Pilot Evaluation
of the

Micro Grants Programme

Executive Summary
Micro Grants Programme
The Climates’ Micro Grants Programme seeks to empower local communities
to combat climate change by filling small-scale funding gaps to support the
mission of community groups across the Pacific Islands.
The Programme seeks to bypass the bureaucracy and barriers to existing aid
funding by distributing small disbursements (micro-grants) that can be
quickly granted to community-level projects. The grants can provide support
for projects or operations that face barriers to attracting large-scale funding
and support. Funding terms are flexible, and are accessible to community
groups without onerous application or reporting requirements.
The Climates Micro Grants Programme was launched in response to several
requests for support from Climates’ Pacific Partners in need of small
donations to assist with projects related to climate resilience. After extensive
consultation with local organisations and community groups, Climates
identified a gap in the market for providing small, unrestricted grant funding
that could be provided directly to local community groups.
Climates launched a crowdfunding campaign in early 2021 and raised $9,500
to launch a pilot round for the Micro Grants Programme. Grants of up to
$1,000 were open for individuals, registered charities and small community
organisations for community-based projects aiming to mitigate and adapt to
the impacts of a changing climate. The pilot round was successful, with
Climates receiving over 50 applications. In consultation with the Evaluation
Advisory Panel comprising two individuals from Pacific Island communities,
two Climates volunteers and an Independent Chair, Climates awarded nine
grants of $1,000 each.
A summary of projects funded in the pilot round has been provided in Table 1.
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Table 1: Projects funded in the Micro Grants pilot round
Organisation

Country

Project description

Kirapim Sauten
Hailens
Association Inc

PNG

Educating youth and women to be climate change
advocates in their respective communities

Karkar Solwara
Warriors

PNG

Facilitating of a coral rehabilitation programme to
maintain reefs

PNG Rural
Development Inc

PNG

Facilitating a disaster preparedness workshop for 100
community members

Alliance for
Future
Generations
Tuvalu Family
Health

Fiji

Planting seedlings to halt coastal erosion and raising
awareness of climate, gender equality and youth issues

Tuvalu

First Aid training for 39 staff of the health association for
disasters

Pacific Islands
Climate Action
Network (PICAN)

Vanuatu

Providing mentorship for youth leaders attending
COP26

Santo Sunset
Environment
Network

Vanuatu

Facilitating a workshop to train 15 female
representatives of environmental network climate
committees to carry out disaster assessments

Ekasuvat
Presbyterian
Church

Vanuatu

Implementing a 5,000 litre water tank for a new church
building that serves as a disaster evacuation centre

PNG

Mapping storylines across PNG to support spirit-led and
traditional Indigenous conservation efforts

Melanesia Spirit
and Nature Inc.

