
OVERVIEW
Business ownership and high-quality job opportunities play important roles in helping individuals and 
families earn income and build wealth over time. Small business creation has consistently been a path to 
America’s middle class – particularly for minorities, immigrants and the economically disadvantaged. Business 
equity is second only to homeownership as a share of household wealth nationally. Successful new businesses 
also lead to the creation of new jobs, a crucial element of improving the American economic climate.

Very small businesses, or microenterprises,2 are proving grounds for new entrepreneurs and for key 
income generation and economic revitalization strategies in communities with weak job prospects.3 For the 
individual, a microenterprise can be an important source of supplementary income. Microenterprises provide 
an opportunity for low-income households to build assets. Microenterprises increase income for the poor, 
help people move out of poverty and off of public assistance and help poor households build both business 
and personal assets over time.4 Research also suggests that low-income self-employed individuals are more 
likely to purchase a home compared to low-income wage earners.5

The Aspen Institute estimates that there are 20 million Americans who operate microenterprises, and that 
at least 10 million of these microentrepreneurs face disadvantages in establishing and operating their own 
businesses, including women, minorities, low-income individuals and people with disabilities.6

WHAT STATES CAN DO
States have several options for supporting microenterprises:

 Microenterprise support programs provide entrepreneurs with some combination of business training, 
� nancial literacy education, business � nancing and ongoing business services such as marketing 
assistance and legal advice. States can fund microenterprise programs, which then can capitalize 
microloan funds7 or provide training, education and business services to entrepreneurs. Funding 
can come through the appropriation of general funds, the allocation of discretionary funds at the 
state agency level and the allocation of federal funds such as Community Development Block Grant 
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1 CFED acknowledges the expert assistance of Teresa Lemmons of the Washington State Microenterprise Association and Jason Friedman of Friedman Associates in Iowa in 
developing and reviewing this guide.

2 In the United States, a microenterprise is de� ned as a business that requires $35,000 or less in start-up capital and that has � ve or fewer employees. However, the majority of 
microenterprises employ just the owner. Microenterprise Development in the United States:  An Overview. (2005). Arlington, VA: Association for Enterprise Opportunity, p. 1. Retrieved 
from www.microenterpriseworks.org/microenterpriseworks/� les/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000276/fact%20sheet%20series%201.pdf.

3 For example, a study by the Center for Rural Affairs found that nearly 60% of new jobs created in rural Great Plains farm counties between 1990 and 2000 were in non-farm 
self-employment. Bailey, J. & Preston, K. (2003). Swept Away: Chronic Hardship and Fresh Promise on the Rural Great Plains. Lyons, NE: Center for Rural Affairs. Retrieved from 
www.cfra.org/pdf/Swept_Away.pdf.

4 The Aspen Institute’s Self-Employment Learning Project and Microenterprise Welfare to Work Learning Assessment. Findings summarized by Association for Enterprise 
Opportunity, p. 6.

5 This section is from: Edgcomb, E. & Klein, J. (2005, February). Opening Opportunities, Building Ownership: Ful� lling the Promise of Microenterprise in the United States. Washington, DC: 
The Aspen Institute. Retrieved from http://� eldus.org/Publications/Ful� llingthePromise.pdf.

6 Edgcomb & Klein. (2005).

7 A microloan fund makes loans of $35,000 or less to microentrepreneurs to start or expand a small business. The features of the loan – such as collateral requirements, 
size and term – are typically tailored to the needs of low-income, higher-risk borrowers who cannot access conventional business credit. Source: Business Capital for 
Microentrepreneurs: Providing Microloans. (2000). Arlington, VA: Association for Enterprise Opportunity. Retrieved October 30, 2006 from 
www.microenterpriseworks.org/microenterpriseworks/� les/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000278/Fact%20sheet%20series%203.pdf.
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(CDBG), Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Workforce Investment Act (WIA).  
 State Microenterprise Associations (SMAs) are institutional frameworks designed to function 

as intermediaries for microenterprise support programs. They most often provide assistance in 
fundraising, organizational capacity building, program improvement and advocacy. States can fund 
SMAs to streamline, more ef� ciently utilize and leverage state microenterprise funding.8

