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 A Dedication to Tom Joe 
 

 This series of Learning Guides is dedicated to Tom Joe, founder of  
the Center for the Study of Social Policy and its Director for 21 years.  
Tom believed that one of the Center’s most important contributions 
was to build the capacity of local decisionmakers. By that, he meant 
giving ordinary people the information and tools they needed to 
improve conditions for children and families in their communities.   

Tom first conceived of these Learning Guides in 1997 and was their 
original champion, but he died in 1999 before they were completed. 
Tom would be proud of the final products. They are based on a 
premise that he spent his life developing: that government, in tandem 
with citizens and community organizations, can and should do a much 
better job of helping disadvantaged people. Tom was a fierce critic of 
the way human services have evolved. He described the problem 
this way:   

“A family should be able to get what it needs, based on its 
particular circumstances, not given some treatment or 
service because that’s the only thing the government will 
pay for. Our human services systems are still in the dark 
ages. Instead of looking at what the whole family needs 
and how the individual pieces can work together toward 
those goals, we’ve built up this crazy collection of 
categorical programs that have little or nothing to do 
with the family’s real needs.” 

To him, our social service systems had grown fragmented, 
unresponsive, and even harmful to the people they were intended 
to serve. 

Tom proposed various solutions that evolved over time. In the last 20 
years, he argued passionately that the best way to break out of the 
current morass was to empower people at the local level. While 
simultaneously giving communities local authority, one could break 
down the current categorical systems and create new approaches to 
help families in need. Tom knew early on that the federal government 
could not do this alone, and he became an early advocate for the 
concept that no one sector of our society, alone, can achieve better 
outcomes for children and families. He hoped that local leaders and 
citizens could take up the challenge, generating their own ideas about 
what communities needed to help families prosper. 
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 Federal and state governments’ roles would then be to figure out how 

to align with communities, and avoid bureaucratic rules, to make it 
happen. As he put it: 

“Since as far back as 1972, I tried to get services 
integrated for people. While others were trying to get 
the federal government to integrate services from the 
top down, I suggested a different angle. I said, ‘Let’s 
allow the community to propose what they want to do 
and then ask the federal government for waivers to 
integrate programs when the community runs into 
problems.’ Of course, communities would have to 
develop a proposal explaining the results they were 
trying to accomplish and why. I still think that’s the 
best strategy, but we have to prepare communities 
with the capacity, skills and staff to propose to the 
federal and state government what they want to do.” 

 
Tom believed that this series, Building Capacity for Local 
Decisionmaking, was a valuable tool to equip communities to move in 
this direction. If average citizens—computer technicians, teachers, 
stay-at-home moms, and sales managers—could learn how the current 
systems work, with their flaws and opportunities, they would be able 
to figure out better ways to use existing resources to help struggling 
families. To do this, Tom knew that we first have to provide people 
with skills, knowledge, and tools as well as the confidence in their 
capacity to plot an effective agenda of their own. 

All of Tom’s work and the Center’s has promoted the involvement and 
leadership of citizens in community-based problemsolving. In 1997, 
under Tom’s leadership, the Center embarked upon a four-year effort 
with its partners in Georgia, Missouri, and Vermont to develop this 
series of Learning Guides. With these, we hope that any group of 
citizens with the will to accept the challenge of improving results for 
children, families, and communities would have the critical 
understanding of social policy needed to succeed. That is Tom’s 
legacy and was his hope for the future.   

Frank Farrow, Director 
Center for the Study of Social Policy 
 
Cheryl Rogers, Senior Associate 
Center for the Study of Social Policy 
 
Phyllis Brunson, Senior Associate 
Center for the Study of Social Policy 
 

     June 2001
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Preface 
  

 Georgia, Missouri, and Vermont have forged an alliance, supported by 
the Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP), to help local 
decisionmakers acquire the skills needed to improve conditions for 
children and families in their communities.  

In a number of states, including these three states, local businesses, 
civic leaders, and other citizens are working through Local 
Governance Partnerships (LGPs) to improve children’s health, safety, 
success in school, and movement to a productive adulthood. These 
partnerships are being asked, usually by state or local government, to 
come up with new strategies for improving specific results and to 
monitor the community’s progress over time.  

Partnership members are assuming ever-greater responsibility for 
important decisions affecting public sector resources, staff, and service 
delivery. Yet, community members are rarely equipped to handle these 
tasks because they have not been given the skills and knowledge 
needed to carry out their new roles.  

To help meet this demand, Georgia, Missouri, Vermont, and the  
Center for the Study of Social Policy have developed a set of 
curriculum materials for local governance members and staff. These 
materials represent our collective best effort to communicate what we 
think community members need to know in order to make local 
decisionmaking a successful venture. These guides are meant to help 
develop local members’ capacities, skills, and knowledge, not to lead 
to a specific product or blueprint.  
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Local 
Governance 
Partnerships 
in Georgia, 
Missouri,  
and Vermont 

Georgia, Missouri, and Vermont have created new decisionmaking 
structures at the local level through which communities are mobilizing 
resources to improve child, family, and community well being. 

Georgia 
Georgia has established 155 local partnerships dedicated to achieving 
statewide outcomes related to children’s health, safety, success in 
school, and self-sufficient, strong families. The partnerships are made 
up of public and private agencies, parent and neighborhood 
representatives, community organizations, faith community leaders, 
business people, and other community representatives. Their work has 
been supported at the state level by the Georgia Policy Council for 
Children and Families, a public-private body created in statute, 
comprised of agency heads, and corporate and civic leaders. 

Missouri 
Missouri currently provides funding to 21 Caring Communities 
Partnerships (CCPs) serving 24 counties. The CCP is Missouri’s 
systemic reform initiative to achieve their core results. The partnering 
state agencies have pooled approximately $24 million for the Caring 
Communities initiative. The dollars are used to build local 
infrastructure, conduct assessments and evaluation, and enhance or 
expand existing strategies. The Family Investment Trust (FIT), 
Missouri’s state-level entity created by Executive Order of the 
Governor in 1993, assists communities and state agencies in this work. 
The FIT is a 17-member governing body comprised of the directors of 
eight state agencies as well as business and civic leaders. Through this 
systemic reform process, Missouri is using its community partnerships 
to help redesign core programs, such as welfare reform. 
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 Vermont 
Vermont has formed 12 Regional Partnerships in a system of local 
governance that is less formal than either Georgia’s or Missouri’s, in 
keeping with the small size of their communities and the more 
informal political culture of the state. Vermont’s State Team for 
Children, Families and Individuals has given broad discretion to the 
Regional Partnerships to work on achieving a core set of results agreed 
upon statewide. Vermont’s outcomes help to sharpen the focus and 
work of the Regional Partnerships. The outcomes begin with the goal 
of assuring that pregnant women and young children thrive and 
progress developmentally. The State is witnessing significant 
reductions in the rates of reported child abuse and neglect as well as 
improvements in other indicators in the jurisdictions in which the 
community partnerships have been developing preventive programs 
and family support. 
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 Audience for the Learning Guides 
The primary audience for this series of Learning Guides includes local 
governance board members, their community partners, and staff. This 
comprises a broad range of people, including local elected officials, 
business people, staff of local service organizations (both public and 
private), representatives of the faith community as well as consumer 
parents and other lay citizens involved with helping children 
and families. 
 
An equally important audience for this series of Learning Guides is 
state officials who are supporting the Local Governance Partnerships. 
These officials are among the state executive and legislative branches; 
others include key staff from state agencies that work with children 
and families. Staff from the following state departments could also 
benefit from these Learning Guides: 

??Education 

??Economic Development 

??Mental Health 

??Corrections 

??Health 

??Employment 

??Social Services 

??Public Safety 
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 Description of the Six Learning Guides 

The six Learning Guides developed by this consortium include  
the following: 

 
 
 

Learning Guide 1: Theory and Purpose of Local Decisionmaking 

This guide sets forth the theory and purpose of local governance.  
It begins with issues and problems facing today’s children, families, 
and communities, and an analysis of the categorical human services 
system. It proposes an alternative—local governance and a Local 
Governance Partnership (LGP)—as a means of addressing these 
problems and improving results. 

The basics about an LGP are presented: its role, defining 
characteristics, functions, how it relates to existing entities, decisions 
about structure and legal standing, relationships with state and local 
government and relationships with neighborhoods. 

 Learning Guide 2: Forming and Sustaining a Successful 
Partnership  

This guide focuses on the roles and responsibilities for board members 
of Local Governance Partnerships. It includes skills for building 
trusting relationships, negotiating with partners, effective 
decisionmaking, ensuring meaningful parent and community member 
involvement, and racial, ethnic, and gender diversity.  

 Learning Guide 3: Setting a Community Agenda 

This guide presents the knowledge and supports the skill building 
needed for creating a community agenda. It includes identifying 
community conditions, gathering community perspectives, and 
mapping community assets. It shows how this information is used to 
create a vision—with results and indicators—and establish community 
priorities. Finally, it presents ideas and guidelines for building a wider 
circle of support and consensus for the agenda. 
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 Learning Guide 4: Strategies to Achieve Results 

This guide presents the requirements for developing effective 
strategies. It contains knowledge and skill building activities in 
systems thinking, researching promising practices, and synthesizing 
the information collected into a comprehensive community strategy 
and a plan for implementation.  

 Learning Guide 5: Financing and Budgeting Strategies  

This guide presents the basics to financing a comprehensive mix of 
strategies. It includes a collaborative view of financing and ways to 
identify existing funding and resources, develop a core funding base, 
obtain discretionary and grant funds, restructure and repackage 
resources, obtain informal and in-kind resources, and how to develop a 
financial plan and a budget. 

 Learning Guide 6: Using Data to Ensure Accountability 

This guide deals with accountability and the Local Governance 
Partnership. It presents a results framework and roles and 
responsibilities for shared accountability. Subsequent chapters present 
knowledge and skills for setting up a data collection system, including 
collecting, reporting, and using data to determine progress toward 
improving results. 

 Together, these six guides are intended to give local people—both 
professionals and non-professionals—the knowledge and skills needed 
to become active decisionmakers on behalf of children and families in 
their community. 
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 The Development Process 

??CSSP drafted an initial outline of topics to be included in  
each guide. 
 

??Each of the three states formed a design team of state staff and 
community representatives to draft one guide. CSSP consultants 
helped each design team write the guide and gather resource 
materials. CSSP drafted three guides. 

??CSSP and each state partner reviewed the work of each design 
team, providing written feedback. Each guide was revised based 
on this feedback. 

??CSSP contracted with a curriculum design team of instructional 
designers and training experts to translate the content for each 
guide into a learning tool and a training program. 

??The revised Learning Guides and accompanying training programs 
were pilot tested with Local Governance Partnership members in 
at least one of the three contributing states to make sure the 
information and activities were appropriate and relevant. The 
Learning Guides and training programs were then revised based on 
the pilot tests and community feedback. 

 

 What do you think? 

The project partners are interested in your reaction to the  
Learning Guides. 
 
??What is your reaction to the Learning Guides? 

??How could they be more useful to you? 

Please contact the Center for the Study of Social Policy at: 
http://www.CSSP.org and click on “Contact Us” at the bottom  
of the page. 

  



Building Capacity for Local Decisionmaking Preface  xvii 

 



  

 
 
 

 

Introduction  Page 1
 
 

 
 

Introduction   
 

 Learning Guide 5: Financing and 
Budgeting Strategies  
 
As a Local Governance Partnership (LGP) is defining the results it 
wants to address and developing the strategies to do so, it will need  
to explore a range of financing and budgeting strategies to support  
its interventions. LGPs need to look carefully for funds from existing 
resources as well as in new places that may not have been  
tapped previously. 

LGPs also need to develop budgets in new ways. They can develop 
non-categorical budgets that reach across multiple funding streams  
and they can tie their budgets to results. This Learning Guide explores 
these new opportunities.  

The rationale and the “how-to” for using a collaborative view to 
develop financing strategies are the basis for this Learning Guide.  

You will find that the guide provides information, explanations, 
community profiles, discussion activities, worksheets, resources,  
and examples to help you better understand financing and budgeting  
for LGPs. 

The guide provides a framework for viewing financing collaboratively 
and outlining three areas for an LGP to address: 

(1) What existing financing and resources can we tap? 

(2) How do we develop a core funding base?  

(3) What are some additional sources and strategies to round  
out this base? 

A financial plan and results-based budget help to ensure that the 
financing strategies are implemented effectively. 
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 Financing Concepts 

 
 Underpinning a collaborative view to financing are the  

following concepts: 
 

 Be ready to cast your net broadly.  
 
A narrow focus on the most obvious resources will yield minimum 
possibilities. Therefore, an LGP should cast a broad net and explore  
all current and potential funding sources.  

A broad search and a willingness to seek out prospects will create new 
opportunities, unexpected funding, and other resources. 

 Advocate for resources to go to agencies that can do the best job. 

This broad and open approach is difficult when a community has 
traditional providers who have always administered the funds. 
Challenging tradition requires accurate information, a large dose of 
trust, and a certain amount of risk. 

 It’s not who has the funding and resources, but how they are used. 

Sometimes, the best way to fill gaps in funding and resources is to 
redirect existing funding streams to the programs and activities that will 
affect results. Therefore, the important focus is not who has the most 
funding and resources but who best uses what they’ve got. 

 Resource opportunities will impact your partners. 

Common ground, trust, and mutual support will emerge if community 
partners put all their interests on the table. All partners can share in 
resource opportunities. An LGP should keep an eye on how resources 
can be shared or redirected to meet partners’ needs and how to include 
community partners in making decisions about funding and resources.  

 Be willing to say, “No thanks.” 

The focus is on funding results, not programs. Therefore, an LGP must 
be willing to turn down or not seek funding and resources that don’t 
support the desired results. A partnership can lose its sense of direction 
if it is just following the latest grant opportunity. When a funding 
opportunity is not consistent with the vision and goals of an LGP, then 
just say, “No.” 
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Financing Concepts 
(Continued) 
 

Make better use of existing resources. 

Look for better ways to direct existing funding and resources. Directing 
resources to the organizations or agencies that can best achieve results 
creates a level playing field that everyone in the community can respect 
and support.  

 

Using the 
Learning 
Guide 

Some users of this guide may have extensive experience with LGPs, 
while others may be new to the concept of local governance. The 
uniting factor for all users is an interest in gaining knowledge and 
building skills—both individual and within the partnership—so that 
meaningful steps can be taken to improve conditions for children, 
families, and communities.  
 
Use this Learning Guide in ways that best meet your needs and in ways 
that best facilitate your learning.  
 
??You may want to start at the beginning and study each  

chapter sequentially, 

??You may want to refer to the table of contents and select the 
chapters that capture your interest, or 

??You may want to take the individual and/or LGP assessment in the 
last chapter, Moving Forward, to determine the aspects of financing 
and budgeting that need your attention.  
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 Overview of Chapters and Appendices 

 
 Once you are introduced or involved with Local Governance 

Partnerships (LGPs), many questions typically come to mind. The 
following questions may be familiar. You may have asked them 
yourself, or they may have emerged from discussions with colleagues 
or LGP members. Information related to these questions may be found 
in the respective chapters and appendices. 

Review: A Local Governance Partnership 

What is local governance? What are the functions of an LGP? What 
are the defining characteristics of an LGP? 

Chapter 1: A Collaborative View of Financing for Local Governance 
Partnerships 

What is a collaborative view of financing, and how is it different from 
a traditional view? What should be in place before adopting financing 
strategies? How do you get started? What is a process for developing 
financing strategies using a collaborative view? 

Chapter 2: Understanding Existing Funding and Resources 

What are some ways to figure out the funding and the resources that 
you already have? Which way works best for your LGP? 

Chapter 3: Building a Core Funding Base 

Why is it important to have a core funding base? What are potential 
sources? How can we build a core funding base? 

Chapter 4: Exploring Other Potential Funding Sources 

What are other potential funding sources? What about grants? What 
does it mean to restructure funding and resources? How are informal 
supports and in-kind resources secured? 
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 Chapter 5: Putting It All Together: Two Profiles 

What are others doing? What financing strategies have other LGPs 
used? Can we apply what we’ve learned about existing funding and 
resources, core funding, and other potential sources and strategies to an 
actual situation? 

Chapter 6: The Financial Plan 

What is a financial plan? What are the steps involved with a financial 
plan? What do we do with the data we collect? 