Evaluation of the pilot
The Micro Grants Pilot Evaluation took a two-phase approach to examine the
appropriateness, effectiveness and outcomes of the pilot round. Specifically, it
sought to evaluate:
● The effectiveness of the application and evaluation process, the range
and quality of the applications received, and analysis of who was
attracted to the grants (Phase 1)
● Project outcomes, and the effectiveness of fund utilisation and project
approaches (Phase 2)
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The evaluation framework and matrix have been presented in Appendix 1.
Recommendations
Based on the outcomes of the evaluation, a set of recommendations have
been presented throughout this report for consideration by Micro Grants
project leads. The recommendations seek to improve elements of the Micro
Grants, particularly with regard to maximising project effectiveness and
increasing accessibility to the grants for future rounds.
Recommendations have been consolidated below.
Recommendations
1. Monitor analytics for the website and opening of promotional emails
with an aim to ensure promotional information reaches the majority
of Pacific Island nations
2. Develop a communications strategy to increase the promotion and
accessibility of future Micro Grants rounds
3. Ensure that wording is consistent across all application materials
4. Consider recommending a minimum word count to questions to elicit
longer responses with sufficient detail
5. Test the readability of the application form and ensure words not
included under the 3,000 most common words in English are defined
6. Shorten the application process
7. Limit the application process to one application form
8. Implement stricter application deadlines and stronger
communication expectations
9. Draw on other organisations’ approaches to resolving a tie in grant
votes to ensure best practice is applied in the grant evaluation process
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Why Micro Grants?
A key focus of Climates’ mission is to empower local communities in the fight
against climate change. One way that Climates has achieved this in the past is
through providing small-scale funding to Climates’ Pacific partners.
Despite Australia’s proximity to the South Pacific, private Australian funding of
climate resilience projects in the region is limited. Although the Pacific Islands
is one of the regions most impacted by climate change, to date, the region
has only been pledged around 5% of total committed international climate
finance. This is largely attributed to the fact that multilateral climate aid is
generally allocated to large-scale infrastructure projects, a lot of which is not
suitable for many Pacific Island nations.
The Climates’ Micro Grants Programme seeks to bypass the bureaucracy and
barriers to existing aid funding by distributing small disbursements
(micro-grants) that can be quickly granted to community-level projects. These
grants can provide support for projects or operations that may face barriers in
attracting large scale funding or support. Funding terms are flexible and allow
community groups to access funding without onerous application or
reporting requirements.
The Micro Grants have a ‘multiplier effect’ — as well as enabling communities
to plug gaps in funding to achieve their mission, they can also allow
communities to influence further change, resulting in an even greater indirect
impact.
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Phase 1: Application process
Promotion of the Pilot round
External promotion of the Micro Grants was generally effective, with Climates
receiving upwards of 50 applications. Whilst sharing promotional materials
through existing networks in the Pacific proved effective, this information was
observed to have limited reach across Pacific Island countries (Figure 1).
Figure 1: Promotional emails open by country

Recommendations
1. Monitor analytics for the website and opening of promotional emails
with an aim to ensure promotional information reaches the majority
of Pacific Island nations
2. Develop a communications strategy to increase the promotion and
accessibility of future Micro Grants rounds

Diversity of applications
Climates received 56 applications from 8 countries. Two applications were
received from countries outside of the Australia-Pacific region.
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Several of the countries from which Climates received the highest number of
applications are countries where Climates has strong existing networks,
including Vanuatu, Fiji and Tuvalu. Climates received 12 applications from
Papua New Guinea (PNG); this is notable as Climates does not have strong
existing relationships with the NGO sector in PNG.
Applications received included 25 from registered charities, 17 from
community groups, 11 from individuals with 2 from registered organisations.
Fiji, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu and Tuvalu saw more applications from
registered charities than community groups, whereas PNG saw more
applications from community groups. Registered charities and community
groups were the only applications shortlisted and funded.
Figure 2: Applications by type of applicant

Not shortlisted

Shortlisted but not funded

Funded

Application form
Climates provided the application form in two formats: a Google Forms
application form and a MS Word template which could be submitted via
email. The majority of applications used the Google form (37), with 18
applicants using the Word template. One applicant submitted their own
separate MS Word document.
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These multiple formats created some diversity in how questions were
presented, which in-turn influenced how applicants answered the questions.
For example, the wording of some questions differed to align with the format
of the application:
Question in MS Word template: What does your organisation, group
or project do?
Question in Google Form: Briefly describe your organisation’s work
and purpose, mission and goals (2-4 sentences max.)
A higher proportion of applications submitted through the Word template
were successful in being shortlisted and funded than those submitted
through the Google Form. There is no evidence that the use of the Word
template biased the decision of the Evaluation Advisory Panel.
Table 2: Applications by form type

Application form type

Not
shortlisted

Shortlisted
(not funded)

Funded

Total

Word template

7

5

6

18

Google Forms

30

4

3

37

Grand Total

37

9

9

55

Recommendations
3. Ensure that wording is consistent across all application materials

Application content
As depicted in Figure 3, successful applications were significantly longer than
unsuccessful applications.
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Figure 3: Comparison of response length between shortlisted and
non-shortlisted applications