 States can offer entrepreneurs access to public assistance and job readiness programs similar to what 
is offered to wage earners. Many public assistance and job readiness programs present signi� cant 
obstacles to self-employment, despite microenterprise being a vital route to job creation and income 
and asset building for disadvantaged families. For example, few states take full advantage of the 
provisions within the federal CDBG, TANF and WIA programs that allow them to design programs 
to support self-employment training and to treat self-employment and self-employment training as 
TANF work activities.9 State-run public assistance and job readiness programs should: allow self-
employment as an eligible work activity; design rules that take self-employment into account; fund 
microenterprise development services if other employment services are funded; and provide child 
care, transportation or health insurance to the self-employed, just as they are to wage earners.10

 States are beginning to consider ways to use the tax code to deliver support for new entrepreneurs 
and at the same time encourage new businesses to � le taxes. (See CFED’s New Entrepreneur Tax 
Credit Innovative Policy Brief at http://scorecard.cfed.org for discussion of elements of a strong tax 
credit, state precedents and suggestions for what states can do.)

ELEMENTS OF A STRONG POLICY
CFED considers a state’s microenterprise policy strong if it meets the following criteria:

1. Does the state codify its support for microenterprise in law? Codifying support for microenterprise 
signals that that the activity is a priority for the state and can lay the groundwork for future 
funding. States should either reference microenterprise as part of a balanced approach to economic 
development in their economic development plans, or they should explicitly codify the state’s 
support for disadvantaged entrepreneurs, programs to support disadvantaged entrepreneurs and 
microenterprise programs.

2. Is funding suf� cient to make a meaningful impact? Ideally, microenterprise programs are funded 
by a combination of state, federal and philanthropic sources. Yet, as a � eld, these programs are 
under-resourced; even the most well-funded programs lack the resources to completely meet 
demand for services. Based on current levels of state funding nationally and estimates of potential 
demand, states should provide at least 25% of the total amount it takes microenterprise support 
programs to provide services to microentrepreneurs who face disadvantages in establishing and 
operating a business and who need or want assistance.11

3. Are funding levels stable over time? To provide consistent, reliable services, microenterprise 
programs and loan funds need to be able to plan for the future without fear that funding will 
disappear in the next � scal year. To do so, it is important that state funding levels be consistent, or 
increase, over time and come from a stable and protected source.12

4. Does the state provide funding for training and technical assistance as well as loan capital? Access 
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8 Developing State Microenterprise Associations. Washington, DC: CFED. Retrieved July 23, 2009 from www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/Developing%20SMAs.pdf.

9 Edgcomb & Klein. 

10 Ibid.

11 According to data from MicroTest, an initiative of the Aspen Institute’s FIELD Program, it costs microenterprise organizations an average of $2,000 to support a business, 
and suf� cient state funding is de� ned as $500 – or 25% of the total average cost – per microenterprise in target markets. Edgecomb & Klein (2005) estimated that 50% of 
microentrepreneurs are in programs’ target markets; however, CFED’s assumption is that only 10% of those want or seek services. In 2006, this equaled more than 1.2 million 
entrepreneurs nationally.

12 In the 2009-2010 Assets & Opportunity Scorecard, funding trends were determined by reviewing funding levels for the last three � scal years. If funding remained the same, 
increased over time, or if an average of all three years was within 10% of the peak year, funding was considered to be stable. In addition, however, if CFED was aware, as of June 30, 
2009, that funding would be substantially cut for the following � scal year (FY 2010), its funding was not considered stable.



to capital is a signi� cant challenge for many microentrepreneurs as traditional credit markets are often 
unwilling to lend to those they perceive as higher-risk borrowers or they � nd loans under $35,000 
unpro� table. Thus, loan capital is important for getting a business started. However, entrepreneurship 
training and technical assistance are often key to making a business successful. States should provide 
funding for both purposes to ensure that microenterprises get the support and services they need.

