair in 2000, it was a dream. After renewing and updating our application every year, in 2010, this dream came true. We
could not lose this opportunity to continue at the Fair. In the last year the inspector for
the health department required us to have a cooler on my counter for our State Fair
stand. Without the cooler, the inspector told us, we would not be able to sell piñas coladas, which are our biggest seller and help us draw the attention of our customers to our
tortas, which are the mainstay of our business. The cooler inside the counter cost
$7000.00 and we did not have money for this.
I was very surprised and happy that we were awarded the MicroGrant. It gave me an
opportunity to solve my problem. I talked to the health inspector to see if she would allow us to install a commercial container for the ice. Then, we had to make adjustments
to the counter. We had to remove the sinks and make bigger holes for them to fit trays
authorized by the health department. Without the MicroGrant, we could not have done
any of this. The $1,000 gave us the cash that lenders were denying to us. We went
ahead with the commercial ice container and the health inspector approved it. We were
able to sell the piñas coladas, and the fair was a success. Our product was widely accepted by many customers and caught the attention of children and adults alike. We
sold about $100,000 in 12 days: nearly 9,000 piñas coladas and 3,500 tortas. The money that we earned has helped us pay overdue debt that we acquired and that has been
snowballing through the years. Hopefully this will also help us restore our reputation and
credit history. We also helped create jobs for 20 employees and hired personnel from
the State Fair and high school students. It was a great experience as they assisted us at
work and it was an opportunity for them to make money. We expect our sales to continue to rise as Manny’s Tortas becomes an icon at the Minnesota State Fair.
This business, I hope, will continue for a long time. I hope my grandchildren get to enjoy
the State Fair like me and give a chance to new generations joining the business world,
and we are so thankful that we received a MicroGrant.
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APPENDIX A. 2012 NONPROFIT PARTNER AGENCIES
African Development Center of Minnesota (ADC) works within the African communities of
Minnesota to start and sustain successful businesses build assets and promote community reinvestment.
Daily Work strengthens families and communities by assisting job seekers in preparing for,
finding, and maintaining living wage jobs.
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.
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.
Metropolitan Economic Development Association (MEDA) offers one-on-one business consulting, training, leadership development, government contracting assistance, access to financing, networking, assistance with minority certifications and strategic planning.
MicroGrants Discretionary Fund is managed directly by MicroGrants Founder Joe Selvaggio,
who interacts on a personal level with grantees and provides them with a means of empowerment.
Midtown Global Market is a partnership among four nonprofits (African Development Center,
Latino Economic Development Center, Neighborhood Development Center and Powderhorn
Phillips Cultural Wellness Center) and is home to more than 40 small businesses featuring fresh
fruits and vegetables, specialty groceries, prepared food and gifts from around the world.
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.
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.
Project for Pride in Living (PPL) works with lower-income individuals and families throughout
the Twin Cities metro area to achieve greater self-sufficiency through housing, employment
training, education, and support services.
Summit Academy OIC (SAOIC) 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.
Twin Cities RISE! provides employers with skilled workers – primarily men from communities of
color in the Twin Cities area – by training under- and unemployed adults for skilled jobs that pay
a living wage of at least $20,000 annually.
The Amherst H. Wilder Foundation promotes the social welfare of persons resident or located
in the greater Saint Paul metropolitan area by all appropriate means.
WomenVenture is dedicated to helping women gain economic prosperity and are national
leaders in guiding, training and networking women to achieve their true potential.
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APPENDIX B. FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS
Four Questions Follow-up:
1) What did you state that you wanted to accomplish when you applied for a MicroGrant?
2) What did you actually achieve or accomplish?
3) Please explain the differences, if any, between what you said you wanted to accomplish and what you actually did accomplish.
4) Please write your own story – in your own words on one sheet of paper. Tell us how
the MicroGrant changed your life and impacted the lives of your family and/or your
community.
Interview Questions:
1) Since receiving the MicroGrant, has your quality of life increased a) substantially, b)
somewhat, or c) not at all?
2) Was the grant responsible for any positive changes in your motivation? (Y/N)
3) Are you currently employed or self employed? (Y/N)
4) Do you have health insurance at this time? (Y/N)
5) Are you on governmental assistance at this time, including food stamps? (Y/N)
6) As a result of receiving the grant, has your annual income a) increased, b) decreased, or c) stayed the same?
7) On a scale of 1-5, 5 being the highest, how would you rate your partner agency’s effectiveness in helping you get the most of your MicroGrant?
For Business Grant Recipients:
8) Is your business still in operation? (Y/N)
9) Is your business making a profit? (Y/N)
10) Has your MicroGrant helped your business a) substantially, b) somewhat, or c) not at
all?
For Transportation Grant Recipients:
8) Did the grant allow you to either gain or maintain a form of reliable transportation?
(Y/N)
9) Do you currently have reliable transportation? (Y/N)
10) Do you have auto insurance (if “Yes” to previous question)? (Y/N)
For Education Grant Recipients:
8) Are you doing or have you done as well in your education as you had hoped at the
time of receiving the grant? (Y/N)
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