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NOTE FROM
THE CEO
Our annual evaluation report is good for our supporters and good for us.
Our data inspires supporters’ trust and generosity and informs our own
development and growth. Good information makes for sound decisionmaking, both externally and internally.
Externally, donors can see whether MicroGrants is doing what it promised
and whether their dollars are making a difference. They can see the
locations, ethnicities, and income levels of grantees. They can then ask
questions based on real information and make decisions on where to
allocate funds. For example, a funder who would like to support lowincome women and people of color can see that 58% of our grants go to
women and that over 80% of our grantees are people of color.
Internally, we can use the same information to review factors like
geographic diversity, population shifts, and changes in the use of our
grants. Then, we can make decisions to meet the realities of the evolving
needs. For example, the movement of both low-income people and jobs
to the suburbs as well as the challenges of public transit have led to an
increase in the proportion of Transportation Grant applications. In
response, we created a relationship with Bobby and Steve’s Auto World
to provide cheap, road-worthy cars.
As our regional demographics and economy change, timely data helps us
adapt to stay relevant and effective. This data, both quantitative and
qualitative, also attests to the gratitude and personal growth of our
grantees.

DON SAMUELS
Chief Executive Officer

3

SUMMARY
In 2006, a couple of Joe Selvaggio's friends presented him
with the idea of establishing a microfinance organization in
Minneapolis. Joe, a veteran leader in the Minneapolis
nonprofit community, seized the opportunity, but with a
different perspective. Joe believed that by giving trusted lowincome individuals small grants of $1000, they could create
economic opportunities for themselves. Today, that trust
continues to pay off through the work of MicroGrants.
MicroGrants provides a crucial leg-up for low-income people
by offering a cash influx at a critical juncture. This amount of
cash allows grantees to repair their cars and get to their jobs,
purchase products to advance their businesses, complete
their education, or, in short, reach a new level of selfsufficiency.
In this report, we demonstrate that the MicroGrants model has
been successful in accelerating grantees' goals. The following
pages document the underserved nature of our grantees, the
quantitative and qualitative impacts of the approximately
$600,000 worth of grants, and the effectiveness of our partner
agency system that provides screening, mentorship, and
support for grantees. We also provide recommendations for
improving MicroGrants' internal and external processes going
forward, which can improve the effectiveness of the
MicroGrants model.

Partner Highlight

Twin Cities R!SE
"We serve a population that’s on the front line of many barriers. Our goal here at TCR is
transforming lives out of poverty and into meaningful employment. As of recently, the top
grant [applications] being submitted by TCR participants [to MicroGrants] are for car repairs
and past due tuition. The beauty of TCR’s partnership with MicroGrants is attributed to great
communication and internal policies that have resulted in grant approvals within a rapid
timeframe."
– Melanie Williams, Career Coach Manager
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BACKGROUND
What is Microfinance?
Originally created to assist impoverished people in the developing
world with small entrepreneurial loans, microfinance has evolved
into a broader movement to provide impoverished people with
access to basic financial services.
Through his Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, Nobel Peace Prize
winner Muhammad Yunus popularized microfinance in the late
twentieth century. This bank and many others continue to extend
small, no-collateral loans to low-income individuals who would not
otherwise qualify through traditional financial institutions. Yunus
sought to lift borrowers out of poverty and into self-sufficiency.
Microfinance has become a multi-billion dollar industry worldwide.
MicroGrants has applied Yunus' microfinance idea locally, with the
change of distributing microgrants instead of microloans.

Why Microgrants?
Studies on microfinance have not provided a definitive answer on
whether microloans lift recipients out of poverty, as they
unfortunately burden low-income people with even more debt.
Thus, MicroGrants distributes small microgrants that do not have
to be paid back. Recipients of the grants do not face punitive
financing issues or recurring interest payments. MicroGrants relies
on partner agencies to vet their participants and to refer only their
most qualified candidates. These partner agencies have developed
relationships with their participants typically lasting three to twelve
months. Through this extensive screening process, we know that
grants will be used effectively and honestly by motivated
applicants.
As our data demonstrates, the MicroGrants system is an effective
mechanism to uplift those who are struggling to fight their way out
of poverty in the Twin Cities and beyond.

Partner Highlight

Midtown Global
Market
MicroGrants partners
with small business
owners at the Midtown
Global Market to help
them access inventory,
business training, and
other assets.
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GRANTING
PROCESS
Funding
Private donors and foundations provide
MicroGrants with the money that is
distributed to future grantees.