Recommendations
4. Consider recommending a minimum word count to questions to elicit
longer responses with sufficient detail
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Use of language
The use of specialist development language can often pose barriers to
accessibility. Given that the aim of the application is to reduce barriers to
funding access, and that many applicants will not speak English as a first
language, it is recommended to keep the application language simple and
consistent with the 3,000 most common words in English1
Keywords used in the application that are
included in the 3,000 most common words

Not included in the 3,000
most common words

●

climate change

●

local

●

mitigate

●

capability

●

capacity

●

ecosystem

●

community

●

adapt

●

sustainable

Recommendations
5. Test the readability of the application form and ensure words not
included under the 3,000 most common words in English are defined

Interviews
Interviews were conducted with key members involved in the Micro Grants
process, including project leads and members of the Evaluation Advisory
Panel which reviewed applications.
Detailed interview questions can be found in Appendix 3. The outcomes of
the interviews have been summarised below.
Was the application process clear and straightforward for applicants?
The application process was generally observed to be clear and
straightforward, however the language used could have been simplified to
ensure a more accessible process. The application itself could have also been
shortened to reduce the need to request further information from applicants.
Finally, the option to submit applications via two formats was perceived to
unnecessarily complicate the application and application evaluation process.
1

https://www.ef-australia.com.au/english-resources/english-vocabulary/top-3000-words/
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Were all applicants notified of their application outcome within 90 days?
All applicants were notified of their application outcome within 90 days.
Was the project approach effective? I.e. Was it practical, efficient, and did it
deliver the anticipated project outcomes?
The project approach was effective and allowed for a fair and democratic
evaluation of applications. The Micro Grants program was developed through
extensive consultation with organisations from the climate movement,
philanthropists and funding bodies, as well as partner organisations across
the Pacific Islands. Both the Evaluation Advisory Panel and Micro Grants
working group were composed of members with extensive and diverse
experience and expertise. One aspect that could be improved in future rounds
is to ensure stricter application deadlines and stronger communication
expectations to reduce the amount of logistical work necessary.
Did the application evaluation process support a fair and equitable
decision-making process?
Overall, the application evaluation process supported a fair and equitable
decision-making process. The Evaluation Advisory Panel consisted of two
individuals from Pacific Island communities, two Climates volunteers and an
Independent Chair. In the event of a tie (equal number of votes), the Advisory
Panel was instructed to discuss the merits of each tied application and reach
a decision with the support of the Independent Chair who would have the
casting vote if a decision could not be made. Clearer instructions for the
Advisory Panel in the event of a tie was identified as an area which would
ensure a more equitable decision-making process.
Was the evaluation process straightforward for the evaluating panel?
The task of evaluating applications was clear and straightforward to the
evaluating panel. Panel members were considered to have had a strong
understanding of the objectives of the task, the projects being assessed, and
the evaluation and voting process.
Were the responsibilities of the evaluating panel reasonable or
over-burdening?
Advisory Panel members were observed to have a reasonable workload and
the voting process was completed within the allocated meeting time. It is
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noted that there was limited oversight over how time consuming the Advisory
Panel’s responsibilities were outside of the allocated meeting time.
Recommendations
6. Shorten the application process
7. Limit the application process to one form
8. Implement stricter application deadlines and stronger
communication expectations
9. Draw on other organisations’ approaches to resolving a tie in grant
votes to ensure best practice is applied in the grant evaluation process
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Phase 2: Project outcomes
Phase 2 of the Micro Grants evaluation considered the outcomes of each project
against the evaluation criteria. This considered the extent to which projects
enhanced climate resilience, and provided social and sustainability benefits.
The evaluation methods applied consisted of a document review assessing data on
project outcomes against a set of project-specific and general questions presented in
Appendix 2.

Did the projects support capacity-building to enhance climate resilience?
This aspect of the evaluation considered whether projects created or were expected
to create support for capacity building of community groups in the long term. The
evaluation method to address this question was generally quantitative, though this
varied for each project based on its foci and the data received by grant recipients.
This aspect of the evaluation found that the majority of projects that were funded
supported capacity building to enhance climate resilience. Examples of project
outcomes consistent with this include:
●
●
●
●

150 participants receiving training in sustainable forestry management and
disaster risk management and reduction
335 participants receiving training in climate change adaptation and resilience
More than 100 vetiver grass plantings planted to help limit coastal erosion
More than 50 women receiving training in disaster management.