Chapter 7: A Results-Based Budget 

What is a results-based budget? What is results accountability? What 
are the implications of a results-based budget system? What are 
different formats for budgets? What is a Pay for Performance contract? 

Chapter 8: Moving Forward 

How can we use this Learning Guide to continue to build our 
knowledge? What do we already know about financing and budgeting? 
What topics do we need to know more about?  

Appendix: Glossary 
 
What terms are consistently used in referring to local governance and 
LGPs? What are the definitions of general terms about financing and 
budgeting? What are the definitions of financing and budgeting terms 
used throughout this Learning Guide? 
 
Appendix: Activities and Worksheets 
 
How do we apply the information found in the chapters? What are 
some ways to practice new skills related to financing? How is our LGP 
doing with different aspects of financing and budgeting? In what ways 
do we need to plan for improving, expanding, or developing our 
financing and budgeting strategies? 
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 Appendix: Resources 

 
What references were used in the development of this Learning Guide?  
 
Appendix: Contacts  
 
Who can we contact for more information? What are the specialty 
areas for different organizations? 
 
Appendix: Budget Examples 
 
How have other LGPs put together their budgets? What does a budget 
look like that has consolidated several funding streams? 
 
Appendix: Additional Examples 
 
How have others put together collaborative agreements? What other 
tools have others used to plan financing? 
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 Learning More About Local Governance  

 
 The Learning Guides are intended for use as a series, although each 

guide is a valuable resource and learning tool by itself.  

Learning Guide 5: Financing and Budgeting Strategies is fifth in the 
series. Therefore, studying the previous Learning Guides beforehand  
is helpful but not required.  

Review the following list of topics. Use it to refer to other Learning 
guides in this series. 

Refer to Learning Guide 1:  
Theory and Purpose of  
Local Decisionmaking  

??The roles, success factors, defining principles and functions  
of LGPs. 

??How LGPs relate to existing entities such as state and local 
government. 

??Ways to ensure community outreach and linkage to 
neighborhoods. 

Refer to Learning Guide 2:  
Forming and Sustaining a 
Successful Partnership 
 

??The roles and responsibilities of LGP members and staff. 

??Critical factors to effective working relationships. 

Refer to Learning Guide 3: 
Setting a Community Agenda  

??How a community agenda is developed. 

??How to build consensus for the agenda in the broader community. 

Refer to Learning Guide 4: 
Strategies to Achieve Results  
 

??Systems thinking and how it applies to services and supports. 

??How to develop a community strategy to improve results. 

??What makes a community strategy effective. 

Refer to Learning Guide 6:  
Using Data to Ensure 
Accountability  

??The meaning of results-based accountability. 

??How to set up a data collection system for collecting, reporting, 
and using data related to results. 
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 Review 
 

A Local Governance Partnership 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
  

You will recall the functions and defining characteristics of a Local 
Governance Partnership. 
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 A Community Approach 

Glossary 
 
Local governance —  
A decisionmaking process 
whereby the community takes 
responsibility for making 
decisions about developing 
and implementing strategies to 
improve results for children, 
families, and communities. 

Local Governance 
Partnership — A 
decisionmaking partnership 
between the state, private 
sector, local government, 
community and neighborhood 
leaders, and residents to carry 
out the process of local 
governance. 

Communities are beginning to look at the well being of their families 
and children. They are identifying conditions that must improve if all 
children, families, and communities are to prosper. 

Research, innovative programs, and promising practices indicate that a 
community approach is a viable solution to the existing human services 
systems, which are both complex and categorical. A community 
approach can support families in a more holistic way. Building strong 
and healthy families and communities requires changes both within the 
current system and in how a community uses its resources. 

How does this change come about? What is a process for eliciting 
decisions from a community, while still involving all those who are 
currently making decisions about services and financing?  

A promising answer to these questions is local governance.  

This chapter presents an overview of local governance and the  
functions and defining principles of a Local Governance Partnership 
(LGP). For some readers, this chapter will be a review; for others, this 
information will lay the groundwork for subsequent chapters about 
financing and budgeting. 
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 Local Governance 

 

Glossary 
 
Stakeholders — Those who 
have a vested interest or “stake” 
in improving results, which may 
include parents, neighborhood 
residents, local businesses, 
elected officials, local and state 
agencies, and private-sector 
organizations. 
 

Local governance is a decisionmaking process that brings together 
state and local government, the private sector, elected officials, and 
community members.  

??It builds on community strengths and supports incremental and 
long-term change in categorical systems.  

??Local governance concerns the hopes of all families and 
community residents that their children will grow up healthy,  
safe, well educated, and prepared for a productive adulthood.  

A Local Governance Partnership  
 
An LGP is the entity that carries out the process of local governance.  

??An LGP provides a focal point for multiple partners working 
together to develop and implement community and neighborhood-
based strategies targeted to improving results for children, 
families, and communities.  

??An LGP pulls together information across all agencies and sectors 
and builds a community profile of its strengths and needs.  

??An LGP provides a forum for all stakeholders to present their 
perspectives, offer their resources, ask for assistance, and negotiate 
a common plan of action.  

??An LGP serves as the mediator, convener, problemsolver, 
information sharer, catalyst, and mentor. An LGP has the potential 
of being a catalyst for reshaping the community service system. 
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 Local Governance Partnership: Functions 

 The functions of LGPs, and their capacity to carry out these functions, 
vary; however, the following functions are essential to the work of  
any LGP: 
 
Identify Community Strengths and Needs 

Analyze community-wide and neighborhood or locale-specific 
problems and resources. 

Set Results and Indicators 

??Establish results and indicators that stakeholders agree on wanting 
to achieve. 

??Use the results/indicators to guide actions.  

??Use the results/indicators as a foundation for accountability. 

Develop Strategies 

??Understand: 

Existing programs, activities, and resources, 

Promising practices, 

The structure and system of services at the state and local levels  
of government, 

The parts of the system difficult for families to access, 

What services could be more accessible to families of different 
cultures, and 

What opportunities could bridge separate service systems and 
lessen the duplication of bureaucracy. 
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Local Governance 
Partnership: 
Functions 
(Continued) 

Develop Strategies (Continued) 

??Translate this understanding into strategies that can have a positive 
impact on priority areas and results agreed upon by the community. 

??Develop strategies that encompass multiple services and systems 
involving formal and informal resources. 

??Develop strategies that reach across an entire community: counties, 
cities, towns, and neighborhoods. 

??View services as part of an overall strategy that includes programs, 
activities, and resources to address the combined social, health, and 
economic well being of families. 

Design Financing Strategies 

??Understand the full range of current resources and how they  
are used. 

 
??Coordinate and combine public and private resources to implement 

the strategies. 

??Realign current resource allocations (human, material, and 
financial) to implement the LGP’s strategies. 

Support New Ways of Working 

??Training and professional development is needed to gain the skills 
for working with families in new ways. 

??Ensure availability of the support and professional development 
needed by frontline workers.  

??Facilitate rethinking of personnel policies, workload standards, and 
standards of effective practice. 
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Local Governance 
Partnership: 
Functions 
(Continued) 
 
 
 

Support New Ways of Working (Continued) 

??Support training and professional development for staff working 
across systems, including a common perspective about helping 
families, knowledge of other system resources, and a core set of 
skills for use across systems. 

??Support training and capacity building for community members, 
including leadership skills, decisionmaking, group processes, and 
problemsolving. 

Monitor and Evaluate Progress 

??Develop a data collection system. 
 

??Develop interim measures to continually assess progress toward 
specific results. 
 

??Maintain standards of accountability for all children and families as 
well as for systems to accomplish results. 
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 Defining Characteristics 

 
 Focus on Results 

Results are the organizing principle for an LGP. Its decisions and 
actions are based on desired results. In the long run its success is judged 
by results—i.e., whether conditions improve for children, families, and 
communities. 

Inclusion, Diversity, and Outreach 

The heart of an LGP is a more inclusive process for making decisions. 
As many individuals, organizations, and perspectives as possible 
contribute to the decisions made by the LGP about its work. Families 
and community residents are explicitly engaged as active and  
equal voices. 
 
Manageability, Scale, and the Right Geographic Scope 

The LGP’s geographic scope should cover a large enough area to be 
recognized by community-wide institutions, yet manageable enough to 
be responsive to residents’ needs. 

Comprehensive Strategies Involving Informal Supports 

The intent of an LGP is to develop and implement strategies that 
encompass multiple services and systems. A comprehensive strategy 
would involve informal supports, the natural helping system, and 
formal service providers. 

Influence Over Resources 

Influencing the allocation of resources across systems is necessary to 
improve results for children, families, and communities. An LGP has to 
influence how funding is spent and how staff members are deployed. 
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Defining 
Characteristics 
(Continued) 

Legitimacy and Credibility 

To adequately represent local residents and their communities, an LGP 
needs legitimacy and credibility. Legitimacy connotes formal 
recognition by key constituents; credibility addresses the less formal 
trust earned from the community. 

High-Level Commitment 

High-level commitment from state government is necessary to confront 
historical traditions, support new service delivery options, and transfer 
some decisionmaking authority to the local level. 
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 Chapter 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Collaborative View of 
Financing for Local Governance 
Partnerships 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will understand a collaborative view of financing and how this 
view relates to the work of Local Governance Partnerships. 
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 Plan for Results First, Then Plan for 

Financing 

Glossary 
Financing — Getting 
and sustaining funding 
for any program or 
agenda. 

Budgeting — Organizing 
and managing the 
funding you have by 
setting up a tracking and 
accounting system. 

Financing strategies —
Methods of providing 
fiscal support and 
resources to implement 
strategies. 

 

Financing is important, but planning for results comes first. Local 
Governance Partnerships come together to achieve better results for 
children, families, and communities. Their approach focuses on: 

n Results first,  

n Then strategies that will achieve them, and  

n The financing that will support implementation of those strategies. 

There is a distinct difference between financing and budgeting.  
Financing refers to getting and sustaining the resources necessary to 
support the work of an LGP. Budgeting is organizing and managing the 
funding and resources you have. 

Keep in Mind… 

Linking funds to results—in both financing and budgeting—is a 
rigorous task that requires collaboration, innovation, and time. When 
LGPs begin their work, a tendency emerges to start talking about and 
looking for funding almost immediately. This is a mistake! A thorough 
assessment of community priorities, promising practices, existing 
programs, activities, and resources needs to happen first. A results-
based community strategy based on these findings will take shape.  
Then financing strategies and a budget can be strategically designed  
to support implementation. 
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 The Traditional View of Financing 

Glossary 
Results or outcomes — 
Conditions of well being 
for children, families, and 
communities to be 
achieved through services 
or strategies. Although 
these terms are 
interchangeable, these 
Learning Guides will use 
“results.”   

 

In a traditional view, efficiency is valued and accountability measured 
in terms of delivery units, not results or outcomes. For example, a unit 
of service provided is a standardized measurement of performance. 
This measurement implies that, if programs are administered 
efficiently, they will achieve positive results. Current statistics about 
the well being of children, families, and communities reveal that this 
may not be true.   

Programs in this traditional system frequently address needs in a 
segmented or categorical fashion, often referred to as “program silos,” 
much like a silo is a separate and distinct attachment to a barn. These 
programs in the traditional system often do not view the family as a 
whole. Funds allocated for additional programs are layered onto 
existing programs, resulting in crisis-oriented services and a tangled 
web of funding streams. In the long run, the traditional approach,  
originally designed to be efficient, is frequently inefficient. 

Refer to Learning Guide 1: Theory and Practice of Local Decisionmaking, for 
more information about the traditional system. The above description of a 
traditional system was adapted from Reinventing Government by David 
Osborne and Ted Gaebler, Penguin Books, NY, 1992.  

 In a Traditional View of Financing and Budgeting:  

n Financing means money. 

n Money comes first. 

n Resources are scarce. 

n There is competition for funding. 

n The vision is adapted to the opportunities. 

n The focus is on developing programs. 

n Funding drives results. 
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 In an LGP’s Collaborative View of Financing and 

Budgeting: 

n Financing means taking into account a broad array of resources. 

n Vision comes first. 

n Resources mean more than money. 

n Partners collaborate instead of compete. 

n The LGP selects opportunities to serve their vision. 

n Systems focus on results. 

n Results drive financing and budgeting. 

 

Each of these is described on the following pages. è 
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 What are characteristics of a 
collaborative view of financing? 

Glossary 

Informal supports — 
Nontraditional resources 
and supports, such as 
businesses,  
the faith community, civic 
organizations, citizen 
groups,  
and the natural helping 
system. These supports are 
not usually provided by 
government agencies and 
are not part of any formal 
service system. 
 
Natural helping system —  
An informal network of 
extended family, friends, 
neighbors, and community 
leaders. 
 
In-kind resources — 
Donated goods, services, 
or space that support 
services and activities,  
but not in cash, typically 
include space for meetings, 
use of office equipment, 
lending of staff, or 
employees volunteering 
during  
work hours. Sometimes 
called informal resources. 

 
 
 
 

Financing means taking into account a broad array of 
resources. 

If having dollars were the solution to community issues, some 
communities would not have social problems. Money is not the  
entire solution to all problems, yet it has traditionally been viewed  
as “the answer.” 
 
Many of the problems in human services relate to well-intended but 
narrow guidelines on the use of money as well as on a lack of other 
important resources.  

Traditional sources of funding can be broadened to include informal 
resources, natural helping systems, in-kind resources, and new 
sources of public and private funds. 
 
Vision comes first. 

The thoughtful but often arduous task of creating a vision for desired 
results for children, families, and communities is essential to the work 
of an LGP.  

In the past, many groups have grown bored or disillusioned by 
strategic planning. When asked why they had this view, they would 
say that, once the vision was established and printed in the brochure, 
it was never mentioned or acted upon again. 

Instead, creating a vision must be viewed as the first step in a process.  
Results need agreement. Then, operating principles must be 
developed and agreed upon. The goal is to create a road map of 
“where we are going, and how we can get there.”  When—and only 
when—this is established, can resources be aligned and critiqued 
because resource decisions will be driven by results. 
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Resources mean more than money. 

This view does not imply that resources are not needed. Rather, it 
encourages a new way of looking at resources. Viewing resources  
as  more than money affects any approach to obtaining them as well 
as questions about them: 

n Who controls what resources? 

n Can the use of resources be renegotiated or influenced?  

Holding the belief that resources mean more than money will help  
an LGP position itself to think and strategize differently about how  
to use or influence existing resources creatively.  

The planning process—and attitudes about it—are likely to change 
dramatically when LGP members and staff begin to recognize the 
abundance of potential resources. 

 
 

Partners collaborate instead of compete. 

Consider the following two definitions:  

n Collaborative financing means focusing on results and 
negotiating with partners and stakeholders for the best  
use of resources to achieve those results.  

n Competition means trying to get “your piece of the pie”  
or, at least, to hold on to the resources you already have. 

 The LGP selects opportunities to serve their vision. 

“Be careful what you ask for!”  While looking for opportunities  
to access resources, remember that they usually come with a price. 
Ensure that acquiring financial support or restructuring other 
resources is done to achieve your agreed upon vision and  
desired results. 

Too often, many of us have applied for and received funds only  
to realize that now the program or services must be redesigned in 
undesirable ways to meet the requirements of the grant. 
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Characteristics of a 
Collaborative View 
(Continued) 

Systems focus on results. 

View resources for how they can support and enhance “systems”  
of services and how they can improve “results” rather than for how 
many new programs can be developed.  

Programs are essential parts of whole systems and are important to 
achieving results. But, too often, programs are developed without an 
understanding of how they fit, or don’t fit, into a community’s plan to 
achieve results. Programs should be intertwined with other programs 
to “make a system.” 

Refer to Learning Guide 4: Strategies to Achieve Results for information 
about systems and  
system thinking. 

An early example of not considering an entire system was the rapid 
movement toward “one-stop” shopping for services. Co-locating 
services was viewed as a solution; however, all aspects of this 
strategy were not considered. Although families didn’t have to travel 
to many places to receive services, the services offered sometimes 
didn’t have consistent practice or principles, and staff didn’t know 
how to work together. 

 Results drive financing and budgeting. 