Referral
MicroGrants' over forty partner
agencies identify people of potential
who would most benefit from cash
grants.

Application
Upon referral from partner
agencies, MicroGrants reviews
grant applications and, if accepted,
issues grants within seven days.

Follow-Up
Partner agencies mentor, coach, and
track the progress of grantees, along
with administering three-month followup surveys.

Evaluation
An annual review assesses the
effectiveness of the MicroGrants
model and the grants themselves,
making recommendations to foster
improvement.
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HOW ARE OUR
GRANTS USED?
Other
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WHO ARE OUR
GRANTEES?
Employment
Status (Pre-Grant)

Not Employed
38%

Gender

Public Assistance
Use

Male
41%

Yes
43%

Female
58%

Employed
62%

No
57%

Other or NA
1%

Ethnicity

Af
ric
a
W nA
hi
te me
/C ric
au an
ca
si
H
an
is
pa Afri
ni ca
c
n
M /La
ul tin
tiR x
ac
N
at
ia
l
iv
A
e
s
Am ia
er n
ic
an
O
th
er

250
200
150
100
50
0

Racial Gap

3x
In Minneapolis-St. Paul in 2016,
Africans/African-Americans were 3x more
likely to be in poverty than
Whites/Caucasians. To address this
problem, MicroGrants gave grants to 3x
more Africans/African-Americans than to
Whites/Caucasians.
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Partner Highlight

HIRED
HIRED matches
disadvantaged
participants in their
program with meaningful
employment. HIRED
refers participants to
MicroGrants who need
help paying for
transportation or
education, which are
both critical for achieving
and retaining
employment.
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MICROGRANTS HAS CHAPTERS IN
3 STATES

AND 26% OF MICROGRANTS' GRANTS WERE
AWARDED TO INDIVIDUALS IN THE TWIN
CITIES' POOREST 15 ZIP CODES
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WHAT ARE
OUR GRANTS'
IMPACTS?
Employment
Status (Post-Grant)

Goal Achieved?

Income Change
Decreased
5%

Not Employed
19%
In Progress
38%

Yes
54%

Employed
81%

High Quality of Life

88%
reported an improvement
in their quality of life.

No
8%

Increased
95%

Positive Outlook

90%
reported that their outlook on the
future was positive or very positive.
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HOW ARE
OUR PARTNERS
DOING?
70
56
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Grant
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Survey
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vs.
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Partner Highlight

Jeremiah Program
The Jeremiah Program
seeks to establish a
supportive community
for single mothers
pursuing a college
education. Through a
combination of quality
early childhood
education, a safe and
affordable place to live,
and empowerment and
life-skills training,
families find stability and
a path out of poverty.
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TWYLA
WHITNEY
I wanted to start a childcare center so that I could
help my grandkids and start a business. I had
absolutely nothing, but as my grandchildren were
born, I bought some [children’s supplies] so I had a
few things to start with.
One of my friends told me about MicroGrants, so I
called them, they reviewed my application and my
information, and I told them what I was trying to do.
In less than seven days, they came through for me.
They sent me a check and I was able to go buy a crib
and toys to start my childcare business. Now, I’ve
been in it for three years, and I have ten children and
a license for fourteen kids. I have three floors, so now
I can have infants and older children.
We take the children on wagon rides, library visits,
and walks to the church playground!

Quick Facts
- Business grant
recipient
- Partner Agency:
WomenVenture
- Small business owner
- Passionate about child
care
- Enjoys "taking kids on
McDonald's trips and
having disco dance
parties"

This isn’t just something I’m into for whatever reason.
I have a plan and a strategy. I have a love and a
heart to go along with the love and heart you have
shown me in MicroGrants. I really appreciate it to the
highest!
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PAUL
WINCHESTER
I’m a minority, first-generation university student and
married with three kids, so juggling school and work
became a task for me. In 2016, I had to make a
decision: either provide for my family and cut back
on my studies or just drop school altogether.
I got connected to the MicroGrants people from
Project for Pride in Living. MicroGrants gave me a
foundation to move forward with my education. I
applied for a microgrant to assist me financially with
my studies. What it did was balance my family life
and school. It assisted me in getting the things that I
needed for school, buying books, and also balancing
my finances at home.
At the present time, I’m enrolled at Minnesota State
University, Mankato to do a graduate program in
Ethnic Studies. I carried Ethnic Studies as [an
undergraduate minor], and I picked it up carrying a
4.0 throughout my own studies and courses, ending
up with a 3.9 GPA. The program chairperson
contacted me and I went by and spoke with him, and
he offered me the opportunity to do a master’s
program. I am interested in Ethnic Studies because
it is a multicultural program, and you cover the broad
spectrum of people, faces, cultures, contexts,
symbols, and stories that give identity to the different
cultures. It’s my goal to become a professor or
doctor of the study, and then to teach.