WHAT STATES HAVE DONE
Twenty-three states have codi� ed microenterprise in state law; 18 support microenterprise with CDBG 
monies; and 14 provide funding for microenterprise from � exible general fund revenues. Eight states 
offer a Self-Employment Assistance program13 as an option for the unemployed. In some states, funding 
is earmarked for the capitalization of microenterprise loan funds; in others, funding has been used for 
operational costs. Several states provide population-speci� c microloan programs for women, minorities, 
farmers and people with disabilities. According to the most current data collected by CFED, 34 states allocate 
funding for microenterprise development.

State Support for Microenterprise14

State
Codi� es support for 

microenterprise?

Funding level at 
least $500 per target 
microenterprise?15 Stable funding?

Funding for loans 
and technical 

assistance?

Alabama No $0

Alaska No $64 Yes TA only

Arizona No $0

Arkansas No $22 Yes Loans only

California Yes $31 Yes Loans & TA 

Colorado Yes $19 Yes Loans & TA 

Connecticut No $0

Delaware Yes $1,481 Yes Loans only

District of Columbia No $0

Florida Yes $0

Georgia Yes $9 Yes Loans & TA

Hawaii No $22 No TA only 

Idaho No $0

Illinois No $0

Indiana Yes $10 No Loans & TA 

Iowa Yes $291 Yes Loans & TA 

Kansas No $182 Yes Loans & TA 

3
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13 Self-Employment Assistance offers dislocated workers the opportunity for early re-employment. The program is designed to encourage and enable unemployed workers to 
create their own jobs by starting their own small businesses. Under these programs, states can pay a self-employed allowance, instead of regular unemployment insurance bene� ts, 
to help unemployed workers while they are establishing businesses and becoming self-employed. Participants receive weekly allowances while they are getting their businesses 
off the ground. This is a voluntary program for states and, to date, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania and Washington have Self-Employment 
Assistance programs. http://workforcesecurity.doleta.gov/unemploy/self.asp.

14 CFED collected data on state support for microenterprise in May and June 2009, through an online and telephone survey of state agencies, SMAs and microenterprise 
practitioners. Additional review of state code, budgets and comprehensive plans were conducted where necessary. 

15 Non-Employer Statistics and County Business Patterns. (2006). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. Retrieved December 12, 2008 from 
www.census.gov/econ/nonemployer/indin.html and www.census.gov/econ/cbp/index.html.
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State
Codi� es support for 

microenterprise?

Funding level at 
least $500 per target 
microenterprise?15 Stable funding?

Funding for loans 
and technical 

assistance?

Kentucky No $0

Louisiana Yes $35 No TA only

Maine Yes $0

Maryland Yes $0

Massachusetts No $42 No Loans & TA

Michigan No $0

Minnesota Yes $52 No Loans & TA

Mississippi No $0

Missouri Yes $100 Yes Loans & TA

Montana Yes $893 Yes Loans & TA

Nebraska Yes $501 No16 Loans & TA

Nevada No $14 No Loans & TA

New Hampshire No $79 Yes TA only

New Jersey Yes $0

New Mexico No $1,841 Yes Loans & TA

New York Yes $20 Yes TA only

North Carolina No $132 Yes Loans & TA

North Dakota Yes $578 No Loans only

Ohio No $20 Yes Loans & TA

Oklahoma No $59 Yes Loans & TA 

Oregon Yes $50 Yes Loans & TA 

Pennsylvania Yes $7 No TA only

Rhode Island No $31 No TA only

South Carolina No $0

South Dakota No $91 No Loans only

Tennessee Yes $0

Texas Yes $0

Utah No $0

Vermont Yes $87 Yes TA only

Virginia No $22 No Loans & TA

Washington Yes $11 Yes TA only

West Virginia No $141 Yes TA only

Wisconsin No $32 No17 Loans & TA

Wyoming No $0

16 As of June 30, 2009, the state indicated FY 2010 funding would be substantially cut. Therefore, it did not receive credit for the funding stability criteria.