Alliance for Future Generations joined the local youth group to plant over 100 vetiver
plantings along the coastline of Navolau, Fiji.
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Did the projects benefit local communities?
This aspect of the evaluation considered the benefits that flowed, or were anticipated
to flow to the local community as a result of projects. A qualitative assessment was
made in evaluating benefits to local communities.
The evaluation found that all recipient projects benefited local communities; this was
primarily achieved through providing training for local community members. Some
projects also led to the establishment of local bodies which were responsible for
raising community awareness of climate change and fostering community resilience.
These bodies also provided opportunities for women to be represented and to
participate and lead in the development of actions which build climate resilience.

Ekasuvat Presbyterian Church’s preparation work to install a 5,000 litre water tank
for a new church building in Vanuatu, allowing for cooking, drinking and sanitation
throughout dry seasons and drought periods.

Did the projects deliver social outcomes?
This aspect of the evaluation considered whether projects were inclusive with regard
to gender, age, race, disability and class. The benefits delivered to livelihoods, health,
wellbeing and other social aspects, were also analysed. A qualitative judgement was
made in evaluating social benefits.
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All projects were assessed for their inclusiveness in the application evaluation
process. Inclusiveness was reflected in efforts to ensure the gender equality of
participants, the inclusion of disabled persons, and the provision of information
pertaining to gender, gender roles and stereotypes, people with disabilities and
LGBTQIA+.

Executive meetings of the Santo Sunset Women’s Environmental Network (SSWEN)
which was established to help overcome gender inequality in the disaster resilience
space.
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Workshop on the intersections between climate change, gender and human rights
hosted by Alliance for Future Generations

Did the projects deliver local sustainability outcomes?
This aspect of the evaluation assessed whether projects provided benefits for
surrounding ecosystems or contributed to climate change mitigation. A qualitative
judgement was made in evaluating sustainability outcomes.
The majority of recipient projects delivered local sustainability benefits. Benefits
ranged from training administered on sustainable forest management, to the
establishment of tree seedling nurseries for limiting coastal erosion, to the provision
of equipment that can be used in local planting projects. Whilst several projects did
not lead to direct local sustainability outcomes, there is prospect for indirect benefits;
for example, training that participants receive on climate change resilience may lead
to benefits for local ecosystems if subsequent strategies, such as planting grasses to
limit coastal erosion, are implemented.
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Alliance for Future Generations made a further donation of various farming and
nursery equipment to the Navolau youth group to support their initiatives to support
food security and climate change mitigation
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Appendix 1: Evaluation framework
Definition of evaluation phases
Evaluation phase

Description

Phase 1: Application
process

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the application and evaluation process, the range and quality of
the applications received and analysis of who was attracted to the grants

Phase 2: Project
outcomes

Evaluation of the effectiveness of fund utilisation, project approaches and project outcomes

Evaluation matrix
Evaluation question

Indicator

Applications are
complete
Was the application
process clear and
straightforward for
applicants?
The application
process is easy to
understand

Who were the
applicants?

n/a - this question
seeks to improve
program
implementation and

Method / data needs

Evaluation phase

Number of incomplete applications /
number of applications as per
applications received
Number of responses with insufficient
detail / number of applications as per
applications received
Number of questions completed
incorrectly / number of applications as
per applications received

Phase 1: Application
process

Refer to Appendix 1: Interviews with
key participants
Country of origin of applicants as per
applications received
Gender balance of applicant(s) as per
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reach in future
rounds of the Micro
Grants Programme
The evaluating panel
was diverse
The evaluating panel
was independent

applications received
Mission and goals of applicants as per
applications received

Qualitative judgement based on the
Evaluation Advisory Panel

All applications were
evaluated through
the same process

The number of applications that were
not assessed through a consistent
process / number of applications as per
applications received and application
evaluation process

The applicants were
notified of their
application outcome
within a reasonable
timeframe (90 days)

Refer to Appendix 1: Interviews with
key participants

Did the projects
support
capacity-building to
enhance climate
resilience?