Quick Facts
- Education grant
recipient
- Partner Agency: Project
for Pride in Living
- Passionate about
studying cultures

14

MALLORY LEIDER
When I was about fourteen years old, I wanted to
make soap but was intimidated by the process. Ten
years later, I had a baby. He struggled with
eczema, and soap companies were not honest in
the ingredients listed on their soaps. It all kind of
came back to me. I took a soap-making class and
started making soap. I knew it was what I needed
to do.
I started my soap business in 2017. I used the
microgrant to buy a lot of raw materials, to cover
vending fees, to buy other supplies, and to save
money for the business. If I didn’t get the money, I
wouldn’t have done any of this at all. My soap is a
luxury butter soap that’s higher-end. I’m not the
average granny making soap that’s rustic-looking! I
make trendy soap. I’ve been selling soap at very
cool places because I’m really into the Minneapolis
art scene. My first farmers market is coming up, but
I’ve sold soap all over, even at dance parties.

Quick Facts
- Business grant
recipient
- Partner Agency:
Metropolitan Consortium
of Community
Developers
- Small business owner

I’m a single mother. I am so tired but still drive to go
get what I need to make soap. My business is so
important to me; I never put it off.
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ANISSA
WILLISTON
I’m going to be a senior at the University of Florida.
I’m studying geomatics, which is the surveying and
mapping of the land. I originally started out in
engineering and hated it, so I talked to my advisor.
He said if he could go back in time, he would study
geomatics because you can do many things with it.
You’re not in the office every single day. Right now,
I’m actually doing an internship as a survey tech.
While I’m doing my internship, I’m also doing
research remotely through the University of Florida.
I want to become a licensed surveyor and work
with a company near home, which is kind of what
I’m doing right now.
I applied for the microgrant because I’m a firstgeneration college student, and paying for school is
not easy. I reached out to Grace Place* to see if I
could apply for it based on my financial need. The
microgrant really helped me focus on school, and I
actually became way more involved than I ever
was. I even became the President of the
Geomatics Students Association. I was able to find
this internship that I’m doing right now. I would
have never been able to focus my time and energy
like I did without it.

Quick Facts
- Education grant
recipient
- Partner Agency: Grace
Place for Children and
Families
- Undergraduate
geomatics student and
researcher
- President of the
Geomatics Students
Association

*Grace Place is a partner agency of MicroGrants – Florida.
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ROBERT BLAKE
I work in solar energy. I have a day job at
Minnesota Interfaith Power and Light as a solar
outreach coordinator and I’m also a small business
owner.
Solar Bear is a solar installation company that I
started in 2017. I started the business because I
wanted to bring renewable energy to low-income
neighborhoods and bring solar energy to Native
American reservations. I believe this could spark a
new kind of job revolution.
There’s no minority-owned solar companies in the
state of Minnesota, and I figured, why not? The
microgrant helped me actually start Solar Bear, and
we’re even finishing our very first project this week.
My ultimate goal is to bring renewable energy to
troubled nations and make it accessible for the
masses, as well as training people of color and
women so we don’t get left out. We always get left
out. We have to have actual owners fighting for us
in industry.