17 Ibid.
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State Funding Sources for Microenterprise18

State
State general 

funds
State tax credits 

or deductions
CDBG 
funds

TANF 
funds

WIA 
funds

Self-Employment 
Assistance fund

Other 
funds

Alaska √

Arkansas √

California √

Colorado √

Delaware √ √

Georgia √ √

Hawaii √

Iowa √ √

Indiana √

Kansas √

Louisiana √ √

Massachusetts √ √

Maryland √ √

Maine √

Minnesota √ √

Missouri √ √

Montana √ √

North Carolina √

North Dakota √ √

Nebraska √ √ √19

New Hampshire √

New Jersey √

New Mexico √ √

New York √ √

Nevada √

Ohio √ √

Oregon √ √

Pennsylvania √

Rhode Island √

South Dakota √

Texas √

Vermont √

Virginia √ √

Washington √ √ √

Wisconsin √ √

18 CFED survey, 2009.

19 In 2009, the Nebraska Department of Economic Development announced it intent to no longer include microenterprise in its CDBG Comprehensive Five Year Plan in the future.
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STATE PRECEDENTS: PROGRESS IN IOWA20 
Microenterprise in Iowa: In Iowa, microenterprises account for 86% of total businesses and 17% of all 
employment. In 2008, there were a total of 230,000 Iowa microenterprises, employing 310,000 people.21 
Microenterpreneurs will continue to play a very signi� cant role in the state’s economy. Nationally, however, 
Iowa ranks poorly in generating microenterprises. In the 2009-2010 Assets & Opportunity Scorecard, Iowa ranked 
46th among states in microenterprise ownership and 42nd in new companies started. Iowa ranked 51st in 
private loans to small businesses, suggesting that access to capital may be a barrier for many entrepreneurs.

State support for microenterprise development: In the 1980s, Iowa was recognized as a leader in 
supporting microenterprise development as a welfare-to-work strategy. Iowa was the � rst state in 
the country to incorporate microenterprise development training as an eligible activity in its welfare 
reform program, PROMISE Jobs. Within the Iowa Department of Economic Development (IDED), a self-
employment loan program was established, focusing on very small loans to low-income entrepreneurs. 
From 1995 to 2002, the state funded a Rural Microenterprise Program that provided entrepreneurial training 
to individuals in communities of 15,000 or less in population, regardless of income.

Changed priorities, shifts in welfare policy and the economic recession and state � scal crisis at the beginning 
of the 21st century resulted in elimination of Iowa’s speci� c state-supported microenterprise program 
efforts. By 2006, however, there was renewed interest among leaders of the Iowa General Assembly in 
microenterprise development as a component of Iowa’s economic development strategy. In 2007, the 
Iowa General Assembly directed IDED to assess the opportunities for state support of microenterprise 
development. The department, with additional support from the Northwest Area Foundation, contracted 
with the Child and Family Policy Center in Des Moines, Iowa, and Jason Friedman, then with Women 
Entrepreneurs of Baltimore, Inc., to: 
 Conduct an environmental scan that identi� es the current supports, programs and activities to assist 

microentrepreneurs in Iowa and its communities; 
 Assess the comprehensiveness, size and coordination of these programs and identify potential gaps 

in products or services; 
 Determine the interests and capacities of various key stakeholders in contributing to building a 

strong microenterprise support system in Iowa; 
 Examine the experiences and best practices of microenterprise development in other states; and 
 Present � ndings to the IDED, the governor and the General Assembly with recommendations for 

strengthening microenterprise development in Iowa.

Creation of a state microenterprise development program: As a result of the � ndings and recommendations 
from the report, on April 29, 2008, the General Assembly enacted SF 2430 which established the Iowa 
Community Microenterprise Development Organization (CMDO) grant program. The purpose of the 
program is to provide grants to local non-pro� t organizations to cultivate aspiring low- to moderate-income 
entrepreneurs and existing microentrepreneurs. The grants will be used to provide technical assistance 
and business training to microentrepreneurs, with a focus on low- and moderate-income individuals and 
underserved communities. Up to $450,000 is available to support � ve awards of up to $80,000, and IDED will 
make three awards to eligible organizations in rural areas and two awards in urban areas.