Projects created or
are expected to
create support for
capacity-building of
community groups
for the longer term

Refer to Table 3.

Did the projects
benefit local
communities?

Projects provided or
are anticipated to
have benefits for the
local community

Qualitative judgement based on
information received on project
outcomes

Was the project
approach effective?

The project approach
was practical,

Refer to Appendix 1: Interviews with
key participants

Was the process to
evaluate applications
fair and effective?

Phase 2: Project
outcomes
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efficient, and
delivered the
anticipated project
outcomes

Did the project deliver
social outcomes?

Did the project deliver
local sustainability
outcomes?

The projects were
inclusive with regard
to gender, age, race,
disability and class

Qualitative judgement of number of
projects that supported inclusiveness /
number of grants issued

Did the project
deliver benefits to
livelihoods, health
and well-being, or
other positive social
outcomes?

Qualitative judgement based on
information received on project
outcomes

The project provided
benefits for
surrounding
ecosystems or
contributed to
climate change
mitigation

Qualitative judgement based on
information received on project
outcomes
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Appendix 2: Evaluation of project outcomes
Organisation

Country

Community organisation that
wants to educate young people
and women to be climate change
advocates in their respective
communities.

Kirapim Sauten
Hailens Association
Inc

PNG

Karkar Solwara
Warriors

PNG

Funding for Coral rehabilitation
programme to maintain reefs

PNG Rural
Development Inc

PNG

Provide a disaster preparedness
workshop for 100 community
members

Alliance for Future
Generations

Tuvalu Family Health

2

Project description

Fiji

Tuvalu

Evaluation method2
●
●
●

Number of participants who complete
the training
Number of Climate Change Agents
appointed
Number of Youth Mobilisation
Programmes established

●

Coverage area of coral reefs rehabilitated

●

Number of participants who completed
the training

●
●

Number of vetiver plantings planted
Number of participants who completed
resilience training

First Aid training for 39 staff of the
health association for disasters

●

Number of people who can administer
first aid as a result of the training

Provide mentorship for youth
leaders attending COP26

●

Number of Pacific Climate Negotiators
Programme participants

●
●

Number of women trained
Number of female champions on the
Santo Sunset Women’s Environment
Network

Project to plant grass/seedlings to
halt coastal erosion in a community
in Fiji, raise awareness on
climate/gender equality/youth
issues

Pacific Islands
Climate Action
Network (PICAN)

Vanuatu

Santo Sunset
Environment
Network

Workshop to train 15 women reps of
envio network climate committees
Vanuatu
to be able to carry out disaster
assessments

Subject to data availability
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Ekasuvat
Presbyterian Church

Purchase a 5,000 litre water tank
for a new church building that acts
Vanuatu
as a disaster/cyclone evacuation
centre

Melanesia Spirit and
Nature Inc.

Project to map storylines across
PNG - to support spirit-led and
traditional Indigenous conservation
efforts

PNG

●

Approximate number of people who use
/ are anticipated to use the water tank

●

Number of storylines mapped
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Appendix 3: Interview questions
Interview questions for Micro Grants leads
1.

Did you find that the application process was clear and straightforward for
applicants?

2. Were all applicants notified of their application outcome within 90 days?

3. Did you find the project approach (from conception to delivery of the Micro
Grants program) to be effective? I.e. Was it practical, efficient, and did it deliver
the anticipated project outcomes?
a. What worked well?
b. What didn’t work well?
4. Do you have any other comments to add?
Interview questions for the Evaluation Advisory Panel
1.

Did you find that the application evaluation process support a fair and
equitable decision-making process?

2. Did you find that the evaluation process was straightforward for the evaluating
panel?

3. Did you find the responsibilities of the evaluating panel were reasonable or
over-burdening?
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