Quick Facts
- Business grant
recipient
- Partner Agency: Bii Gii
Wiin Community
Development Loan Fund
- Small business owner
- Passionate about
renewable energy
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METHODOLOGY
Statistics
Salesforce, a data collection and storage application, aggregated the electronic data that came from
applications and follow-up surveys, excluding the Project for Pride in Living graduates (their grants
were a few hundred dollars each, so not the standard $1000 amount). Additionally, some follow-up
data was obtained through direct phone calls to grant recipients. Microsoft Excel organized the data
and helped analyze the numbers. Canva, a graphic-design tool, used the data to create
visualizations. General data on Twin Cities poverty was obtained online.
MicroGrants distributed 541 grants in 2017 through over forty partner agencies, who were tasked
with submitting application and follow-up survey information. Although partner agencies returned
100% of applications and 99% of follow-up surveys, a processing problem in Salesforce allowed
some grantees to return forms with missing information. Agencies who were unable to contact their
grantees for follow-up assessments were also able to send back blank surveys. Additionally, some
questions on the follow-up survey were amended during the 2017 year, which created consistency
problems with the responses. All but one visualization in this evaluation exclude non-responses (only
"Gender" includes "NA" because Salesforce did not distinguish it from "Other"). Missing information
was a minor problem concerning the grantees' demographics, but a large problem concerning
information on the grants' impacts (for some questions on the follow-up survey, there were around
400 non-responses). In evaluating partner agencies, those that received five grants or less were not
considered due to their small grant reception. For the partner agency data, response rate is equal to
number of partially or fully completed surveys returned divided by the number of grants received.
Because no experiment was conducted, the data on the grants' impacts does not imply causation.
We only suggest that the grants helped grantees, potentially in conjunction with other factors.

Media
Personal and partner highlight stories were obtained through recordings and transcribed interviews.
Additionally, quoted material has been printed with the verbal and/or written consent of the
interviewees.
All pictures were either taken from the Internet, by interns, or by grantees, and logos are from
partner agencies' websites.

Partner Highlight

American Dream Law
“Most DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals) kids are low-income, so the $495
[application] fee every two years is a lot. They have a way to get legal [assistance], but
they don’t have the money to pay the fee to apply."
– Salima Khakoo, CEO and Managing Attorney
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DATA ANALYSIS
• Evaluating the Grant Uses: The distribution of grant uses remained virtually the same from
2016 to 2017, with "Education" grants seeing a 3% increase and "Other" grants seeing a 2%
decrease. Business grants were the most effective, with 100% of responding grantee recipients
achieving their goal(s). Education grants were the second most effective, with 97% of
responding recipients achieving their goal(s). Transportation grants were the third most effective,
with 78% of responding recipients achieving their goal(s). Lastly, although it is difficult to
generalize a conclusion due to the small sample size, "Other" grants were the least effective,
with only 14% of responding recipients achieving their goal(s). Surprisingly, in 2016, "Other"
grants were the most effective (97%), followed by transportation grants (96%), business grants
(93%), and education grants (93%). "Income Change" proportions were similar among the grant
uses in 2017, so no insightful conclusions can be made here. The difference between the
"Employed" percentages post- and pre-grant were similar for all uses (about 20%) except
"Other," whose difference was only 4%. This means that there was less change in "Other"
grantees' general employment level after three months. Ultimately, transportation grants may
have had relatively lower goal achievement because the cars required additional repair work or
grantees did not obtain their cars within the allotted twelve-month timeframe. Most tellingly,
"Other" grants performed more poorly than grants of other uses, perhaps due to their less
directed nature.
• Examining the Grants' Impacts: The percentage of grantee respondents who reported that
their income increased after three months went up by 7% from 2016. It should be noted that
there was no choice of "Same" to 2017's question of whether income increased or decreased,
potentially detracting from the accuracy of the results. Regardless, the 2017 grantees' relatively
higher level of education, lower poverty rate, lower use of "Other" grants, and higher pre-grant
level of employment perhaps explain this result. They faced fewer barriers to self-sufficiency
than 2016 grantees did. However, we contradictorily see that the percentage of respondents
who achieved or were on track towards achieving their intended goal(s) fell by 3% from 2016 to
2017. This result is hard to explain given the aforementioned data on demographic change, but
this small drop should not be a matter of concern for MicroGrants going forward. "Quality of Life"
and "Outlook on the Future" data were not consistent from 2016 to 2017 due to changes in the
follow-up survey's questioning, so a comparison here is not meaningful. The difference between
the "Employed" percentages post- and pre-grant declined by 16% in 2017, meaning that there
was less change in grantees' general employment level after three months as compared to
2016's situation. Again, 2017 grantees' relatively higher pre-grant level of employment most
Partner Highlight
strongly explains this finding. In 2017, MicroGrants also collected data on public assistance use
before and after the grants were distributed. According to the data, public assistance use
African
Development Center
decreased by 13% after three months, but this decline is likely attributed to natural variation in
the data
to the
grants. There
a large
difference like
in response
rates between
“We
had and
verynot
small
businesses
thatwas
needed
something
an espresso
machine,the
forpregrant and post-grant questions about public assistance use. Ultimately, it is unlikely that so
instance. They start small and they start growing. Some of [the grants] are given to
many applicants got off public assistance in only three months due to the grants. MicroGrants,
businesses
in abe
very
initial stage
areemployment
looking forinitiator,
their licenses
or directly
going through
however, could
reasonably
seenthat
as an
as grants
funded the
workshops.”
creation of some small businesses.