Don’t be tempted to take just any available resource, unless it will 
clearly enhance an LGP’s desired results. The ability to say “no” to 
money and opportunities takes both discipline and a clear focus on the 
community’s vision and strategic plan. 
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 How do you develop financial 

strategies? 
 Process for Developing Financial Strategies 
  

1. Understand existing funding and resources.  

2. Build a core funding base. 

3. Explore other potential sources. 

 Developing financing strategies is not a totally linear process, even 
though the steps have a natural sequence. A sensible approach is to 
first look at what already exists, so that decisions about financing are 
based on facts, not simply on perceptions or opinions. Then, based on 
these facts, build a strong funding base that can sustain an LGP over 
time, while exploring additional funding and resources to fill in  
any gaps. 
 
This logical sequence, however, does not take into account the 
unpredictability of life’s events. For example, opportunities for grants 
will very likely come about before a solid core funding base is 
constructed. Or, additional community assets may be discovered way 
down the road after service strategies are implemented.  

Keeping such change in mind, use the sequenced steps as a guideline 
to ensure that you are developing financing strategies in a thoughtful 
way. At the same time, be open to all financing opportunities in 
whatever order they may come about, assuming that they are a good 
match for the agreed upon indicators and results. 
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Understand existing funding and resources. 
 
The first step in the process of developing financial strategies is to take 
stock of the funding and resources that already exist. A variety of 
tested and emerging ways can map resources and assets. Consider cash 
and non-cash items. LGPs need to have a clear picture of: 

n The funds and resources currently in use for services 
in the community, 
 

n What these funds pay for, and 

n If enough flexibility exists to change the way funds are used by 
directing them to other priorities. 

Refer to Chapter 2, Understanding Existing Funding and Resources . 

 
 
 
 

Build a core funding base. 
 
Existing institutional funds are often referred to as a core funding base. 
An LGP needs to ensure an institutional or core funding base—one 
that is relatively permanent and reliable into the future.  

Without a reliable funding base, planning for the future is hard. 
Progress toward improving results takes time. Long-term financing 
strategies must be in place to sustain the work of an LGP. 

n In Michigan, LGPs receive a proportionate share of their state’s  
federal allotment for family preservation and support funds. This 
funding base provides LGPs with a large annual funding source for 
as long as Congress continues to fund the family preservation 
program. 

n In Georgia, the legislature has, for the past several years, 
appropriated $25,000 to $100,000 per county collaborative to 
support their efforts. 
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Build a core funding base (Continued) 

Constructing a core funding base is more difficult to carry out than 
pursuing one-time grants. However, the “pay-off” is usually greater.  
If an LGP does not have core funding, then it may want to start on a 
small scale. For example: 

n A partnership could work toward having a local tax on all county 
residents to pay for services to “high-risk” children. In Missouri, 
the state worked with an LGP to “refinance” certain services, 
drawing significant amounts of federal funds to create ongoing, 
flexible institutional funds.  

n In Georgia, one local collaborative receives an annual allocation 
from the county tax base. 

As part of a core funding base, develop a safety net reserve fund. A 
small percentage of discretionary funds needs to be set aside to create  
a “rainy day” fund. Just like a family, there will be unforeseen 
circumstances and additional funding could be critical. Follow the 
same principle as a family would by having a fund available for those 
unforeseen costs, such as the inevitable increase in the costs of staff 
benefits. Since it may not be possible to keep unspent public funds 
from year to year, this “rainy day” fund may be created through a 
fundraiser or other source of discretionary funds. 

Refer to Chapter 3, Building A Core Funding Base. 
 

. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Explore other potential sources. 
 
The LGP has the ability to mobilize an array of funding sources and 
informal supports across communities and neighborhoods and across 
various service systems. 

Examples of project or grant funds:  

n Grants from a local corporation or business are designated for 
parent education, 

n A community foundation makes funding available for a health fair 
at a local mall, and 

n The Lion’s Club donates proceeds from a fundraiser to send kids 
to camp. 

 
Refer to Chapter 4, Exploring Other Potential Sources.  
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Developing Financing Strategies 

Process  Terms Definitions 

Cash items Includes existing and new institutional funding 
as well as project or grant funds. 
 

Understand 
Existing Funding 
And Resources 

Non-cash items Includes informal supports and in-kind 
resources, which are invisible. They usually do 
not show up in revenue statements, and a dollar 
value may be difficult to assess. 
 

 
Existing institutional 
funding 

Funding is likely to be ongoing. While funding is 
not guaranteed, it is also not temporary, 
transitional, or time-limited.  Within some 
parameters, an LGP may have leeway in using 
the funds. 
 

New institutional funding If an LGP does not have institutional funding, 
starting from scratch can be a complex task—
but less difficult, if created on a small scale.  
 

Power of negotiation  
and influence 

An LGP will not have direct control over all the 
funding necessary to improve results, but it can 
negotiate the use  
of funds. 
 

Build A Core 
Funding Base 

Refinancing Increasing the use of available federal funds to 
pay for services currently financed with state 
and local funds. Federal funds are not used to 
offset other funds presently in use; rather, a 
commitment is made to invest the proceeds to 
strengthen services and supports. 
 

 
Grant funds Grant funds are usually one-time only and are 

typically designated for a particular program or 
activity. Most LGPs have this type of funding. 
 

Restructured funds and 
resources 

The use of funds and resources is changed 
from one purpose to another. Current resources 
are used in innovative ways. 
 

Explore Other 
Potential Sources 

Informal supports  Includes the natural helping system that exists 
in most families and communities. These 
resources include volunteers, student interns, 
support received from churches or synagogues, 
the care grandmothers provide grandchildren 
while mothers work, a block clean-up day, or 
home-painting activities undertaken by a service 
club or neighborhood association. 
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 In-kind resources Donated goods, services, or space. They 
typically include space for meetings or activities 
and/or the use of office equipment, such as 
computers and copying machines. Individuals or 
volunteer resources are similar to, and 
sometimes the same as, in-kind resources. 
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 Underlying the Development of 

Financing Strategies: Building 
Public Will 

 A results-based approach to financing requires the trust, commitment, 
and understanding of stakeholders all across the community. An LGP 
will need this type of sustained support to accomplish the cross-
community results that were selected. 

PROFILE 
 

Creating Community Recognition, Public Will, and 
Support for Family/Home-Based Childcare 

Like most communities, home-based family providers constitute  
the majority of childcare in Kansas City, Missouri. Recognizing  
this invaluable service, the LGP decided to provide training to the 
providers in various topics. Prior to this training, many providers  
felt “locked out” of the traditional child-care network. Currently,  
over 1,700 providers are trained in a variety of issues. 

As the providers’ confidence increased, they began to seek more 
support and respect in the community. They began to attend child-care 
related meetings and planning groups in the city. One provider stood at 
the microphone at the child-care hearings and said, “I am watching the 
children of children I watched years ago. I am a child-care provider—
not a babysitter.” With more exposure and stronger voices, these 
women were heard and recognized in the community. 

As a result, a foundation invested funding in family/home-based 
training and local intergovernmental group sponsors’ assistance for 
licensing and accreditation. The Kansas City LGP was able to mobilize 
and strengthen public will around the needs of family childcare 
providers and their young charges. 
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 Chapter 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Understanding Existing Funding 
and Resources 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will know how to identify and assess existing funding  
and resources. 
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 Taking Inventory 

Already in 
Place 
 
n Results  

n Consensus among 
stakeholders 

n A shift in view about 
financing 

n A new way of 
working 

n Comprehensive 
service strategies 

 

The Local Governance Partnership (LGP) is ready to address financing. 
Much like a traditional needs assessment, the first step is seeing what 
funding is already available. At this point, an LGP needs to inventory 
the major cash and non-cash resources available in the community.  

According to Mark Friedman in Reforming Finance/Financing Reform,   

“When it comes to financing, most people think about resources 
in just one or two ways. It is absolutely essential to consider 
every possible approach and craft financing packages to 
support our agenda for children and families. There are no 
magic funding sources.  Successful financing plans bring 
together many elements.” 

Being open-minded about this inventory is essential. Now is the time to 
think “outside the box” and to brainstorm all possibilities and angles for 
resources. Keep in mind the financial concepts from previous chapters: 

n Resources mean more than money. 

n Results drive financing. 

n Cast your net broadly. 
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 What questions arise about existing 

funding and resources? 
 For an LGP and its Partners  

n What resources do we bring to the table? 

n Do we have all the information needed from LGP members and 
partners? If not, where and how can we obtain more information? 

 For the Public Sector  

n What public-sector funding and resources can we build upon? 

n What do the public-sector funds pay for? 

n Does enough flexibility exist to negotiate the way these resources 
are used to achieve agreed upon results? 

n Who else should we talk to about public-sector resources in 
our community? 

 
 For the Private Sector  

n Are private-sector funding and resources available to build upon? 

n Who should we talk to about private-sector resources in  
our community? 

 For Informal Supports  

n What informal supports are in place? 

n Where can we find the information that is still needed about 
informal supports? 
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 In what ways can LGPs identify 

existing funding and resources? 

 A variety of ways to identify funding and resources are available. An 
LGP should select the method(s) that best fits its needs.  

n Research and Information Sharing 

n Fiscal Inventory 

n Asset Mapping  

n Resident Canvassing 

n LGP Member Knowledge 

ALERT! 
 
Don’t assume that  
LGP members 
who represent 
some funding 
sources will have 
the knowledge to 
provide all the 
essential 
information. 
 
Normally, complex rules 
and regulations are 
applied to funding. 
Usually, only financial staff 
are in a position to sort out 
how funds can and cannot 
be used. 

Research and Information Sharing 
 
Researching and sharing information can identify how existing funds 
are used.  

n Develop a list of current funding sources. 

n Go to a state government website for addresses and phone 
numbers. The most frequently used website address is 
http://www.state.(state initial).us 

n Browse your state’s Economic Development, Social Services, or 
other government websites to learn about your state’s programs for 
particular needs and populations.   

n Locate state and local agencies’ phone numbers and begin calling.  

n Adapt the “Public Funding Worksheet” on the next page to 
organize the information that you gather. 
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PROFILE  
Public Funding Worksheet, Missouri 
 

Resources 
Needed By Community 

Explore By Contacting Examples From 
Missouri 

Transportation Assistance 

Social Service Agencies 
Dept. of Transportation 
Private Agencies 

Division of Family Services 
MO Dept. of Transportation 
OATS: Older American 

Transportation      
           Services 
 

Childcare 

Social Service Agencies 
National Child Care Information 
Center 
 
 

Division of Family Services 

Job Training 

Social Services Agencies 
Dept. of Education 
Workforce Investment Board 
Dept. of Labor 

Dept. of Elementary and 
Secondary Ed.  

Full Employment Council for 
Kansas City area 

Division of Family Services 
Division of Workforce 
Development 
 

Financial Assistance (personal 
grants, loans, matching funds) 

Social Services Agencies 
Dept. of Agriculture 

Dept. of Social Services 
MO Dept. of Agriculture 
Dept. of Revenue 
 

Help for victims of domestic 
violence 

National Domestic Violence 
Hotline 

 
 
 

Youth Programs 
Workforce Investment Board 
 
 

Central Ozarks Workforce 
Investment Board 

Medical Coverage 

Social Services Agency 
(Medicare/Medicaid) 
Dept. of Health 
 

Dept. of Social Services 

Food Assistance 
Dept. of Health (WIC) 
 
 

Dept. of Health 

Reading/Literacy Assistance 
Dept. of Education (Title I) 
 
 

Dept. of Elementary and 
Secondary Ed. 

Community Development Block 
Grants 

Dept. of Economic Development 
 
 

Div. of Community Development 

Business Assistance 

Dept. of Economic Development Div. of Business Expansion and 
Attraction 
Small Business Administration 
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PROFILE Michigan State Department of Education 
 
In Michigan, LGP members who represent education in one 
community voiced their concern that it was difficult to “come to  
the collaboration table” with funds to share, since so many state  
and federal education resources are categorical in nature.  

In response to this concern, a top-level administrator in the state 
Department of Education agreed to have her staff review all possible 
funding sources for school districts and determine if they could be 
used for LGP collaborative work. This review resulted in a long list  
of state and federal funding sources to which school districts have 
access and could use to support the work of the LGP. 

In this case, the willingness to list and clarify potential sources 
uncovered existing funding options that simply were not  
commonly known. 

Refer to http://www.state.mi.us/off/supt/potential.shtml for more information.  

PROFILE Missouri’s Welfare-to-Work Funding  
 
In Missouri, the state Welfare-to-Work Grant Program provides 
transitional assistance to move welfare recipients into employment  
and self-sufficiency. Although most of the funding flows through the 
Workforce Investment Areas, a portion may be used at the discretion 
of the Governor.    

Therefore, some of these funds now finance welfare-to-work plans 
developed jointly by the LGPs and their respective Workforce 
Investment Areas. The plans promote a collaborative, complementary 
relationship between entities that have not historically worked 
together. Early results are promising. 
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Ways for 
Identifying Existing 
Funding and 
Resources 
(Continued) 
 

Fiscal Inventory  
 
A fiscal inventory is a process for matching current funding to  
results. It provides the community with a way to measure the 
financial investment in its programs. Georgia developed and tested  
a local process, the Community Fiscal Inventory Assessment, to gather 
information about resources. As used in Georgia, the fiscal inventory 
has three steps:  

1. Collect financial data, 

2. Determine the portion of funds spent for children and families, 
and 

3. Assign the financial data to specific results. 

Conducting a fiscal inventory requires a significant commitment of 
time and energy, but this process has tremendous potential as a means 
of understanding the impact of current resources on results. Each LGP 
needs to adopt a set of operating guidelines to help the process run as 
smoothly as possible .  

Refer to the Appendix, Resources, Creating a Community Fiscal Inventory 
Assessment, Georgia Collaborative Finance Committee. 
 

PROFILE A Georgia County Uses the Fiscal Inventory Process 
to Address Funding Gaps 
 
One rural county in Georgia chose to conduct a fiscal inventory of the 
cash resources in the major provider agencies in their county. Despite 
the fact that many of those involved in the collaborative efforts were 
acquainted with the missions of their fellow agencies, it was only in 
completing the inventory that they realized the situation from each 
partner’s perspective. 

The collaborative learned three major lessons: 

n There were few additional cash resources available to the 
agencies participating in collaboration other than outside grants. 

n Many of their programs, especially after-school programs, were 
entirely grant dependent. 

n No agency was making a significant direct financial contribution 
to moving one particular benchmark forward. 
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PROFILE 
(Continued) 

The collaborative partners had chosen reduction of teen pregnancy  
as one of their benchmarks, but found during the inventory that there 
was no significant direct funding for this benchmark among any of 
the collaborative partners. They did identify some indirect support, 
but no real financial support. As a result, the collaborative applied for 
a grant to be used specifically to address this benchmark. 

Their findings also made it clear that there was no stable funding for 
their after-school program. Five different grants were supporting it, 
but once they were gone, the program would have to be discontinued. 

Other popular programs were equally dependent on outside grants.  
As a result, when shown the dearth of fiscal resources, the local 
municipality “took pity on them and wrote them into the city budget,” 
according to a member of the collaborative. Local business, when 
presented with the information, also showed a willingness to help, 
and as a result, several of them include the collaborative in their 
annual budgets. 

PROFILE Georgia County Uses the Collaborative Assessment 
Process to Provide After School Programs 
 
One county in Georgia had three neighborhoods that wanted, and 
needed, after school programs. The county collaborative was 
interested in serving this need, but none of the individual partners 
were able to do this alone. During a collaborative resource assessment 
process, revolving around meeting the needs of the children and 
families in these three neighborhoods, the collaborative identified: 

n Facilities available through the school system in which to house 
the after school program. 

n Cash resources from local sources and from the State Child Care 
Council that were available through their local Commission on 
Children and Youth. 

n Personnel to staff the program provided from the local Boys and 
Girls Clubs of America. 

As a result, after school programs have been operating in these three 
neighborhoods since the first one opened its doors in 1995. The 
second and third programs began in subsequent years. 
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Glossary 
 
Asset mapping — Building 
a thorough inventory of 
gifts, skills, and capacities 
of a community’s residents, 
allocations, and formal 
institutions. 
 

Asset Mapping  

This process involves a careful block-by-block or township-by-
township approach to finding out what resources might be available 
in the community. Asset mapping includes all types of resources and 
assets, including formal and informal supports and services and  
even individuals.  