The legislation also created within IDED the Microenterprise Development Advisory Committee (MDAC). 
The committee includes 15 members representing government agencies, nonpro� t organizations and private 
sector entities that have expertise and a demonstrated interest in the development of microenterprises. 
The responsibilities of the MDAC are to make recommendations on the design and implementation of 
the competitive grant program, including mechanisms for connecting grantees to available resources and 

20 CFED acknowledges Jason Friedman of Friedman Associates for his contributions to this section.

21  These � gures were sourced from the Association for Enterprise Opportunity.
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an entrepreneurship education program, as well as reporting to IDED and the General Assembly on the 
progress of the program.

Status of the Iowa CMDO program: Implementation of the CMDO program was delayed by the massive 
� ooding in the summer of 2008 and the deteriorating state and national economy. However, funding 
was obtained during the 2009 legislative session. The legislation speci� cally called for IDED to retain a 
consultant with expertise in microenterprise development to advise IDED on the design and implementation 
of the program. Friedman Associates was contracted by IDED to draft the competitive grant application and 
selection criteria, provide guidance and support to IDED and the MDAC, and provide capacity building 
assistance to the grantees in implementing their programs.

The MDAC convened its � rst meeting on July 10, 2009. The grant application was approved and an 
application review committee was formed. The grant application was announced on July 27, 2009 and the 
� rst awards are expected to be announced in September 2009.

STATE PRECEDENTS: PROGRESS IN WASHINGTON22

Microenterprise in Washington: In 2007, The Washington State Microenterprise Association (WSMA), with 
its constituents and supporters, successfully worked with policymakers to move several pieces of legislation 
into law. These initiatives have enabled both funding for microenterprise development and access to public 
bene� t programs for individuals seeking self-employment across the state.

State legislators enacted the Microenterprise Development Act and subsequent general fund allocation of 
$500,000 per biennium. The three primary elements of the bill were that it: allows the state to contract with 
a state association (WSMA) to act as the state’s agent in carrying out activities; supports capacity building 
for the state association and microenterprise development organizations (MDOs); and allows the state 
association to act as a � nancial intermediary by providing operational funds to MDOs for training and 
technical assistance.

Originally, this legislation included provisions for a statewide microloan fund and loan guarantee 
program; however, due to state prohibitions, this activity was deemed ineligible and removed from the 
bill. Advocates in other states have been successful is securing an investment in loan capital from the state, 
but Washington’s legislative process demonstrated that it was not possible to do so in the same manner as 
in other states. Nevertheless, Washington now has a general fund allocation and a multi-purpose, multi-
year initiative to support microenterprise development. In addition to solidifying the state association and 
conducting capacity-building activities for MDOs, WSMA has conducted two funding rounds distributing 
$150,000 in grant funds in the � rst biennium.

Enabling access for entrepreneurs: 

Unemployment
Although Washington has been a leader in demonstrating successful self-employment initiatives in the 
context of unemployment programs, the legislature did not adopt a formal Self-Employment Assistance 
Program (SEAP) until 2007. The SEAP allows dislocated workers and those likely to exhaust their 
unemployment bene� ts to retain unemployment bene� ts while seeking self-employment in lieu of job 
search activities. WSMA, MDOs and other stakeholders participated in the rulemaking process and 
worked with the state’s Employment Security Department to ensure implementation was well designed 
and appropriate for self-employed and disadvantaged individuals. The SEAP has been well received by 
individuals and MDOs alike. While no funding mechanism was included to support the cost of this work, 
this policy change has increased access to self-employment opportunities for individuals, which could not 
have come at a more important time given high unemployment rates and limited job opportunities.

22 CFED acknowledges Teresa Lemmons of the Washington State Microenterprise Association for her contributions to this section.