- Nasibu Sareva, Executive Director
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• Demographic Change: Compared to 2016’s gender distribution, the female percentage of
grantee respondents increased by 5%, with the male percentage decreasing by the same
amount. To calculate the gender proportions on a consistent basis, “Other” and “NA” were
grouped as one cumulative category in both years. Almost half of respondents identified as
African American, which was virtually the same as 2016's proportion. The proportion of
White/Caucasian respondents was also nearly the same as 2016's. Over 80% of 2017's
respondents were people of color, which was also true in 2016. In Minneapolis-St. Paul, about
39% of the African/African-American population and about 12% of the White/Caucasian
population were in poverty in 2016. Thus, Africans/African-Americans were about three times
more likely to be in poverty than Whites/Caucasians. In 2017, about 62% of MicroGrants’
grantees were African/African-American and about 18% were White/Caucasian. MicroGrants
gave grants to about three times more Africans/African-Americans than Whites/Caucasians,
adequately addressing the racial gap as it did in 2016. 66% of respondents had a four- or twoyear degree, representing a 2% increase from the 2016 percentage. 4% of respondents did not
have a high school diploma, which was virtually the same as in 2016. The 2016 evaluation
conjectured that the high proportion of well-educated individuals receiving grants may be a
result of advanced foreign degrees having less value domestically, which remains a
reasonable conclusion. 39% of 2017 respondents were under the 2017 Federal Poverty Line
for an individual (< $12,060). 44% of 2016 respondents were under the 2016 Federal Poverty
Line for an individual (< $11,880). Thus, the percentage of respondents under their yearly
poverty line fell by 5%. From 2016 to 2017, there was virtually no change in the proportion of
respondents using public assistance, median number of dependents per grantee, or median
age. Lastly, the percentage of "Employed" respondents (pre-grant) rose by 15% from 2016 to
2017.
• Partner Agencies' Responsiveness: The negative correlation between response rate and
number of grants (r = -0.141) very weakly implies that as an agency receives more grants, its
response rate tends to fall. This conclusion should not be strongly adhered to because only 1%
of the variability in response rate can be explained by our linear model. Accordingly, we should
not automatically expect agencies that receive more grants to be associated with lower
response rates, even if the trend tentatively suggests this. In fact, agencies that received ten to
thirty grants appear to have the highest relative response rates. In 2017, 47% of follow-up
surveys were returned blank due to parter agencies being unable to contact their grantees.
Although no formal measurement of "Unable to Reach Grantee" existed in 2016, it appears
qualitatively that that the 2016 follow-up surveys were more thoroughly completed than the
2017 follow-up surveys.
• ZIP Code Analysis: To assess MicroGrants' efforts at reducing the most concentrated areas
of poverty in the Twin Cities, an analysis was conducted using the ZIP code as the geographic
metric. Census data was used to identify the poorest twenty ZIP codes in the Twin Cities. Five
Partner
Highlight
of these ZIP
codes are located beyond the metro area and were not included in the analysis.
Of the remaining fifteen poorest ZIP codes, 26% of MicroGrants' 541 grants were directed
African
Center
there. ThoseDevelopment
fifteen ZIP codes represent
7% of all ZIP codes in the Twin Cities metro area.

“We had very small businesses that needed something like an espresso machine, for
• Grant Distribution: The total number of distributed grants decreased by 125 from 2016 to
instance.
start small
and they
start growing.
of [the grants]
are given
2017. TheThey
total amount
of money
distributed
in grantsSome
also decreased
by $60,000
from to
2016 to
businesses
in a
veryvalue
initial
thatremaining
are looking
for their
licenses
or going
through
2017, with the
base
of stage
the grant
around
$1000.
This contrasts
with
MicroGrants receiving a record-high amount of contributions in 2017. The reduction in the
workshops.”
number of grants awarded resulted from administrative decisions to slow grant distribution in
September and October.