Asset mapping can be a time consuming project but one of the most 
viable means of identifying existing resources. Through asset 
mapping, for example, an LGP can find out which congregations have 
clothes closets and soup kitchens, which neighborhoods hold holiday 
parties, which libraries donate used books, and so on.  

Asset mapping may be a perfect opportunity for college students in a 
variety of majors to earn credits and contribute to their community. 

 Resident Canvassing  

Resident canvassing can take place at the same time as asset mapping. 
In canvassing, a volunteer goes door-to-door asking about: 

n Residents’ needs, and 

n Informal resources they might be able to contribute. 

 LGP Member Knowledge  

LGP members will have a wealth of knowledge about informal 
supports and in-kind resources in their community. Challenge 
members to think creatively about resources. Encourage them to 
brainstorm about resources they know.   

n Does anyone know a hairdresser who would volunteer time  
to style the hair of senior citizens who have difficulty leaving  
their homes? 

 
n Do any of the members have children in honor societies or  

school social clubs who are willing to take on special projects in  
the community? 

At LGP meetings, set aside a five-minute agenda item for 
brainstorming informal supports. As the list grows, be sure to find 
ways to engage these informal supports in implementing the strategies 
of an LGP. Otherwise, good ideas never make it off the list. 
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 Chapter 3 

 
 
 Building a Core Funding Base 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will be able to identify financing strategies and sources for 
building a core funding base. 
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 Building a Base 

Already in 
Place 
 
n Results  

n Consensus among 
stakeholders 

n A shift in view about 
financing 

n A new way of 
working 

n Comprehensive 
service strategies 

n An assessment of 
existing funding and 
resources 

 

A core funding base is critical to sustain the longevity of a Local 
Governance Partnership (LGP). 

Without this type of resource, LGP members and staff will find 
themselves continuously scrambling for dollars to fund strategies.  
They will spend more time on fundraising and grant writing than on 
thoughtful collaboration to achieve positive results for children, 
families, and communities. 

This chapter presents sources of institutional funding, the power of 
influencing the use of such resources, and what it means to refinance. 
You will also find an explanation about using federal funds and 
financing examples from various LGPs. 
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What are 
different 
sources for  
a core  
funding 
base? 
 
 

Glossary 
 
Institutional funding —  
Public funding that 
although  
not guaranteed, is likely to 
be  
ongoing. These funds are 
not temporary, transitional, 
or time-limited and are 
generally restricted to a 
certain target population  
or purpose. 
 
Match dollar — For every 
dollar given, a funder 
requires that the recipient 
obtain additional 
resources from state or 
local sources to match the 
original dollar. 
 
Blended funding — A 
financing strategy that 
combines funds from 
several revenue sources 
into a single fund source. 
The intent of blended 
funding is to overcome 
certain funding limitations 
for how dollars can be 
used. 

 

Existing Institutional Funds 
All communities have substantial public resources that are currently 
used to fund human services, education and other programs that 
support children and families. Public funds exist for various services 
mandated by federal, state, or local governments.  

LGPs may be able to access funds by working with state agency 
contacts that oversee federal and state matching dollars.  

For example, federal funding is available to all states from the federal 
Childcare Development Fund. States are required to match this federal 
funding with state dollars; therefore, every state has its own funds 
available for childcare. 

Sometimes LGPs want to apply for federal funds but are concerned 
that they may not be able to come up with the required match dollars. 
With some innovative thinking and planning, this concern doesn’t need 
to be a stumbling block for LGPs. A couple of ideas: 

n If you have other, nonfederal funds that are used within the same 
program, you may be able to consider this part of your match. 

n Sometimes “in-kind” resources are allowable as part of the match.  
For example, if the federal grant is to provide services to youth in 
school programs, consider the cost of the school building space or 
the janitorial and food services. 
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PROFILE 

 

 

The Georgia Blended Funding Project 
 

In Georgia, LGPs face a difficult dilemma when they attempt to 
implement their results-oriented plans. The majority of funds are 
categorical (targeted to a specific group or service) as well as process 
oriented, not results based. The red tape and strings attached make a fit 
between community plans and available funds difficult. So on October 
1, 1998, Georgia implemented a two-year, three-county blended 
funding pilot using dollars from four state funding partners. The total 
funds for the project are $1.16 million annually. 

So far, the jury is still out. This pilot has clear benefits: partnerships 
have been strengthened; single contracts issued to each county (from 
the funding partners, instead of separate contracts with multiple local 
service providers) have saved time and effort; “new people” have 
come to the table at each site to help with decisionmaking. But barriers 
still exist: the funds are not flexible enough to achieve true blended 
funding; tracking by each funding source is still required; and the 
complexity of the blended funding required a large investment of state-
level support. 

Still, this project attracted enough support and belief that it was 
recommended to continue for a third year. Lessons learned will help  
to pave the path for improvements that can bring true blended funding 
within reach. 
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 New Institutional Funds 

ALERT! 
Make sure that an  
LGP is viewed as 
supporting, not 
competing, with 
other public and 
not-for- 
profit agencies. 
 
A savvy LGP will work 
within the community to 
identify which agency can 
best achieve results 
though agreed upon 
strategies and then help to 
ensure that sufficient local 
funds are directed to that 
particular agency. 

Securing new public institutional funding through appropriations  
is one of the more difficult but important tasks facing an LGP. The 
benefits of ongoing stability usually outweigh the time and energy 
involved with pursuing this type of funding. 

The State Legislature 

The state legislature is one potential source of funding. Exploring the 
state budget process is critical. Generally, several levels of control and 
opportunities influence funding and resources: 

n Laws for authorizing funding and individual budget bills offer the 
highest level of control. Some states separate their authorization 
laws from their actual budget laws; in other states, legislation is 
the same. 

n Rules and regulations are typically written by state agencies.  
As such, change often involves a long-term process. Often, public 
forums provide opportunities for review or comment on rules  
and regulations, which provide detail on how to transform laws  
into operations. 

n Policy and procedures are easiest to influence. These are lower 
levels of control developed by state agencies as operational tools 
for day-to-day administration of programs. 

 Local Government 

Local government appropriations are an excellent way to create an 
ongoing core base of funding. Typically, this funding is annual.   

In jurisdictions where an LGP works in a county or group of counties, 
county commissioners may be willing to set aside money each year for 
collaborative work. Of course, this approach requires that an LGP 
“makes its case” by demonstrating a strong commitment to children 
and families and a track record for achieving its objectives. 

Refer to Learning Guide 1: Theory and Purpose of Local Decisionmaking, 
Chapter 6, Relationships with State and Local Government. 
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PROFILE County Allocations in Cobb County, Georgia 

Traditionally, the Cobb County Board of Commissioners issues a 
biennial request for proposals and then decides which human service 
programs in the community will receive grants. In 1997, the 
Commission decided to strengthen this process by obtaining community 
input about how to best meet human service needs. 

Since the Cobb Community Collaborative (an LGP) represents a broad 
section of community organizations, the commissioner asked the Cobb 
County Collaborative to review fiscal year 1999 applications for 
funding and offer recommendations. 

The Cobb County Collaborative developed a review process that used 
“peer review teams,” comprising participants from member agencies 
and other community organizations. Representatives from nearly 50 
organizations participated. The Board of Commissioners then allocated 
fiscal year 1999 funds based largely on recommendations from the 
Cobb County Collaborative. 

Subsequently, the collaborative was also asked to coordinate an 
evaluation process to provide feedback on the success of the projects 
implemented with county funds. The review and evaluation process 
generally proved successful. The feedback helped focus resources on 
issues related to families and children, removed some of the politics 
from the county allocation process, and helped organizations understand 
the need for good data. 
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 How can an LGP gain influence over 

public institutional funding? 

 The Power of Influence and Negotiation  

Eventually, an LGP’s lack of direct control over the funding needed  
to improve results becomes obvious. Then, an LGP’s ability to 
influence or negotiate for the use of funds is critical. 

Substantial cooperation and support from the key public agencies  
that control the majority of public funds is necessary. LGPs must: 

n Establish relationships,  

n Know and understand administrators and staff, and  

n Welcome them as partners into the LGP. 

 Shared Results Means Shared Resources And 
Influence 

n Know the resources available. 
 
Opportunities are often overlooked simply because knowledge  
is lacking for what an LGP might be eligible, when to apply,  
and who might “champion” the funding request. 

n Use the knowledge, negotiation skills, and influence of  
LGP members. 
 
Many governance partnerships have local agency members  
who are counterparts to the state level staff.  They may be assigned  
the responsibility to work along with LGP staff and identify these 
sources as they become available. 
 

n Negotiate for the best use of these funds to influence how they  
are used.  
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How to Influence the Legislative Process 

Have the support of: 

n State agency administrators  

n The Governor’s office 

Although one or more members of an LGP may have influence with 
state legislators, the support of key state administrative officials is 
usually wise to obtain before attempting to receive a legislative 
appropriation. Since the politics of every LGP will vary, this topic 
should be handled with knowledge about what works and what doesn’t 
work in your own state. Also be aware that not-for-profit LGPs have 
very limited opportunities to “lobby” without losing their IRS status as 
501 (c) 3 organizations. 

Options for LGPs in rural areas: 

n Join with other LGPs to approach the state legislature, and  

n Talk with state administrators about supporting an appropriation 
that would benefit a number of LGPs. 
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PROFILE Collaborative Funding for Shared Community Results 

 
In Missouri, the legislature has combined funding from seven state agencies to create a pool of 
funds to be used by LGPs. The following illustrates the interagency budget process for this 
pooled funding. 

 
 State Department Budget Request

Recommended by Governor
Missouri’s Caring Communities

Interagency Budget Process

Department of 
Corrections

Department of 
Social Services

Department of 
Elementary and

Secondary Education

Department of 
Health

Department of 
Mental Health

Department of 
Labor and Industrial

 Relations

Department of 
Economic Development

House
Appropriate
Committee

House
Appropriation
Committee

House
Appropriation
Committee

House
Appropriation
Committee

House Budget 
Committee

Senate Budget 
Committee

For the Purpose
of Funding Caring

Communities

$24 million

Investing In: Local
Governance and School
Linked/Neighborhood

Based Services
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PROFILE 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Understanding the Use of Federal Funds 
 
The Constitution of the United States reserves the powers of taxation 
and the appropriation of revenues for the legislative branch of 
government—Congress. Appropriations Acts originate in the United 
States House of Representatives and must be approved by the Senate. 
Budget proposals are developed in the executive branch. Congress 
meets year-round and can pass appropriations measures at any time. 

The federal fiscal year runs from October 1 to September 30. Many 
federal programs allow recipients to carry money over from one fiscal 
year to the next. 

All federal funds come with requirements for expenditures. Some  
must be spent only for certain types of programs or for certain target 
populations. Some allow the money to be spent on a variety of 
program types and allow states to choose which service areas they 
wish to address. Almost all federal funds come with a percentage  
cap on the amount of money that the state can retain to administer  
the funds. This cap usually ranges from 3 percent to 10 percent. 

In human and educational services, the federal government distributes 
money to states in three basic ways: through block grants, entitlement 
programs, and competitive grants. 

Block grants provide a set sum of money, per state, for broadly  
defined program areas. Entitlement programs are based on some  
form of participant eligibility requirements, and spending is not  
capped (examples include Food Stamps and the School Lunch 
Program). Competitive grants involve a grant proposal, reviewed by 
the federal granting agency, with the resulting award of dollars to the 
best applicant. States, local governments, school systems, and other 
providers can apply for a variety of grants in this last category. 

Source: Creating a Community Fiscal Inventory Assessment, Georgia 
Collaborative  
Finance Committee. 
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 Refinancing: Another Way to Build a 

Core Funding Base 
 

 
 

Refinancing increases the use of available federal funds to pay for 
services currently financed with state and local funds. As another way 
to build a core fund base, refinancing allows for a larger pot of money 
to be used for a given set of services.  Federal funds are not used 
simply to offset other funds presently in use; rather, a commitment  
is made to invest the proceeds in order to strengthen services  
and supports. 
 

PROFILE 
 
 
 
 
 

Glossary 
 
Refinancing – Increasing 
the  
use of federal funds to pay 
for services currently 
financed with state and 
local dollars, which makes 
a larger pot of funds 
available for investment in 
children and family 
services and support. 
Federal funds are not 
used simply to offset other 
funds that are presently 
used but rather to invest 
the proceeds in 
strengthening services for 
children and families. 
 
 
 

Refinancing: Federal Funds Pay for School District 
Services 

Missouri developed and implemented an innovative program that 
allows school districts to be reimbursed by Medicaid for certain 
administrative activities, such as health care screening to improve 
student health. This program is an example of “refinancing.” 

State officials worked with schools to reimburse them for these 
activities that were previously paid through other funds. LGPs 
developed guidelines and instructions for implementing this program. 

Funding for this work was charged to the state’s Medicaid program 
and schools are then reimbursed for a portion of their costs based on 
the costs of their staff’s administrative time and other factors. The 
process begins with participating public or private school districts 
signing interagency agreements with the Department of Social 
Services to help administer Medicaid.  

Refer to the Appendix, Resources, Center for the Study of Social Policy, A 
Strike for Independence: How a Missouri School District Generated Two 
Million Dollars to Improve the Lives of Children  
May 1994, for more information. 
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ALERT! Opportunities to create a steady flow of funds through 
refinancing need to be accompanied by a commitment 
to reinvest the proceeds into children and family 
services. 
 
Reach agreement with the state about how refinanced funds will be 
used. Don’t assume that refinanced funds will be poured back into 
human services. Other needs always arise, such as building highways 
or attracting new businesses to the locality via tax incentives. Make 
sure that all, or a least a significant proportion, of the refinanced funds 
are available to enhance services to children and families. 
 

PROFILE Securing Federal Reimbursement: A Flexible 
Institutional  
Funding Base 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In June 1997 in Kansas City, Missouri, the LGP known as the  
Local INvestment Commission (LINC) began claiming federal 
reimbursement through Title IV-E of the Social Security Act.   

Since its inception in 1980, the Title IV-E program offers federal 
funding for states’ child welfare programs. Title IV-E reimburses 
states for expenditures on behalf of abused or neglected children or 
those at risk of abuse or neglect.  

Until LINC started to claim Title IV-E funds, the Missouri Department 
of Social Services viewed Title IV-E as a way for only the state to 
receive reimbursement. But they found that other local agencies could 
examine the services they provide for possible reimbursement with 
federal dollars. Within certain restrictions, some local agencies were 
eligible for federal funds to help pay for services that prevent children 
from entering foster care. 

LINC is now able to aggregate the service costs of many local partners 
and through the State, bill the federal government for reimbursement. 
The first claim submitted by LINC in 1997 was approximately 
$40,000. LINC is currently claiming nearly $4.5 million annually,  
and about half of that amount is shared with local agencies. 

Refer to Chapter 5, Putting It All Together: Two Profiles, for more information 
on LINC’s 
financing strategies. 
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 Chapter 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exploring Other Potential 
Funding Sources 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will be able to identify potential sources for additional financing 
and ways to secure them. 
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 Filling in the Gaps 

Already in 
Place 
 
n Results  

n Consensus among 
stakeholders 

n A shift in view about 
financing 

n A new way of 
working 

n Comprehensive 
service strategies 

n An assessment of 
existing funding and 
resources 

n A core funding base 

At this point, an inventory of existing funding and resources is in place 
and a Local Governance Partnership (LGP) is busy working to build a 
core funding base. But what about that grant opportunity with the 
Chamber of Commerce? What about that announcement of available 
volunteers from the United Way? What about the possibility of using 
staff from the state office at the neighborhood centers?  

This chapter presents the possibilities for other resources to fill in the 
gaps around the core funding base. Now is the time for an LGP to 
creatively look at all funding and resource opportunities and to assess 
the ones that will support its desired results. 

What are some potential sources of funding and 
resources? 

n Grant Funds 

n Restructured Funding and Resources 

n Informal Supports and In-Kind Resources 
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 Grant Funds 
 

Glossary  
Grant funds — Funds 
received for specific 
purposes or programs 
such as a foundation that 
may give an LGP funds 
to buy computer 
technology. 

Flexible funds – Funds 
that have few or no 
specific “strings 
attached.” Such funds 
are useful to pay for 
services, supports, 
activities, and 
administrative costs, 
which other primary 
funding sources do not 
provide. 
 