RESOURCE GUIDE:  STATE MICROENTERPRISE SUPPORT8

Workforce Development
Similarly, Washington did not originally adopt entrepreneurial training as an eligible activity under the 
federal Workforce Investment Act. A modi� cation to policy was needed to allow support for entrepreneurial 
training through Washington’s Workforce Development Centers. In 2007, WSMA worked with 
policymakers, organizations and agencies to coordinate support for this modi� cation. With entrepreneurial 
training now allowable, it is WSMA’s goal to improve processes and remove barriers to access. Of particular 
concern is the method by which the state funds workforce development. Currently, there are no allocations 
to fund self-employment assistance within the existing framework, affecting the level of effort and overall 
support within the workforce community. By improving systems and policy, WSMA hopes to increase 
access, support and funding for entrepreneurial training statewide.

Private sector investment: In the 2008 legislative session, Washington modi� ed the Department of Financial 
Institution’s Community Reinvestment Act legislation to include microenterprise development as an 
approved community investment strategy for � nancial institutions. While this is a new development, it 
has tremendous potential for increasing private sector investment in training, technical assistance and 
microlending for disadvantaged entrepreneurs.

None of the policy successes in Washington would have been possible without the support and commitment 
of key policymakers who embraced the potential that microenterprise has to bene� t individuals, families and 
communities. WSMA coordinated its member organizations and encouraged their participation in public 
education, presentations to key stakeholders, providing success stories and engaging entrepreneur clients in 
the process. WSMA played a signi� cant role in establishing common messaging and data to support the effort.

MAKING THE CASE: FOUR EFFECTIVE MESSAGES ABOUT 
MICROENTERPRISES23

1. Economic viability: The economic viability of many areas – both rural and urban – lies in part in their 
ability to support the creation of businesses by local residents. This trend is particularly pronounced 
in rural areas, where self-employment is a signi� cant source of jobs and income. In addition, during 
times of economic downturn, the microenterprise sector functions as an economic shock absorber, 
providing economic opportunity to downsized and dislocated workers.

2. Cost-effectiveness: Annually, states and localities across the country invest billions of public dollars 
in a variety of incentives to recruit new companies or retain existing ones, yet most economists and 
policy analysts agree that business attraction incentives are high-cost, and – in a majority of cases – 
do not produce net new jobs. By contrast, microenterprise development in New York, for example, is 
estimated to have a return on investment of $2 for every $1 invested.24

3. Appropriateness: Economic and community development strategies are best understood and 
ultimately most effective at the state and local levels. Block-granting of federal programs, such 
as CDBG, TANF and WIA, has allowed states the � exibility to design programs that link human 
and economic investment programs, and has tasked states with the responsibility of ef� cient 
administration. Microenterprise development is one promising anti-poverty and economic 
development strategy for states seeking to support locally-based entrepreneurs.

4. Leverage: Acquiring state funding may help in leveraging federal funds. TANF and WIA funds 
cannot be used for this purpose, but CDBG can, as can state appropriations.

23  This section is from: State-Level Funding for Microenterprise Development: Guidance for State Microenterprise Associations. (2002). Effective State Policy and Practice, Vol. 2, No. 2. 
Washington, DC: CFED. Retrieved from www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/State%20Funding%20for%20SMAs.pdf.

24  These � gures were sourced from the Statewide Network for Social and Economic Security in New York.



25  This section is from: Securing State-Level Funding: The Role of State Microenterprise Intermediary Strategies. (2001). Effective State Policy and Practice, Vol. 1, No. 2. Washington, 
DC: CFED. Retrieved from www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/The%20Role%20of%20SMI%20Strategies.pdf. 
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MAKING THE CASE: CHALLENGES AND STRATEGIES
The growth of microenterprise programs across the nation and increased policy opportunities at the 
federal and state levels have converged to create opportunities for states to play a key role in supporting 
the microenterprise � eld. However, states face several challenges in obtaining and maintaining support for 
microenterprise, including:
 Federal funding that has been devolved to the state – such as WIA and TANF – is further devolved 

to the regional and local level in many states. This fragmentation makes statewide impact extremely 
dif� cult.

 State funding through general fund appropriations, bonds and other state sources must be secured 
on an annual basis in many instances, and cannot be considered constant or reliable funding streams.