- Nasibu Sareva, Executive Director
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Organizational Policy
• Clearly define “success.” This was a key recommendation given in 2016 that has not been acted
upon. Success could focus on grantees achieving their intended goal(s), seeing their incomes
increase, and/or gaining employment. It could also be more qualitative, as in grantees seeing their
outlook on the future improving. With a clear definition, summer interns could more easily provide
specific recommendations on improving grant distribution.
• Change the perspective of the evaluation from grant totals to grant expenditures. Every
evaluation up to this point, including 2017, uses sheer grant numbers as the focus of analysis.
However, interns should look at grant expenditures (in dollars) and the distribution of the dollars
instead. This change is useful, as MicroGrants has increased the ceiling value of transportation
grants, meaning that an average transportation grant is not equal to an average business grant.
Potential problems are that QuickBooks does not neatly list each grant, its purpose, and its value.
Also, Salesforce's variable "Grant Amount" is not filled for any year. In the beginning of the internship,
interns should work with MicroGrants' Internal Operations Manager to obtain specific and clean grant
expenditure data, if at all possible.
• Frame grants differently. MicroGrants should frame grants as “accelerators” and not as “lifechangers” because the term "accelerators" better describes the intent of MicroGrants' programming.
At face value, $1000 appears too small an amount to radically alter anyone’s life, even if qualitative
interviews and speeches suggest otherwise. Many grantees did state that their grants pushed them
forward faster, reducing the amount of time it took them to accomplish their intended goal(s). This is a
reasonable story, and seems a more candid way to brand grants.

Grant Application
• Ensure all components of the grant application are actually mandatory. As in 2016, some
grantees were able to return applications with missing information, even though all questions were
supposed to be mandatory. The online application must be modified to prevent the submission of
incomplete information.

Partner Highlight

• Add more demographic questions. The grant application should add a few “Yes/No” demographic
questions to better assess the underprivileged nature of applicants:
- Do you have stable housing? Yes | No
- Do you have stable employment? Yes | No
- Do you have stable transportation? Yes | No
- Do you have a criminal record? Yes _____ | No (a disclaimer that “answering ‘Yes’ will not affect
your chances of receiving a grant” and an optional write-in space should be included)
- Are you an immigrant? Yes | No
- Was your highest education completed outside the U.S.? Yes | No | Not Applicable

21

• Change the questions on public assistance, education, and grant use. The question on public
assistance should be changed to a “Yes | No” question, as it is somewhat complicated to answer in
its current state. The question should also include a definition of public assistance (“government
benefits, usually in the form of cash or vouchers”). The question on high school should be changed to
include an "Other _____" option in case grantees get overwhelmed by the existing choices and do
not respond, which may have occurred in 2017. The question on grant use should change its answer
choices to "Entrepreneurship, Education, Transportation, Other." "Entrepreneurship" is a more
dynamic-sounding word than "Business," and "Other" can encompass both the "Other" and
"Miscellaneous" answer choices of the past so that grantees do not get confused by which means
which.