Many mature LGPs are very good at locating grants from federal, state, 
and local sources. Remember, however, grants aren’t the solution to 
every budget dilemma that arises. LGPs need to keep a close check on 
the temptation to go after funding that isn’t directly linked to agreed 
upon strategies and results. 
 
1. Find out: 
 
n Who is a potential funder? 

n What do they fund? 

n What is the funding cycle? 

n Who is the contact person? 
 
2. Compile a list of resources.  
 
n Which businesses donate funds, and what are their areas  

of interest? 

n Is there a community foundation?  

n Do we have a relationship with the United Way?  

n What possibilities exist from service clubs, such as the Lions 
Club, Rotary Club, Masons, and Knights of Columbus? 

 
 

Continued 
 
 



Center for the Study of Social Policy :: Building Capacity for Local Decisionmaking 
Learning Guide 5 :: Financing and Budgeting Strategies   

Chapter 4: Exploring Other Potential Funding Sources  Page 54 

 
Grant Funds 
(Continued) 

 

 

3. Evaluate their usefulness. 

n Can these funds be used for a strategy or activity  
already planned? 

n Does the funder’s prescribed use of these funds fit with our 
vision and desired results? 

n If we receive these funds, will the LGP incur additional costs, 
such as a requirement for matching funds or a need for 
additional staff or more office overhead, reporting 
requirements, and administrative costs? 

n Is another organization in our community better suited to 
pursue these funds on behalf of the LGP’s agenda? 

PROFILE Securing Federal Grants 

The Federal Office of Minority Health offers health outreach grants that 
must be awarded to Federally Qualified Health Centers (FQHCs). The 
McCoy Site Council (an LGP) in Missouri became aware of this grant 
opportunity and approached FQHC about submitting the grant proposal.  

The Site Council and the FQHC developed a grant proposal that was 
funded for $450,000 over three years. As a result, an extensive health 
outreach program is now operating at the McCoy site and working in 
tandem with their other services. 

PROFILE A Collaborative Approach 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
typically encourages a competitive approach to obtaining  funding. 
When HUD issues requests for proposals (RFPs), HUD requires a local 
plan and assumes that local organizations will compete against each 
other for the housing funds.  

The LGP in Cobb County, Georgia, challenged this approach by 
developing a joint proposal in which a number of community 
organizations would share in developing the housing and supportive 
services with HUD funding. Initially, HUD was not receptive, 
suggesting that only one organization should be funded. Eventually, 
after a significant amount of communication, HUD agreed to the 
community’s proposal and funded Cobb County for a housing project.   
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PROFILE 
(Continued) 

This collaborative approach to funding resulted in improved housing 
services and supports for residents in the community as well as 
increased collaboration and information sharing among organizations. 
The whole learning experience proved valuable as organizations  
are now jointly managing resources for the greater good of  
Cobb County citizens. 
 

ALERT! Pay attention to administrative costs. 

Administrative costs pay for administrative overhead, staff time for 
administering the project or grant, and other expenses. Depending on 
the funding source, the items that fit in this category may differ. These 
costs must be limited to certain amounts—usually determined as a 
percentage of the total cost of the entire project or grant and often set  
by the funding source.   

Limiting administrative costs, or finding ways to charge some of them 
to other categories, is an ongoing dilemma. LGPs might place all staff 
time into a personnel line item on the budget, rather than putting some 
of these costs into an administrative line. Or, the LGP might separate 
technology out of the administrative line item. Needless to say, stay 
within the boundaries set by the funding source, but don’t charge any 
items to the administrative line that don’t need to be there. 

If the funding source allows the LGP to charge for administrative  
costs, be sure to take advantage of the opportunity. This can help  
offset other administrative costs that you might incur, which are not 
otherwise covered by funds. Also, make sure that unspent funds are 
earning interest while in the bank. Such income can be used to offset 
your administrative costs. 
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 Restructured Funding and 

Resources 

Glossary 

Restructuring or 
repackaging — The 
process of changing the 
use of funds and 
resources from one 
purpose to another. 

Redirecting — 
Modifying, changing, 
relocating, or reassigning 
human, financial,  
and other resources. 

Restructuring or repackaging is the process of changing the use of funds 
or other resources, like staff, from one purpose to another. Restructuring 
takes existing funding and resources, which may be categorical in 
nature, and uses them in innovative ways. 

Sometimes, a private funder or the legislature or Congress attaches 
strings to the resources. Sometimes, policy and regulations written by 
the executive branch of government attach the strings. And sometimes, 
the strings are only perceived to be there. Surprisingly, not all resources 
are as restrictive in their use as first believed.  

Around the country, LGPs are discovering a myriad of ways to 
repackage the resources they control—or have influence over—to help 
achieve desired results. Some means are quite simple, requiring trust 
and innovation. Other means are more complex but very useful. An 
LGP can begin changes at almost any level of complexity and still make 
progress in implementing strategies. 

Restructuring funding and resources includes: 

n Restructuring existing funding for new services, 

n Reconfigured and redirected staff, 

n Sharing resources, 

n Pooling and creatively using resources, and 

n Contracting locally. 
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 Restructured Existing Funding for  

New Services 
 

 After conducting an inventory of their existing resources, a number of 
LGP’s ask themselves, “How can we redirect some of these funds to 
other activities that will more directly achieve our results?” Consider 
the following profiles: 
 

PROFILE 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Redirecting Existing Funding 

A school district in Kansas City, Missouri, was at risk of losing all 
funding previously used for before and after school extended day 
programming in 41 elementary schools due to loss of desegregation 
funds. As a result, parents became alarmed. The loss of these programs 
would have a serious, negative effect on the ability to access affordable 
childcare, especially for families moving from welfare to work. 

An LGP brought the needs of the school district’s families to the 
attention of the state’s Department of Social Services. This LGP then 
worked with state staff to find an innovative way to fund the extended 
day programs using current resources.   

The negotiations resulted in a formula that redirected existing 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant and 
Child Care Development Fund dollars to provide partial funding. The 
remaining funding was obtained by accessing USDA funds to provide 
snacks, redirecting $1 million in Title I funds, and assessing parents 
small fees on a sliding-scale basis. 

PROFILE Redirecting Use of Federal Funds 

The Glynn County Commission on Children and Youth, Inc., in 
Georgia, found innovative and useful ways to restructure the use  
of federal Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (SDFS&C) 
funding. These funds, often identified primarily with schools, can 
also be used for community-based activities related to safety and  
drug use prevention.  
 
By working together, the schools and the LGP were able to use the 
SDFS&C funds to facilitate community meetings, integrate the school 
plan into the Community Partnership plan, and pay for part of the LGP 
executive director’s salary as well as school-based programs for safe 
and drug-free schools. The combined partnership is restructuring the 
use of federal funds to tighten the link between the schools and the 
community to serve children and families better. 
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 Reconfigured and Redirected Staff 

PROFILE Reassignment Of Workers To Fewer Neighborhoods 

Bureaucratic practice and routine usually prevails, sometimes at the 
expense of common sense and better results. At the Missouri Division 
of Aging, new families were randomly assigned to caseworkers. As a 
result, caseworkers spent lots of time crisscrossing the county rather 
than developing neighborhood-based caseloads, which would have 
resulted in less time traveling, more time with clients, and more 
familiarity with community resources to assist the frail and elderly. 
After changes in this practice, workers are now assigned, whenever 
possible, to families and individuals within one neighborhood. 

In a similar example, the Missouri Caring Communities sites and 
Division of Family Services (DFS) completed research to determine 
the number of families served by DFS in the neighborhoods around 
Caring Communities schools. These families were then assigned to 
single caseworkers that were repositioned to the school sites. 

ALERT! Remember, staff have retirement, health, and/or 
vacation benefits that could be lost if they move from 
one agency to another. 

n Look for ways to equalize the benefits for employees who are 
asked to move from one agency to another, or  

n Redeploy staff without requiring a change in employers. 
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 Shared Resources 

 To share and have more is better than only to have your own, which is 
substantially less. Consider the following profiles: 

PROFILES Increasing Services By Sharing 

n Truman Behavioral Health is one of the local Community Mental 
Health Centers in Kansas City, Missouri, which serves as 
administrative agents for state mental health funding. Truman 
receives an allocation of state funds, which they can use based on 
certain mental health services provided to children and families.  
 
Truman found that it was not providing enough services to use its 
full yearly allocation. At the same time, two other sites identified 
the need for additional psychiatric services for children and adults. 
Truman subsequently agreed to reposition a psychiatrist at least 
one day a week at each of these sites and fund it with the state 
funds that they were not using. This agreement provided a win/win 
situation for all partners as a result of the increased access to 
services and funding.  

n The Boys and Girls Club of Kansas City, Missouri, operates after 
school programs. When the Club ran out of sufficient space,  it 
sought new facilities. Rather than building or leasing new space, it 
was able to “borrow” space and equipment from a number of 
Caring Communities school buildings—in-kind resources. 
Resources were redirected from potential building costs to services 
and resulted in more before and after school programming at 
school sites. This sharing of resources encouraged local funders to 
increase support, because they recognized the thoughtful use  
of resources. 
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PROFILE Increasing Services: A Cooperative Model  

In attempting to implement extended school day programming in 41 
Kansas City schools, more work was required during a three-month 
period than anyone could accomplish effectively. A large community-
planning group was formed to help plan the work and share the 
resources.  

The most important resource to be shared at this point was time. Each 
group would have to undertake a portion of the planning and  
follow-up work. 
 
A plan was developed for various organizations to handle portions  
of the work, while the LGP (LINC) would serve as the coordinating 
entity. One group agreed to provide childcare training; one would 
provide onsite assessments and technical assistance; one would 
develop the data and evaluation plan; while yet another (LINC)  
would hire site coordinators, serve as the fiscal agent, and provide  
all communications.  

Through this cooperative model, work was completed at record speed. 
The Kauffman Foundation provided a grant to the group for startup 
and will lead the charge on other fundraising for the extended  
day program. 
 

Another 
example  
of shared 
resources 

Expanding the Use of Existing Resources 
 
Many schools have computer labs that are used during the day only. 
Now, in some LGP sites, computer labs are opened to the community 
for adult computer classes, which prepare adults for employment in 
higher paying jobs. Equipment, which at one time was used only a 
portion of the day, is now used six days a week for extended periods 
of time. 
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PROFILE Combining Training Initiatives 
 
When leadership development and other training became a need for 
Missouri’s Caring Communities sites, the national Communities in 
Schools organization, the Midwest Center for Non-Profit Leadership, 
the Kansas City LGP, and the Family Investment Trust (a state-
community partnership) formed a “virtual training center.” This 
Community Leadership Resource Center built on the existing 
resources of these organizations. 

The Center is now expanded to support the leadership and professional 
development needs of numerous LGPs throughout Missouri. Existing 
resources have supported all of the work of the Center for the past two 
years. The Center only recently received a commitment of funding 
from a local foundation, the first real “new money” to be received. 

PROFILE Sharing Resources for a Single Program 
 
When a Missouri high school identified the need for an alternative 
education program for suspended students, the local YMCA and a 
church combined forces with the high school to open a school 
suspension program at the church. The church provides the space and 
volunteers while various grants provide funds for a tutor and a case 
manager. The students attend half day at school and half day at the 
church program. The YMCA provides transportation back and forth. 
The students are provided health and mental health services by a health 
clinic that is funded with Medicaid and Caring Communities funds. 
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PROFILE Pulling Together Resources for an Alternative School 

Hannibal Middle School, a Missouri Caring Communities site,  
was  concerned about the high number of instructional days missed  
by students expelled for violent and disruptive behavior. Because 
expulsion is a reaction, not a solution, to the behaviors, the LGP 
helped put together a strategy to offer an alternative school for  
violent and disruptive middle and high school students. The LGP 
pulled together the following funding and resources: 

n The school district received a Safe Schools grant and is also 
responsible for other ordinary school services. 

n The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education provides 
funds for the “A+ program,” which focuses on a career track  
for students. 

n The local juvenile justice office provides a grant through the 
Division of Youth Services, which purchases counseling and  
case management services for students and their families and  
also provides weekly onsite contact with probationers. 

n The Division of Family Services provides a “Life Skills” program. 

n The Employment Office provides job-skill assessment and works 
to connect kids with the Job Corp. 

n Local businesses donate incentives to use for encouraging  
school success. 

n The Department of Public Safety provides grant dollars to improve 
the teacher-student ratio. 
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 Pooled and Creative Use of Funds  

and Resources 
 

 The whole is greater than the sum of its parts. Consider the  
following profiles: 
 

PROFILE Workforce Development 

The welfare-to-work activity in Kansas City, Missouri, was closely 
tied to local businesses as the community tried to find ways to employ 
prior welfare recipients. The early work that was necessary for this 
effort to be successful required tremendous, concentrated staff time.   

To ease this burden, an LGP asked the Chamber of Commerce  
for assistance with funding and hiring staff. The LGP, with 
encouragement from the Chamber, approached and successfully 
engaged a number of other community organizations to pool funds  
for this position. The funds were then forwarded to the Chamber.  

This initiative, now in its second year, has been successful in offering 
employee training, job fairs, organizing small businesses, and other 
efforts. Thanks, in large part, goes to the pooled funding available in 
the community. 

PROFILE 
 

Glossary 
 
Pooled funding – A 
financing strategy that 
combines funds from 
several revenue sources 
to pay for a jointly agreed 
upon project. This differs 
from blended funding in 
that each participant 
continues to follow their 
own agency guidelines 
regarding distribution, 
expenditures, and 
program reporting 
requirements. The intent 
of pooled funding is to 
overcome certain funding 
limitations on how dollars 
can be used.  

Parents as Teachers Work With a Missouri LGP to Pool 
Funds 

The program, Parents as Teachers uses “parent educators” to support 
the developmental needs of young children.  However, specific 
funding and curriculum restrictions limit what the parent educators 
were allowed to do. 

In order to resolve these limitations, an LGP in Missouri managed to 
pool funding from the Parents as Teachers program with some LGP 
funds to pay for additional staff time from the parent educators. Now, 
through the use of pooled funding, the parent educators have the 
flexibility to build on their relationships with families and address their 
other needs as well. The result is a more comprehensive program that 
provides families a wide array of supports.  
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PROFILE Getting School-Based Health Services 

When an LGP agreed to invest its funds and in-kind resources at the 
neighborhood elementary school, the local hospital agreed to work 
with the school site council to open a health clinic one evening a week. 
The hospital covers its additional costs, beyond what they’re 
reimbursed, through anticipated savings from families that use the 
school health clinic. This approach is economically efficient compared 
to waiting for a medical crisis and the cost of care at the hospital’s 
emergency room.  

ALERT! Don’t fall into the assumption trap. 

When you begin to brainstorm about how to use resources in ways  
that make sense to your community or neighborhood, don’t fall into 
the trap of making assumptions about what works and what doesn’t.  

Instead… 

Ask residents and stakeholders what works for them.   

 An example 

A health clinic located in a poor urban neighborhood was open 
between 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM. Its staff was rarely busy; available 
services went unused. The administration decided that by changing  
the hours from noon until 9:00 PM, more families and youth would be 
able to take advantage of the free services, as a result of more 
convenient hours.   

Although the clinic’s staff did not readily embrace these changes,  
the changes were agreed to in an attempt to be more user friendly.  
To almost everyone’s surprise, business did not pick up.  

In exasperation, the administration canvassed the neighborhood to  
find out why families and youth were not using the later evening  
hours to receive free health services. The response was simple: the 
neighborhood residents felt that the location was not safe after dark. 
They said, “Open up on Saturday.”   
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 Contract Locally 

 Controlling contracts controls resources. 

PROFILE Putting Local Leadership in Charge of Local Contracts 

Initially, all state contracts for welfare activities in Missouri were 
negotiated at the state level. The contracts were not based on the  
needs of the community or the needs of the welfare organization. 

In an effort to change the practice, an LGP worked with local 
providers to define who did what best, and how the contracts could 
reflect that expertise. For example, some contractors were more 
effective at job readiness training; others at job development and 
placement. Others were effective at pre- and post-employment case 
management. By negotiating roles among themselves, providers were 
able to submit proposals that made sense.  

As results were realized, the LGP was able to convince the state that 
contracts for a particular community should be negotiated at the local 
level. State, nonprofit, and private leaders attribute the success  
of the new welfare system in at least one community to this local 
decisionmaking model. 
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 Informal Supports and In-Kind 

Resources 

Glossary 
Reminder 

Informal supports — 
Nontraditional resources 
and supports, such as 
businesses,  
the faith community, civic 
organizations, citizen 
groups,  
and the natural helping 
system. These supports 
are not usually provided 
by government agencies 
and are not part of any 
formal service system. 
 