 Tight state budgets mean that funding for many programs, particularly those without strong 
constituencies, are in jeopardy of cuts. Advocates must play a strong defensive role and engage both 
the usual and unusual allies in support of microenterprise funding.

 Both in times of budget de� cit and surplus, advocates must diligently monitor implementation so 
that the funding is made available as intended to support microenterprise development.

Choosing funding to pursue25

In each state, securing funding will involve a customized strategy; however, a few general points should be 
considered.

Success with one state-level funding source in� uences other sources and can lead to further successes. For example, in 
Virginia, First Union Bank pledged $1 million in lending capital when the Virginia Department of Housing 
and Community Development launched the Virginia Enterprise Initiative. In Nebraska, the U.S. Bank of 
Nebraska contributed an annual match to the state legislature’s $500,000 annual appropriation. The following 
year, Wells Fargo Bank also provided a match, bringing the two equity equivalent investments (EQ2s) to 
$400,000. In addition to multiple EQ2s from these banks, smaller, regionally-based banks have joined this 
effort, bringing the total from banks to $1.4 million. Experience to date strongly suggests that the ability to 
leverage funding is greater at the state level than at the national level.

State Microenterprise Associations (SMAs) can expand access to resources for practitioners across the state: While 
some microenterprise programs are able to obtain state funding, the funds are typically legislative earmarks, 
which tend to be short-term, unpredictable and lack transparency. Moreover, it is often dif� cult for 
individual programs to attain long-term, suf� cient and � exible funding. SMAs are statewide infrastructure 
designed to disseminate best practices, conduct public education and advocacy about microenterprise 
development at the local and state levels, and support the development of effective microenterprise services. 
As a result, SMAs are well-equipped to secure appropriate and transparent state funding for microenterprise 
to expand the “pie” of resources for the programs within the state.

RESOURCES
For more information on this policy, go to http://scorecard.cfed.org.

Organizations
Association for Enterprise Opportunity, www.microenterpriseworks.org
CFED, www.cfed.org/focus.m#entrepreneurship
Microenterprise Fund for Innovation, Effectiveness, Learning and Dissemination (FIELD), www.� eldus.org
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Opportunities, Building Ownership: Ful� lling the Promise of Microenterprise in the United States. (2005, 
February). Retrieved from http://� eldus.org/Publications/Ful� llingthePromise.pdf.

 Securing State-Level Funding: The Role of State Microenterprise Intermediary Strategies. (2001). 
Effective State Policy and Practice, Vol. 1, No. 2. Washington, DC: CFED. Retrieved from 
www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/The%20Role%20of%20SMI%20Strategies.pdf. 
State-Level Funding for Microenterprise Development: Guidance for State Microenterprise 
Associations. (2002). Effective State Policy and Practice, Vol. 2, No. 2. Retrieved from 
www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/State%20Funding%20for%20SMAs.pdf. Developing 
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 Microenterprise Factsheet Series. (2005). Arlington, VA: Association for Enterprise Opportunity. 
Retrieved from www.microenterpriseworks.org/index.asp?bid=149.

APPENDIX
State-level funding sources vary, but the most common sources include:

Funding source Decision-making body

State general funds appropriation Legislature

Allocation of discretionary state funds Individual state government agencies

State banks State-level banking of� cials

Multi-state banks operating in the state National headquarters of� cials in coordination with 
representatives of state operations

Allocation of discretionary quasi-public funds Government-sanctioned board of directors

Federal block-granted funds (CDBG, TANF, WIA)26 Delegated state entity

State-targeted federal earmarks A state’s congressional delegation

State-level utility companies Economic development department; boards of directors

Private state-level foundations and individuals Boards of directors; individuals

2009-2010 Assets & Opportunity Scorecard published by CFED. September 2009.

26 For state strategies involving the federal TANF block grant, see: TANF-Funded Microenterprise: A Tool for Self-Suf� ciency. Effective State Policy and Practice, Vol. 1, No. 2. Washington, 
DC: CFED. Retrieved from www.cfed.org/publications/effectivePractice/TANF-Funded%20Microenterprise.pdf.
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