Follow-Up Survey
• Ensure all components of the follow-up survey are actually mandatory. As in 2016, many
grantees were able to return follow-up surveys with missing information, and almost half of all surveys
were returned blank because partner agencies were unable to contact grantees. The electronic
follow-up survey must be modified to make every question actually mandatory for agencies that are
able to contact their grantees. Relationships with agencies that historically have trouble keeping
contact with grantees should be reevaluated, as explained below under “Grant Distribution.”
• Add a question about timeframe. The survey should include the multiple-choice question of “What
would you have done if you had not received the grant?” to assess the extent to which the grants
were accelerators. The choices would be:
- Taken a longer time to achieve my original goal(s)
- Not achieved my original goal(s)
- Other _____
• Change the order of the questions. The longer write-in questions should be moved to the bottom
of the form in order to ensure that grantees fill out the other multiple-choice questions first. If an error
were to occur where grantees could return missing information, it would be preferable for them to
have left the write-in questions blank than the more important multiple-choice questions. It is safe to
assume that the first questions on the form would be more likely to be answered than the last.
• Clarify the question on income. The question on income should be clarified to “Did your average
monthly income increase or decrease since receiving your grant?” to make the question less
ambiguous.
• Alter the follow-up survey methodology completely. Changing the process of the follow-up
survey, MicroGrants could administer around 200 randomized in-person interviews from the grantee
population where survey administrators asks the current slate of questions (paying attention to careful
wording
andHighlight
consistent delivery) and ultimately judge whether grants were successful on a Likert
Partner
scale. The sampling approach could be stratified random sampling, through which grantees could be
proportionally allocated into four strata by type of grant. Randomization could be achieved either
through simple random sampling or systematic sampling. Doing in person-interviews with grantees
may make them more likely to give honest answers, rather than on a form where they would likely
answer how MicroGrants would want them to. This is because grantees may be overly grateful for
receiving grants or incentivized to be dishonest to receive future grants. However, this
recommendation may not be feasible given the difficulty in reaching grantees.
• Run an experiment and longitudinal study. MicroGrants should look into conducting a
randomized experiment in which it establishes a control group that is similar to the grantee group and
does not receive grants. However, this likely would not be feasible given the difficulty in reaching
grantees. As the 2016 evaluation suggested, MicroGrants could commission this experiment from an
outside source. In a similar light, MicroGrants could commission a longitudinal study in which
grantees are evaluated a year after receiving their grants to assess whether grants lead to
sustainable economic and qualitative well-being in a more long-term sense.
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Granting Process
• Increase grant expenditures each year. Though 2017's decrease in grants awarded was unusual,
MicroGrants should strive to increase grant expenditures each year in order to impact more Twin
Cities residents and maintain an image of organizational efficiency.
• Reconsider changing the base grant value. MicroGrants should definitively determine whether
the base grant value of around $1000 should be raised instead of it being a continual question every
year. When asked to give suggestions for MicroGrants, interviewed grantees remarked that additional
money would be more impactful. Considering the base $1000 value has stayed roughly constant
since MicroGrants’ inception, it should be reconsidered given inflation meant that $1000 in 2006 was
roughly equal to $1200 in 2017.
• Change the allocation of grant types and add “Housing” grants. Based on 2017 data, business
and education grants were the most effective at enabling grantees to accomplish their intended
goal(s), with transportation grants not being nearly as effective. However, transportation grants were
relatively more effective in 2016, with business and education grants following. Based on these two
years of available data, MicroGrants should slightly reduce the amount of transportation grants
distributed and reallocate this money to education grants, which saw more consistent effectiveness.
This recommendation is ultimately tentative, for the unavailability of data from many grantees means
that the true proportions of goal achievement for each type of grant may be different. However, it is
clear that “Other” grants were the most variable. Their distribution should be more tightly limited to
special cases. MicroGrants should also consider creating a new grant type: “Housing.” When
interviewed, both grantees and partner agency representatives believed that housing assistance
grants would be extremely helpful. Though housing is a significant issue with those who experience
poverty, MicroGrants' current policy states that it does not fund recurring expenses.
• Increase the number of grantees who are far from self-sufficiency. From 2016 to 2017,
MicroGrants gave grants to slightly more people above the poverty line and many more people who
were employed. MicroGrants needs to reassess how partner agencies are selecting their participants.
Although the strong economics of the Twin Cities in 2017 were reflected in the profile of applicants,
partner agencies should still be encouraged to accept more applicants who are far from selfsufficiency. Additionally, MicroGrants should seek out new partner agencies that demonstrate a
commitment to serving the very underprivileged. Of course, potential tradeoffs of this change are
lower goal achievement and lower increased income rates, but MicroGrants may be able to achieve a
higher rate of employment change. This recommendation ultimately hinges on MicroGrants’ definition
of “success,” which is explored below under “Miscellaneous.”
• Incorporate location as a factor in the grant distribution process. Going forward, MicroGrants
should use data on the poorest ZIP codes around the Twin Cities metro area and evaluate the
location
of an
applicant as a factor in determining whether a grant should be awarded. In this way,
Partner
Highlight
MicroGrants can focus on areas of concentrated poverty and make a geographic impact.
• Evaluate partner agencies and distribute grants accordingly. Although MicroGrants only
possesses anecdotal data on agency performance for past years, this in conjunction with 2017’s hard
data on agency performance should clarify which agencies receive too many grants and which
receive too little in relation to their responsiveness to MicroGrants’ forms. MicroGrants should
penalize non-responsive agencies and reward responsive agencies by adjusting grant numbers to
encourage higher response rates. In 2017, the agencies that received thirty grants or more had a
lower response rate compared to those agencies that received ten to thirty grants. Perhaps
MicroGrants should consider limiting grant allocations to no more than thirty per agency.
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APPENDIX
MN Partner Agencies
These agencies evaluate grantees, refer them to MircroGrants, and provide post-grant
mentorship. MicroGrants also has chapter partners in Chicago, IL and Naples, FL.
Please visit our website (microgrants.net) to find out more about specific partners.