Natural helping system 
—  
An informal network of 
extended family, friends, 
neighbors, and 
community leaders. 
 
In-kind resources —  
Donated goods, services, 
or space that support 
program services and 
activities, but not  
in cash, typically include 
space for meetings, use 
of office equipment, or 
employees volunteering 
during work hours. 
Sometimes called 
informal resources.  
 

A results-based approach to financing means tapping all available 
resources. This approach includes all the nontraditional resources and 
supports that naturally exist in communities and neighborhoods and all 
in-kind services that can be exchanged.  
 
Think about your own neighborhood or community. Aren’t a few 
people always taking charge of organizing carpools, neighborhood 
meetings, or the bake sale at the school? Aren’t there always a few 
people who others go to for advice? And what about the faith 
community that provides space for the scout group in exchange for 
cleaning up the grounds?  
 
Every locale—whether rural, suburban, or urban—has an informal 
system of supports. This system characterizes the culture, needs, and 
opportunities of the community. This system must be considered if 
services are going to be used, accessible, relevant, and appropriate.  
Assessing and accessing informal supports, uncovering the natural 
helping system, and exploring the possibilities for in-kind resources  
are important tasks for the LGP.  
 
Refer to Chapter 2, Understanding Existing Funding and Resources. 

Resources From LGP Members and Other Stakeholders 

Some of the most valuable resources rest among the members of the 
governance partnership and among the stakeholders in the community. 
Members typically have numerous colleagues and friends who could be 
mobilized to help in a variety of ways. For example: 

n Asking the YMCA to assign a staff person to a new  
neighborhood center, 

n Asking a local bank to assign one of its fiscal staff to help an LGP 
develop its budget, or 

n Calling upon contacts within the state legislative delegation. 
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PROFILE Letter of Collaboration Agreements 

In Leelanau County, Michigan, the LGP designed a Letter of 
Collaboration Agreement form. It established a written agreement 
between each member and the partnership as a whole. Members  
may donate, but are not limited to, the following in-kind resources: 

n Hosting one annual LGP meeting, including refreshments  
at afternoon meetings or dinner at evening meetings. 

n Training, as appropriate, based on skills and needs in  
the community. 

n Onsite services at Community Resource Centers. 

n Paying for a specific number of months of postage for  
LGP mailings. 

n A specific number of staff hours per month for: 

n Completing tasks for committees and workgroups. 
n Providing representation at each LGP monthly meeting. 
n Participating in Family Support or Family Preservation Teams. 
n Staffing the Information and Referral telephone line. 
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 Chapter 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Putting It All Together: Two 
Profiles 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will understand how two communities used existing funding and 
resources and developed a core funding base as well as other resources. 

 
 



Center for the Study of Social Policy :: Building Capacity for Local Decisionmaking 
Learning Guide 5 :: Financing and Budgeting Strategies   

Chapter 5: Putting It All Together: Two Profiles  Page 70 

 
 Real-Life Application 

 Previous chapters broke down financing strategies into a process: 
 
1. Understanding existing funding and resources 

2. Building a core funding base 

3. Exploring other potential sources  

But how does this play out in “real life?” 
 
This chapter presents two profiles of states that have experience with 
this process. Reading and discussing these real-life examples will give 
you a chance to think about how you might go about developing 
financing strategies in your community. 
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 Think About It 

 As you read the profiles on the next several pages, keep in mind the 
following questions: 

Existing Funding and Resources 

n Is a process evident for identifying existing funding and resources? 
If not, what additional information would you need? What process 
would you recommend? 

A Core Funding Base 

n Is a core funding base evident?  

n What are the funding sources? 

n Is evidence of negotiating for or influencing the use of funding and 
resource allocation apparent? If yes, describe. If not, do you see 
some opportunities to do this? Describe. 

n Is there evidence of refinancing as a way to build a core funding 
base? If yes, describe. If not, would you recommend this approach? 
Explain how it would work. 

Other Potential Funding Sources 

n Is grant or flexible funding evident? If so, describe. If not, would 
you recommend exploring such opportunities? Explain. 

n Is there evidence of restructuring funding and resources? If so, 
describe. If not, do opportunities exist for this? Explain. 

n Are informal supports and/or in-kind resources evident? If yes, 
describe how they came about. How were the supports identified 
and accessed? If not, would you recommend that the Local 
Governance Partnership (LGP) explore such opportunities? How 
should it proceed? 
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PROFILE 
 
 

Kansas City’s Local INvestment Commission (LINC) 

The state of Missouri is working to ensure the healthy development  
of its children and to enhance the economic viability and safety of its 
neighborhoods. As part of this agenda, the state funds 21 LGPs, which 
are referred to as Community Partnerships. These partnerships agree, 
among other things, to sponsor neighborhood-based, school-linked 
initiatives that can improve results for children and families. 

One of those partnerships is the Local INvestment Commission of 
Greater Kansas City (LINC), Inc. Formed in 1992, LINC is a 36-
member citizens’ commission comprising business and labor leaders 
and neighborhood representatives. LINC sponsors specific school-based 
and neighborhood initiatives at many sites in and around Kansas City. 
LINC’s initiatives aim to better coordinate human services at the 
neighborhood level, promote economic development, revitalize 
neighborhoods, improve access to health care, and ensure  
neighborhood safety. 
 
When LINC first formed, its leaders talked about their hope to obtain 
core funding from mainstream public human service funds as well as  
to fund special projects. Yet, until 1998, this hope proved elusive. Like 
its counterparts across the country, LINC was dependent on state grants, 
contracts, and private funding, which had to be renewed each year. 

During early 1997, LINC became aware of a possibility for refinancing 
some services that were already provided to families and children.  
The opportunity to refinance funding (that is, to receive federal funds 
for services that are currently paid with public state or local funds)  
and to create an institutional funding base was of great interest to  
the partnership. 

The strategy that LINC explored involved using federal funds that are 
available to states as a reimbursement for allowable expenditures on 
behalf of abused and neglected children or those at risk of abuse or 
neglect. Missouri recognized that some of these expenditures, 
particularly ones made by numerous private agencies throughout the 
community, were not tracked for the federal reimbursement part of the 
cost, as allowed by law. 
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PROFILE 
(Continued) 

Before a decision was made to pursue this funding, some decisions  
and agreements had to be made.  

n The state of Missouri had to agree to pursue the refinancing 
opportunity as required by the federal government.  

n Using the additional federal funds for reinvesting in more services, 
not to offset current spending, was critical.  

n The agreement to flow the additional federal funds to the LGP 
(LINC) to create a core funding base was very important. 

Although the funding received annually from this intensive refinancing 
effort is fluid, the precise amount is definitely significant. The federal 
funds are shared between the state of Missouri for its administrative 
expenses, LINC for both its administration and community programs 
and services, and the various local agencies for their services for which 
federal reimbursement is available. LINC is currently receiving about 
$4.5 million annually, with local agencies cumulatively receiving about 
one half of this amount. 

Refer to the Appendix, Activities and Worksheets, for possible discussion 
responses. 

Refer to the Appendix, Resources, Center for the Study of Social Policy, 
Breaking New Ground: 
A Financial Strategy for a Local Governance Body, 1997. 
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PROFILE Livingston County, Michigan 

The Livingston County Human Services Collaborative Body 
(LCHSCB) is an LGP in Livingston County, Michigan. It was formed 
in 1989 to improve results for children and families in this growing 
county. The approximately 24 members include representatives from 
public and private human services, violence prevention, transportation 
and jobs agencies, public education, local government, health care, the 
Chamber of Commerce, advocacy groups, the United Way, law 
enforcement and courts, citizens, and consumers. 

One of numerous LCHSCB workgroups held is the Coordination of 
Services for Children and Families Workgroup. This workgroup 
designed and oversees “wraparound” services for families and children 
with severe emotional problems who are at risk of being removed  
from their homes. Wraparound is a process and a philosophy of 
unconditional services to children using an individualized approach  
that attempts to provide whatever services the children and their 
families need to keep them in their home. 

When the LCHSCB decided that developing a system of care for 
children and families and reducing out-of-home placements were 
critical issues for their community, it applied to become a 
demonstration site for the Michigan Interagency Family Preservation 
Initiative. The initiative brought with it funds for wraparound services 
to reduce out-of-home placements by serving children and families  
who required services from numerous county agencies.  

As the community saw the success of wraparound, other groups of 
children were added to those already served, e.g., children at risk of 
abuse and neglect, preschool children expelled from day-care settings, 
and others. These children, also known as “community kids,” are now 
served by a community-based model of services (wraparound), which  
is financed by an astounding array of ten different funding sources. 

The many funding sources that support wraparound are driven by, 
understandably, an assortment of rules and regulations that require the 
thorough knowledge of a fiscal agent. Some funds can be pooled into  
a single account. Since the LGP is not a legal entity itself, a fiscal agent 
(the community mental health agency) was chosen to hold the funds. 

Refer to Chapter 6, The Financial Plan, for information about a fiscal agent. 
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Livingston 
County, Michigan 
(Continued) 

Other funds are kept separate and used as needed, due to requirements 
of the funding source. The funding has come from several of the partner 
agencies in the LGP representing community mental health, public 
health, social services, Medicaid, the intermediate school district, 
family court, and substance abuse. Some partners put up more than one 
source of funding, including local, state, and federal funds. 

An interesting aspect to this financial arrangement in the past few years 
was the addition of a managed care approach. Some of the state and 
local funders agreed to allow the LGP to manage the care of each child 
receiving wraparound services by setting a total allowable expenditure 
per month, per child. This Pay for Performance approach was intended 
to reduce out-of-home care. The services have been managed carefully 
and, as a result: 

n Children and families have received a rich array of desired services, 

n Positive outcomes have been achieved, and 

n LCHSCB has accumulated a risk reserve of funds and a safety net 
of money due to savings from the monthly allotment for each child. 
These funds can be used when needed for more services. 

Refer to Chapter 7, A Results-Based Budget for information about Pay for 
Performance. 

Refer to the Appendix, Activities and Worksheets, for possible discussion 
responses.  
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 Chapter 6 
 

The Financial Plan 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will be able to develop and monitor a financial plan that supports 
the implementation of your program and policy strategies. 
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 A Guide to Planning and 

Decisionmaking 

Already in 
Place  
 
n Results  

n Consensus among 
stakeholders 

n A new way of 
working 

n A shift in view about 
financing 

n Comprehensive 
service strategies 

n An assessment of 
existing funding and 
resources 

n A core funding base 

n Additional funding 
and resources 

 
 

 

Two facets appear successful in linking funding and resources  
to results: 

n A viable financial plan, and 

n A budget to support it. 

The next two chapters present information, examples, and activities  
for developing a financial plan and a results-based budget. 

A financial plan is critical to transforming the information about 
funding sources and other resources into action. It defines roles, 
responsibilities, tasks, reports, and, most importantly, the links  
between financing strategies and results. 
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 What is a financial plan? 

Glossary 
Financial plan – A 
document that helps 
guide LGP members and 
staff in their planning and 
financing work, changing 
the plan over time to 
meet the needs of an 
LGP. 

 

Any group responsible for funding and resources will need to keep 
track of its expenses and revenues. Financial reports will help keep  
the group informed and on course through a monthly or quarterly 
accounting. A financial plan serves as a document to: 

n Help guide Local Governance Partnership (LGP) members and  
staff in their planning and decisionmaking about financing, and 

n Provide a mechanism to review and update accounts regularly. 

Keep in Mind… 

An LGP is ultimately responsible and accountable for all aspects of  
its work. Yet, specific financial tasks are usually assigned to a Finance 
Committee or an oversight committee or workgroup. 
 
Distinction Between a Financial Plan and an Annual 
Budget 

A Financial Plan: 

n Relates to both the internal planning and reporting of an LGP. 

n Presents the funding and resource development necessary to 
implement strategies. 

n Organizes the details and tasks required to support the work of  
an LGP. 
 

An Annual Budget: 

n Typically, is part of a larger comprehensive strategic plan. 

n Relates specifically to the income and expenditures tied to results. 
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 Components of a Financial Plan 

Glossary 

Indicators or 
benchmarks — Measures 
for which data are 
available to help quantify 
progress toward 
achievement of a result. 

Although each LGP should have a financial plan that is specifically 
designed for its unique needs, financial plans usually include:  

n An Introduction about desired results, comprehensive 
strategies targeted to these results, and the indicators selected to 
measure progress toward results. 

n An Inventory of all funding and resources available to an LGP 
tied to the strategies that the resources will be used to support, 
along with reporting requirements. 

n A Work Plan that ties financing tasks with roles, 
responsibilities, timelines, and assignments. 

n A Report List of the reports required, which usually includes 
monthly or quarterly revenue and expenditure reports.   

n A Budget of planned expenditures and their designations.  

Refer to Chapter 7, A Results-Based Budget and the Appendix, Budget 
Examples. 

 
 



Center for the Study of Social Policy :: Building Capacity for Local Decisionmaking 
Learning Guide 5 :: Financing and Budgeting Strategies   

Chapter 6: The Financial Plan  Page 81 

 

 Guidelines for a Financial Plan 
 
n Include existing funding and resources. 

n Include new funding and resources. 

n Show the connection between strategies, funding/resources,  
and results. 
 

n Involve all LGP members, staff, and stakeholders in the overall 
development.  

n Have a clear and well studied framework for presenting the 
information. 

n Write the plan so it’s understandable for all—those with an 
extensive financial background and those without. 

n Review the draft plan with all LGP members, ask for their final 
input, and obtain agreement. 

 Keep in Mind… 
 
LGPs do diverse work with a large number of volunteer members: 
changing service delivery, changing how decisions are made, and 
developing financial accountability systems.   

The expertise to do all of this, particularly the financial accountability 
tasks, may not exist within an LGP. Energy, expertise, and a sustained 
focus is needed to develop the necessary accounting systems.   

Including members of an LGP in financial planning and 
decisionmaking is critical to the process, even when they are  
not typically “financial types.”   

A diversity of thinking and alternative ways of viewing budgets and 
finance will be gained through careful inclusion and nurturing of 
participants who don’t have a financial background. 
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 Who is involved in a financial plan? 

Glossary 
 
Fiscal agent – The entity, 
usually a public or private 
agency, that acts on 
behalf of an LGP assuring 
fiscal integrity, while 
carrying out financial 
decisions of the 
partnership. If an LGP is a 
legal entity, then it may 
choose to retain the fiscal 
agent role. 

LGP Members  

LGP members maintain overall accountability for making progress 
toward improving results. They: 

n Review reports. 

n Consider recommendations from the Finance Committee. 

n Review/approve large expenditures, review recommendations 
from the Finance Committee, and audit reports. 

Staff  

Staff are the “glue” that holds the financial development process 
together. They:  

n Negotiate. 

n Interpret data and reports. 

n Advise. 

n Keep results in the forefront. 

n Manage the accounting needs of the Finance Committee. 

n Provide information from the Finance Committee to the  
fiscal agent. 
 

Finance Committee 

Many LGPs appoint a Finance Committee to oversee the LGP’s 
financial status. Typically, the Finance Committee maintains a 
working partnership with staff and with the fiscal agent to provide 
monthly oversight of all budget categories, expenditures, and income.  
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Who is Involved 
with a Financial 
Plan (Continued)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Finance Committee: 

n Openly communicates with LGP members, staff, and stakeholders. 

n Ensures the fiscal integrity of all funded activities. 
 
n Reviews funding requests and recommends expenditures to the  

full membership. 

n Gives direction about information needed, when it is needed, and 
the required format. 

n Creates and implements reporting systems. 

n Ensures reports are developed as required by funding sources. 

n Negotiates memoranda of agreement for collaborative 
expenditures or commitment of resources. 

n Reviews and interprets annual audits. 

 Fiscal Agents 

A fiscal agent is an entity that has legal responsibility for funds and  
is responsible for much of the actual work of "crunching the numbers." 

Some LGPs have more than one fiscal agent with each holding 
responsibility for one or more funding sources. Sometimes, LGP 
members and staff select their own fiscal agent; sometimes, the 
funding source mandates which agency will be responsible. For 
example, when federal funding for family preservation and family 
support was passed down to the states, Congress required that the 
social services agency in each state be the fiscal agent. 
 
When an LGP is a legal entity, it may choose to be its own fiscal 
agent. Otherwise, fiscal agents will usually be selected among its 
member agencies or organizations, which are legally able to accept  
and account for funds, or hired from outside an LGP. 
 
The fiscal agent does not make any decisions about how funding and 
resources are expended. Rather, an LGP makes decisions consistent 
with the guidelines of its approved budget. Then, the fiscal agent 
carries out the decisions. 
 

Continued 
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 A fiscal agent’s tasks include: 

n Prepare monthly income and expenditure reports. 

n Keep accurate financial records of collaborative activity. 

n Prepare appropriate federal, state, and local reports. 

n Format an annual budget and any necessary budget amendments, 
based on direction from an LGP. 

n Monitor expenditures to ensure consistency with approved budget 
and grant agreements. 

n Ensure all fiscal policies and procedures are followed. 

n Maintain a file of grant amendments, interagency agreements, and 
memos of understanding. 

n Serve on the LGP finance committee. 

ALERT! 
 
Make sure the fiscal agent’s role is clear. 
 
In Missouri, LGPs were not initially legal entities and, therefore, they 
contracted with other legal entities to act as fiscal agents. The roles in 
this contracting arrangement were not always carefully spelled out, so 
a few of the fiscal agents overstepped their roles. In some cases, fiscal 
agents believed that they could make decisions for an LGP, rather  
than just provide financial expertise. LGPs are now required to be 
incorporated so that contracts can only be executed directly with  
an LGP. 
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Options for Local Governance Partnerships 

Option Pros Cons 

Hire a fiscal 
agent to handle 
funds  

n Expertise is immediately 
available 

n Requires expertise to develop 
bid and contract for fiscal agent 

n May only be part time 

n Requires expertise to oversee 

n May be costly 

Develop 
expertise 
internally 

n Once expertise is developed, 
staff are dedicated full time to 
an LGP 

n Time and cost to develop 
expertise internally 

n Creation of management 
structure  
to oversee 

Use a member 
of an LGP as 
the fiscal agent 

n Expertise in finance and 
budgeting is immediately 
available 

n Fiscal agent will understand the 
work of an LGP 

n Members of an LGP may not 
wish to become the fiscal agent 

n Time consuming 

n Potential conflict of interest for  
a member 

Look to the 
state for 
expertise 

n Expertise in finance and 
budgeting is immediately 
available 

n State personnel may not 
understand collaborative efforts 

n Data may be summarized at a 
state  
level that is not useful to 
communities 

n May reduce partnership's 
sense  
of independence 
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PROFILE A Multi-Tiered Accounting System 

In Missouri, the Kansas City LGP (LINC) developed a multi-tiered 
accounting system. Through coding of invoices and other 
expenditures, the LGP is able to track expenditures in various ways  
to meet the needs of stakeholders, such as funders, LGP members, 
accountants, etc. The accounting system provides seven different ways 
to look at expenditure data: 

1) By account—tracks both cash and noncash expenditures. 

2) By funding source—identifies expenditure by source of funding, 
e.g., state, United Way, etc. 

3) By contract—tracks multiple contracts with funding sources. 

4) By site—relates to the location of service delivery (in Missouri, 
typically a school). 

5) By service—tracks expenditures at a broad category level or by 
strategy, e.g., mental health services, administration, etc. 

6) By account code—further identifies expenditures within service 
code, e.g., under mental health, staff costs, and type of  
provider service. 

 
7) By results (outcomes)—ties expenditures to various  

desired results. 
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 What are the steps involved in 

creating  
and using a financial plan? 

 
 

n Develop the plan. 

n Monitor its use. 

n Report regularly on the LGP’s financial status. 

n Use spending data to help make substantive decisions  
about strategies. 

Develop the plan. 

Developing a financial plan involves all partners of an LGP, and it  
is part of the overall LGP plan. Specific financial tasks are usually 
assigned to a Finance Committee. Roles, responsibilities, and 
expectations are clearly spelled out for this committee, staff, and  
the fiscal agent. 

Components of a financial plan should typically include an 
introduction, a funding and resource inventory, a work plan, reports, 
and a budget. 

An LGP will need to find a way to tie expenditures to particular 
results. This process is subjective and sometimes difficult since some 
expenditures don’t link in an obvious way to any desired results. As 
the process of linking expenditures to results matures, more 
information about successful ways of doing this will become evident.  

Refer to Chapter 7, A Results-Based Budget, for more information.  

A financial plan is written and formatted in a clear, understandable 
manner, so that a diverse audience can use the plan as a valuable 
decisionmaking tool. 
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Keep in 
Mind… 
 
Reports must be easily 
and quickly understood. 
They should tell a story 
about the progress or lack  
of progress toward results.  
 
The viewpoint should be 
positive. The reporting 
system should not 
penalize lack of success, 
but rather identify what 
works and what needs 
improvement.  
 
Remember, improving 
results takes time. LGPs 
should not expect results 
too quickly. 

Monitor the plan’s use. 
 
A Finance Committee monitors the financial plan. The committee is 
actively involved with creating and implementing financial reporting 
systems. It ensures open communication among LGP members, staff, 
and stakeholders because sharing information develops understanding 
and commitment. 
 
Report regularly on the LGP’s financial status. 
 
A Finance Committee will spend considerable time determining what 
types of reports the LGP wants and needs to review. Decisions about 
reports will depend on the complexity of the financial plan. If 
numerous funding sources require regular, ongoing decisions about 
how to spend the resources, a Finance Committee will need a 
substantial amount of information. 

In making decisions about the design of the reports, the following key 
questions should be answered: 

n What do we want the reports to tell?  

n What collection and reporting periods are appropriate (monthly, 
quarterly, or annually)? 

n How should raw data be aggregated to develop trends  
and comparisons? 

n How should information be aggregated for multiple periods and 
multiple programs? 

n How can we ease the development of the financial report and 
minimize staff time? 

n Who will review the reports, and will the reports address the needs 
of multiple audiences? 
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Use spending data to help make substantive decisions  
about strategies. 
 
Information from the reports will not be useful unless it is viewed  
in conjunction with service delivery needs and expectations for  
achieving results.  

Let's assume that an LGP has secured resources to contract 
with a group of local agencies to provide outreach and prenatal 
health services to pregnant teenagers. This strategy is among 
those that an LGP used to achieve an outcome of "healthy 
births." Monthly expenditure reports indicate that the 
resources allocated to these services aren't being spent. 

What does this mean? Is outreach not working? Are no 
pregnant teenagers in need of prenatal care? Are provider 
agencies not accessible to teenagers?  

If this spending pattern continues, LGP members and staff should 
explore the situation and make whatever revisions are appropriate 
based on their findings. 

Financial reports may raise red flags. Each LGP member, especially 
the Finance Committee and staff, should be well versed in the type  
and definition of data included in the reports. They must also be able  
to help interpret this data. 

Once data are interpreted, typically the Finance Committee makes 
recommendations to the full LGP. Understanding the reports 
thoroughly and feeling comfortable with using them as a tool are key 
to using the data.  

Reports are viewed as tools and data are used more readily when all 
LGP members and staff can understand the report. To develop 
understanding and comfort, some LGPs present a financial report at 
every meeting of an LGP, if only for the purpose of helping members 
and staff become familiar with various reporting formats and financial 
data collected. 
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 Chapter 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Results-Based Budget 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will understand the implications and characteristics of a results-
based budget and apply this knowledge to the work of a Local 
Governance Partnership. 
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 Being Accountable 

Already in 
Place 
 
n Results  

n Consensus among 
stakeholders 

n A new way of working 

n A shift in view about 
financing 

n Comprehensive 
service strategies 

n An assessment of 
existing funding and 
resources 

n A core funding base 

n Additional funding and 
resources 

n A Financial Plan 

 

A results-based budget means being accountable for results. Under 
results-based budgeting, funds and resources are budgeted based on 
agreed upon results. Every dollar must be useful in funding the 
strategies that help achieve agreed upon results. 

Results-based budgeting means that budgets are developed with the 
specific intent of funding services, programs, and activities that will 
impact desired results. 

Traditionally, policymakers and funders were interested in how many 
service units were delivered. A results-based budget and results 
accountability shift that emphasis to documented progress toward 
achieving specific results. This doesn’t imply that funders won’t be 
interested in process as well as units of service. It just means that there 
is an emphasis on tying budgets to agreed upon results. A results-based 
budget is often used hand-in-hand with a traditional budget. 

This chapter discusses the implications of a results-based budget and 
formats for budgets, and presents some examples of how Local 
Governance Partnerships (LGPs) as well as some counties have 
developed their budgets. 

First, let’s take a look at different kinds of budgets. è 

 
 



Center for the Study of Social Policy :: Building Capacity for Local Decisionmaking 
Learning Guide 5 :: Financing and Budgeting Strategies   

Chapter 7: A Results -Based Budget  Page 93 

 
 Different Budget Formats 

Glossary 
Result-based budgeting 
— Budgets are developed 
with the specific intent of 
funding services, 
programs, and activities 
that will impact agreed 
upon results. Also called 
outcome-based budgeting. 

Results-based 
accountability — 
Organizations and 
individuals are held 
accountable for the impact 
of their work on mutually 
agreed upon results for 
children  
and families. 

 
 
 
 

The Traditional Budget 

The traditional budgeting system is not usually geared toward helping 
children and families achieve results as “whole families.” Mark 
Friedman in From Outcomes to Budgets describes the current budget 
system as shortsighted, fragmented, and not results oriented. 

By defining what doesn’t work well with traditional budgeting 
systems, we can better understand results-based budgeting. 

Implications of a traditional budget system: 

n Agencies work in “silos” so that information is not shared about 
children and families served. 

n Agencies think in terms of units of service delivered rather than 
results achieved. 

n Families may need to go from agency to agency to agency in an 
attempt to obtain needed services. 

n Duplication of effort is inefficient and counterproductive to 
helping children and families. 

Consolidation of Funding into Categories of Services 

One type of budget format uses service categories to  
report information: 

n It is sometimes called a children’s services budget. 

n Often it is the next step of sophistication after the line-item budget. 

n All the funding and resources for programs of a specific category, 
such as youth programs, are organized in a single budget 
document.   

n It is a helpful visual tool for members to understand the sources of 
funding and the resources for a particular category or result. 
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 A Results-Based Budget  

n Is tied to specific desired results and usually has at least some 
flexible funding. 

n Requires a different type of accountability—one that is less rigidly 
focused on process and rules in exchange for accountability for 
achieving results. 

n Is based on an acceptance of collective accountability. For 
example, the state, the community, and the provider of services  
are all accountable for improving results. 

n Focuses attention on what the community needs rather than on 
what X, Y, or Z agency is doing for the community. 

n Includes a budgeting format and tools that improve the results-
based decisionmaking process and inform the public and the  
LGP of progress. 

Keep in Mind… 

As LGPs gain confidence and expertise in their methods of budgeting, 
they may move from a traditional budget structure, which does not tie 
funding to results, to a budget that groups funding by “category,” and 
finally to a true results-based budget that ties each dollar appropriated 
to the specific result intended. 

Refer to the Appendices for examples of budgets. 
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PROFILE Butler County Caring Communities: A Results-Based 
Budget 

In Butler County, Missouri, the LGP has developed a budget that 
reflects the line items needed for budget control and operations, but 
this budget also ties funding to Missouri’s results. 

The LGP budget uses line items to separate funding for administrative 
functions and operations (such as salaries and fringe benefits for staff, 
rent/utilities, equipment, accounting, lease agreements, office supplies, 
travel, postage, and so on). These line items use a traditional approach 
to showing important information about the costs for operating the 
office and other overhead expenditures. 

Each of the community-based sites (which focus on neighborhoods 
linked to schools) chooses one or more of Missouri’s six results that 
they want to impact (parents working, young children ready to enter 
school, youth ready to enter productive adulthood, children and youth 
succeeding at school, children and families safe, and children and 
families healthy). The Butler County budget shows the funding sources 
and strategies that are used to impact these results, by school site as 
well as by county-wide efforts. 

Butler County’s LGP offers an excellent example of using a simple, 
easily understood budget format to reflect the funding allocated for 
achieving specific results. 

Refer to the Appendices for an example of this budget. 
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PROFILE Children and Family Services Budget, Costa Contra 
County (California) 

In Contra Costa County, California, the Children and Family Services 
Budget is an important tool.  It is both a summary of the programs, 
goals, target clients, expenditures, and funding as well as an indicator 
of Contra Costa County’s commitment to youth and families. The 
budget document gives users lots of information: 

n Data on 17 county departments and, within those departments,  
106 programs for children and families. 

n Charts that indicate what type of service is provided by the  
106 programs within 8 categories (basic needs, economic stability, 
health and wellness, family function, safety and justice, alternative 
homes, and child enrichment) as well as expenditures within each 
category. 

 
n Charts that show how each of the 106 programs for children and 

families ties to the county’s 5 chosen results: (1) children ready  
for school; (2) children and youth healthy and preparing for 
productive adulthood; (3) families that are economically self-
sufficient; (4) families that are safe, stable, and nurturing; and 
(5) communities that are safe and provide a high quality of life. 

n A breakdown of services targeted primarily at children, families, 
or parents. 

This particular budget is a combination of several “types” of budgets. 
By containing the various components of budgeting, Contra Costa 
provides a budget that is both a “funding by category” as well as a 
“results budget.” 

Refer to the Appendices for an example of this budget. 
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PROFILE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other California Children’s Budgets 

During the last decade or so, other California counties have been 
adopting “children’s budgets” that track spending for children in  
a detailed manner. Sonoma County, for example, presents a 
comprehensive picture of such spending, with comparative and  
trend analyses. Creating these budgets is complicated and challenging 
due to the web of funding sources that converge at the local level to 
provide services and programs to children. However, they paint  
an important picture for policymakers, funders, and the public to 
understand how funding is best used to support programs that give 
children the best start in life. Los Angeles County has one of the 
country’s oldest children’s budgets.  

Refer to the Appendices for an example of this budget. 
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 A Funding Strategy Based On 
Results:  
Pay for Performance 

Glossary 

Pay for Performance – 
The funding source agrees 
to pay a certain amount of 
money for specific results 
or performance.  

 

This concept, related to a results-based budget, is really very 
straightforward. Pay for Performance means that funders should 
expect to pay for measurable achievements that are agreed upon in 
advance. The concept moves away from the more traditional 
approach of funding a certain number or units of service. It assumes 
instead that the result of the service, not the service itself, is the 
critical factor. 

In this strategy, a funding source like an LGP agrees to pay an 
organization, such as a local agency, a certain amount of money to 
ensure that a group of people achieves a particular result, such as 
“individuals find and retain good jobs.”  

Predetermined measurable results may include the number of 
applicants placed in a job, the length of time that applicants hold jobs, 
consumer satisfaction with the job placement services they receive, 
and so on. The contract between the funder and the agency contains 
only a limited amount of detail about how or what services are 
provided, but the results are clearly spelled out and measurable . 
Typical performance contract language might say, “Agency X will 
place 90% of the clients in jobs paying at least $17,500 annually,  
and 50% of those clients will retain their jobs for at least six months.” 

The Pay for Performance concept builds on the idea that highly 
centralized, top-down service systems often do not produce the  
results that families want and need. Pay for Performance assumes  
that communities and neighborhoods may be better at serving 
children and families, if given the resources and flexibility to use 
those resources creatively.   
 
However, this shift of responsibility from the state, and sometimes 
county, to an LGP assumes new forms of accountability for results  
in exchange for funding flexibility. 

In most communities, the Pay for Performance approach to funding 
and delivering services is still in its infancy. LGPs and funders have 
to be comfortable and trusting in their mutual relationships. Each has 
to agree to negotiate an equitable arrangement to “Pay for 
Performance” based on realistic expectations and funding. 
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PROFILE A Pay for Performance Contract 
 
In Kansas City, Missouri, placing people in jobs was clearly 
important to any successful welfare-to-work effort. But the focus on 
job placements masked the more significant result—keeping people 
employed. A sign was put up in the office of the job-placing agency: 
“It doesn’t matter how many people we place in jobs. It’s how many 
still have a job. It’s all about being currently employed!” 