American
Dream Law
American Indian
Community
Development
Corporation

African
Development
Center

Avivo

Beacon Interfaith

Bii Gii Wiin CDLF
Black Women's
Wealth Alliance
Bolder Options
Partner Highlight

The Bridge for Youth

Catholic Charities
of St. Paul and
Minneapolis
CommonBond
Daily Work
Emerge Community
Development
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Goodwill Easter
Seals of MN
HIRED
Incarnation
Church
Jeremiah Program
Lutheran Social
Service of MN

Metropolitan
Economic
Development
Association

Metropolitan
Consortium
of Community
Developers

Midtown Global
Market

North American
Western
Dressage
Neighborhood
Development Center
Northside
Achievement
Zone
Partnership Academy

PRISM
Project DIVA

Project for Pride
in Living
St. Paul
Youth Services
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Salvation Army
Summit Academy
OIC
Tech Dump/Jobs
Foundation
Twin Cities R!SE
Minneapolis
Urban League
Wilder Foundation
WomenVenture

YouthLink
American Indian
OIC
St. Paul Public
Housing Authority
Transition Plus
School K-12

Partner Highlight

African Development Center
“We had very small businesses that needed something like an espresso machine, for
instance. They start small and they start growing. Some of [the grants] are given to
businesses in a very initial stage that are looking for their licenses or going through
workshops.”
– Nasibu Sareva, Executive Director
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Grant Application Questions
* Indicates a required field
_____ Indicates a write-in question
| Indicates a multiple-choice question
First Name* _____

Middle Name _____

Primary Phone* _____
ZIP Code* _____

Last Name* _____

Email Address* _____

Date of Birth (DD-MM-YYYY)* _____

Address* _____

Address Line 2 _____

City* _____

State* _____

Gender* Male | Female | Other _____

Ethnicity* African | African American | Asian | Native American | White/Caucasian | Hispanic/Latino/a | Multi-racial | Other _____
Are you a veteran? Yes | No

Do you have a bank account?* Yes | No

What is the highest education level you have completed?*
Above Bachelor's | Bachelor's/4-Year | Associate's/Trade or Technical School/Other 2-Year Degree | High School Diploma | GED | No
High School Diploma
If you are still in school, what certification are you working towards?
Not still in school | High School Degree or GED | Associate's Degree, Trade or Technical School, or Other 2-Year Degree | Bachelor's
Degree or other 4-Year Degree | Master's, PhD, or other Post-Bachelor's Degree | Other _____
Emergency Contact Name* _____

Emergency Contact Phone Number* _____

Emergency Contact Email (if none, enter Agency contact email address)* _____
Current Employment Status* Employed Full Time | Employed Part Time | Self Employed | Unemployed
Current Employer _____

Current Position _____

Start Date (mm-dd-yyyy) _____

Employees _____

Annual Individual Income* 0-5000 | 5000-10000 | 10000-20000 | 20000-36000
Annual Household Income* 0-5000 | 5000-10000 | 10000-20000 | 20000-36000
Number of Adults in Household* _____

How much monthly? _____

Number of Dependent Children in Household* _____

Do you receive public assistance?* No public assistance | WIC or other funds for children | Unemployment/disability insurance |
Housing assistance | Food stamps | Other _____
How much public assistance, monthly? _____
For what purpose will you use the grant money?* Business | Education | Transportation | 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 timeframe for achieving the goal(s)?* _____
Outlook?* Very Positive | Somewhat Positive | Neutral | Somewhat Negative | Very Negative
Agency Contact* _____

Agency Contact Phone ____

Agency Name* _____

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?* Always Confident | Often Confident | Somewhat
Confident | Rarely Confident | Never Confident
Why do you recommend this client for a MicroGrant?* _____
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Follow-Up Survey Questions
* Indicates a required field
_____ Indicates a write-in question
| Indicates a multiple-choice question

First Name* _____
Middle Name _____
Last Name* _____
How did you spend your grant money?* _____
Did you meet your application goals?* _____
Currently employed or self-employed?* Yes | No
Did your income increase or decrease?* Increased | Decreased
Do you receive public assistance?* Yes | No
Is the quality of your life improving?* Improving | Not Improving | Same
How do you feel about your immediate future?*
Very Positive | Somewhat Positive | Neutral | Somewhat Negative | Very Negative
Applicant stayed in touch with agency?* Yes | No
Please tell us your MicroGrants story. _____
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