This community concern and focus on job retention is underscored  
by performance-based contracts that provide higher payments for  
job retention as compared with payments for job placement only.  
In fact, the contract allows payments for a given participant at the  
following intervals: 
 
n When an individual begins job training,  

n After the individual completes the training program,  

n When the individual is placed in full-time employment,  

n When the individual has retained full-time employment for  
at least 90 days, and finally,  

n When the individual has retained full-time employment for  
180 days. 
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 Chapter 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Moving Forward 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Learning Goal 
 
  

 

You will have access to tools that can help you assess learning and plan 
for continued development. 
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 Next Steps 

Keep in 
Mind…  
 
You can always return to 
portions of this guide and 
revisit topics to expand 
your expertise. 

This Learning Guide is meant to be a continual learning tool as well as 
reference, while you increase your knowledge and skills with financing 
strategies for Local Governance Partnerships (LGPs).   

The next steps are up to you. At this point, you may: 

n Assess your individual knowledge and skills. 
Go to the Self-Assessment in this chapter. 

n Assess the knowledge and skills of your LGP. 
Go to the LGP Assessment in this chapter. 

 Resources, Contacts, and Examples are located in the 
Appendices.  
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Self-Assessment 
Assess your knowledge and skills. Respond to each question with “Yes,” “Somewhat,” or “No.” 
For questions marked “Somewhat” or “No,” plan for improvement. You may want to refer back 
to pertinent chapters, seek additional information by referring to the Appendix, Resources, and/or 
work through activities you might have skipped. 

Are you able to… Y SW N Page 
Reference

s 

Ideas for Next Steps 

Chapter 1: A Collaborative View of Financing for Local Governance Partnerships 
Generally describe a 
traditional view of 
financing and how it 
translates into practice? 
 

   Page 19  

Describe the 
characteristics of a 
collaborative view of 
financing? 
 
 

   Pages 20-
23  

Describe a process for 
using a collaborative 
view to develop financing 
strategies? 
 

   Pages 24-
28  

Chapter 2: Understanding Existing Funding and Resources 
Ask the needed 
questions about existing 
funding and resources? 
 
 

   Pages 30-
31  

Describe methods for 
identifying existing 
funding and resources? 
 
 

   Pages 32-
37  

Chapter 3: Building a Core Funding Base 
List potential sources for 
a core funding base? 
 
 

   Pages 40-
44  

Describe ways to 
negotiate for the use of 
or secure public  
funding? 
 
 

   Pages 45-
48  

Describe ways to 
refinance? 
 
 

   Pages 49-
50  
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KEY: Y = Yes, SW = Somewhat, N = No 
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Self-Assessment (Continued) 
 

Are you able to… Y SW N Page 
Reference

s 

Ideas for Next Steps 

Chapter 4: Exploring Other Potential Funding Sources 

Describe ways to secure  
grant and flexible funds 
and resources? 
 

   Pages 53-
55  

Describe ways to 
restructure funding and 
resources? 
 
 

   Pages 56-
65  

Describe ways to secure 
informal supports and  
in-kind resources? 
 

   Pages 66-
67  

Chapter 5: Putting it All Together: Two Profiles 

Discuss how various 
LPGs developed 
financial strategies? 
 
 

   Pages 70-
75  

Chapter 6: The Financial Plan 

Describe the 
components of a 
financial plan? 
 
 

   Pages 79-
81  

Describe who is involved 
with  
a financial plan and their 
responsibilities? 
 

   Pages 82-
86  

Describe steps for 
developing 
a financial plan and the 
responsibilities for data 
collected? 
 

   Pages 87-
89  

Chapter 7: A Results-Based Budget 
Describe various budget 
formats? 
 
 

   Pages 92-
97  

Describe what is involved 
with negotiating and 
developing a Pay for 
Performance contract? 
 

   Pages 98-
99  

 
KEY: Y = Yes, SW = Somewhat, N = No 
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Local Governance Partnership Assessment 
Assess the knowledge and skills of your LGP. Discuss each question and respond in the “Yes,” 
“Somewhat,” or “No” column. For questions marked “Somewhat” or “No,” refer to the 
appropriate pages in this Learning Guide. 

Are you able to… 
 

Y SW N Page 
References 

Identify how the existing traditional budget system affects 
practice?    Page 19 

Describe characteristics of a collaborative view of financing?    Pages 20-23 

Describe a process for developing financing strategies?    Pages 24-28 

Ask the needed questions about existing funding and 
resources?    Page 31 

Identify ways to build a core funding base?    Pages 40-50 

Identify ways to supplement the core funding base?    Pages 52-67 

Describe components, responsibilities, and steps in a financial 
plan?    Pages 78-89 

Describe various budget formats including a results-based 
budget?    Pages 93-97 

Negotiate and develop a Pay-for-Performance contract?    Pages 98-99 

 
Does your Local Governance Partnership… 
 

    

Have a way to identify existing funding and resources?    Pages 30-37 

Have a core funding base?    Pages 39-50 

Use other sources of funding and resources?    Pages 52-67 

Have a financial plan?    Pages 78-89 

Have a results-based budget?    Pages 92-97 

 
KEY: Y = Yes, SW = Somewhat, N = No 
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 Glossary 

Local 
Governance 
Terms  

Local governance—A decisionmaking process whereby the 
community takes responsibility for developing and implementing 
strategies to improve results for children, families, and communities. 

Local Governance Partnership (LGP)—A decisionmaking 
partnership between the state, private sector, local government, 
community and neighborhood leaders, and residents to carry out the 
process of local governance. 

Results or outcomes—Conditions of well being for children, 
families, and communities to be achieved through services or 
strategies. Although these terms are interchangeable, these Learning 
Guides will use “results.” 

Indicators or benchmarks—Measures for which data are 
available to help quantify progress toward achieving a result. 

Formal resources—Services and supports that traditionally serve 
children, families, and communities, such as public agencies. 

Informal supports—Nontraditional resources and supports, such 
as businesses, the faith community, civic organizations, citizen groups, 
and the natural helping system. These supports are not usually 
provided by government agencies and are not part of any formal 
service system. 

In-kind resources—Donated goods, services, or space that 
support services and activities, but not in cash, typically include space 
for meetings, use of office equipment, lending of staff, or employees 
volunteering during work hours. Sometimes called informal resources. 

Natural helping system—An informal network of extended 
family, friends, neighbors, and community leaders. 

Stakeholders—Those who have a vested interest or “stake” in 
improving results, which may include parents, neighborhood residents, 
local businesses, elected officials, local and state agencies, and private-
sector organizations. 
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Overall 
Financing 
Terms 
 
 
 

Annual operating budget—The allocation of cash resources 
each year to cover operating costs. 

Appropriate—To set aside funds for a particular use. The term is 
often used in reference to government bodies, such as appropriating 
funds for health care for the indigent. 

Funding source—The source of money, which may be 
government, foundations, United Way, individuals, businesses, or any 
other agency or organization willing to provide resources (usually 
money). 

Financing Terms  
Used in Learning  
Guide 5 
 
 

Asset mapping—Building a thorough inventory of gifts, skills,  
and capacities of a community’s residents, allocations, and  
formal institutions. 
 
Blended funding—A financing strategy that combines funds from 
several revenue sources into a single fund source. The intent of 
blended funding is to overcome certain funding limitations for how 
dollars can be used. 

Budgeting—Organizing and managing the funding you have by 
setting up a tracking and accounting system. 

Financial plan—A document that helps guide LGP members and 
staff in their planning and financing work, changing the plan over time 
to meet the needs of an LGP. 

Financing—Getting and sustaining funding for any program or 
agenda. 

Financing strategies—Methods of providing fiscal support and 
resources to implement strategies. 

Flexible funds—Funds that have few or no specific “strings 
attached.” Such funds are useful to pay for services, supports, 
activities, and administrative costs, which other primary funding 
sources do  
not provide. 

Fiscal agent—The entity, usually a public or private agency, that 
acts on behalf of an LGP assuring fiscal integrity, while carrying out 
financial decisions of the partnership. If an LGP is a legal entity, then 
it may choose to retain the fiscal agent role. 
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Financing Terms  
Used in Learning  
Guide 5 
(Continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grant funds—Funds received for specific purposes or programs,  
such as a foundation that may give an LGP funds to buy  
computer technology. 

Institutional funding—Public funding that although not 
guaranteed, is likely to be ongoing. These funds are not temporary, 
transitional, or time-limited and are generally restricted to a certain 
target population or purpose. 
 
Match dollars—For every dollar given, a funder requires that the 
recipient obtain additional resources from state or local funding to 
match the original dollar. 

Pay for Performance—The funding source agrees to pay a 
certain amount of money for specific results or performance. 

Pooled funding—A financing strategy that combines funds from 
several revenue sources to pay for a jointly agreed on project. This 
differs from blended funding in that each participant continues to 
follow their own agency guidelines regarding distribution, 
expenditures, and program reporting requirements. The intent of 
pooled funding is to overcome certain funding limitations on how 
dollars can be used. 

Redirecting—Modifying, changing, relocating, or reassigning 
human, financial, and other resources. 

Refinancing—Increasing the use of federal funds to pay for 
services currently financed with state and local dollars, which makes a 
larger pot of funds available for investment in children and family 
services and support. Federal funds are not used simply to offset other 
funds that are presently used but rather to invest the proceeds in 
strengthening services for children and families. 

Restructuring or repackaging—The process of changing the 
use of funds and resources from one purpose to another. 

Results-based accountability—Organizations and individuals 
are held accountable for the impact of their work on mutually agreed 
upon results for children and families. 

Results-based or outcome-based budgeting—Budgets are 
developed with the specific intent of funding services, programs, and 
activities that will impact agreed upon results.  
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 Activities and Worksheets 

Chapter 1 
A Collaborative 
View of Financing 
for Local 
Governance 
Partnerships 

Learn by Discussing 
Support for a Results-Based Approach 

Determine the degree to which you presently agree with a collaborative 
view or a result-based approach to financing. 

  
Is a results-based approach critical for an LGP? To what extent do you 
embrace this viewpoint? 
 

  

Individually, rate your agreement with the statements presented in the 
self-assessment on the next page. 

Discussion 

Discuss your responses with others. How similar are your responses? 
How different? 

Discuss why you responded in a certain way. Come to consensus on 
ways to move toward commitment to a results-based approach. 
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Self-Assessment 
Assess your degree of agreement with a results-based approach. For each statement, mark your 
level of agreement on the continuum from (SA) Strongly Agree, (A) Agree, (D) Disagree, to  
(SD) Strongly Disagree. 
 
Statements about a Results-Based Approach SA A D SD 

Financing means tapping into a broad universe of resources 
that include  
informal supports. 
 

    

A vision must be developed and agreed to first before strategy 
development or any discussion of financing. 
 

    

Resources mean more than money; the question is who 
controls the resources and how can the use of these 
resources be negotiated.  
 

    

Collaboration, not competition, is the way to use resources 
most effectively. 
 
 

    

Only opportunities for resources that support the vision should 
be pursued. 
 
 

    

Resources should be viewed as to how they can support 
systems of services rather than individual programs. 
 

    

Facilitating or influencing the use of resources is one of the 
primary responsibilities of an LGP. 
 

    

An LGP is a strategic facilitator of change. 
 
 

    

Say “no thanks” to resources and resource opportunities that 
don’t clearly support the vision and desired results. 
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Chapter 1  
A Collaborative 
View of Financing 
for Local 
Governance 
Partnerships 

Learn by Discussing 
 
Characteristics of a Collaborative View 

Identify characteristics of a collaborative view to financing. 
  

What are the characteristics of a collaborative view? Would you be able 
to recognize them, given an actual situation? 

  

Read the following excerpt from a letter written by an LGP in Iowa to a 
potential funding source.  

Discussion 

What do you think about this LGP’s attitude about fundraising?  

What characteristics of financing are evident?  
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PROFILE 
 
 

A Letter From a Local Governance Partnership in Iowa 
to a  
Funding Source 

...we are working hard to build a strong and dependable foundation 
between and among health, education, and human service partners 
before seeking...funds. 

We are meeting on a regular basis...as a platform for building local 
collaboration among partners rather than a platform to request dollars.  
We are more interested in demonstrating local collaboration than 
declaring collaboration. For the present time, our product is our process. 

We know that relationships are key and believe that building a strong 
foundation will ‘make all the difference’ in the long run—in sustaining 
good partnerships. We believe we need to build the partnerships before 
there is money on the table in order to sustain the partnerships when 
there is money on the table. 

We believe in the importance of assessing the strengths of each partner 
and building upon the strengths. Rather than rushing in order to apply 
for a grant, we are taking a measured approach....Our approach may be 
different from some other communities. We will use local resources 
first, demonstrate collaboration rather than declare it, and build a strong 
platform before requesting dollars. 
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Chapter 2 
Understanding 
Existing Funding  
and Resources 

Learn by Doing 

Identifying Existing Funding and Resources 

Identify and select the most appropriate method(s) of identifying 
existing funding and resources for your LGP. 

  
What means of identifying existing funding and resources works best 
for your LGP?  
 

  

Research  

Organize into workgroups and gather additional information about the 
following methods for identifying existing funding and resources. If 
possible, find out lessons learned from LGPs that have experience with  
these methods. 
 
??Research and Information Sharing 

??Fiscal Inventory 

??Asset Mapping 

??Resident Canvassing 

??LGP Member Knowledge 

??Other * 

 
* LGP members or committees should include other methods encountered in 
their research. 
 
Refer to other sections of the Appendices for contacts and resources. 
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 Discussion 

1. Members and/or workgroups report their findings. 

2. Consider different options and decide the method(s) that reflects 
your operating principles, your time, and any constraints you 
may have. 
 

3. Develop a list of pros and cons based on the needs of your LGP. 

Selection 

Select a method(s) and make plans to use it.  

 



Activities and Worksheets  Page 119 

 
Chapter 3  
Building a Core 
Funding Base 

Learn by Doing 

A Core Funding Base 

Identify sources for a core funding base and plan ways to influence 
funding and/or build a core funding base. 

  
Where does your LGP stand in terms of a core funding base? Are you in 
good shape or do you need to develop financing strategies? 
 

 
 

 

1. Use the discussion worksheet on the next page to identify existing 
and potential sources for a core funding base. Copy the worksheet if 
you need more room. 

2. Discuss if sources are: 

??Existing institutional funding 

??New institutional funding 

??Funds or resources that you could influence  

??Flexible enough for refinancing 

3. Plan action steps. 

??For some sources you may need more information. Discuss 
who, where, when, and how to contact individuals who are 
knowledgeable about sources and possibilities.  

??For some sources, you may need to develop relationships with 
those who control the funding and resources. 
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Planning for a Core Funding Base 
1. List all possible sources in the left-hand column. For each source, check if it is existing institutional 

funding, new institutional funding, if the use of these funds or resources is negotiable, and if the source 
is flexible enough for refinancing. You may check more than one category.  

 
2. Discuss the next steps in securing the funding and resources. Make notes in the column labeled 

“Action.” Develop a work plan. 
 

Source EI NI NU R Action 
STATE LEVEL 
 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

      
 

 
 

     

LOCAL LEVEL 
 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
Key  
EI  =   Existing Institutional  
NI  =  New Institutional  
NU =  Negotiable Use  
R   =  Refinancing possibility 
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Chapter 3  
Building a Core 
Funding Base 

Learn by Doing 

Cover Memo for Funding 

Write a cover memo that markets your strategy plan to funders.  
  

Do you have a comprehensive plan with strategies targeted to specific 
results for children and families? Are you ready to seek financing for 
this plan? You may want to consider a different approach to a cover 
memo for a funding proposal. 

  

1. Discuss key selling points of a comprehensive plan of strategies. 
Consider the audience for the memo. What do they want to hear? 
What are their interests? What do they need to know?  

2. Develop a list of critical points. Organize them in a logical order.  

3. Write a cover letter to funders emphasizing these points. Use 
relevant terms that the reader would understand. Be clear  
and concise.  
 

4. Have several individuals read the memo and provide feedback.  
Ask if the letter would help convince them to direct funding and 
resources to the plan. 

5. After several drafts, write a final cover memo. Save one that  
can be used again and again with only slight modifications for  
different situations.  
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Chapter 4 
Exploring Other 
Potential Funding 
Sources 

Learn by Doing 

Grant Possibilities 

Identify ways to secure grant funding and other resources. 

  
What are possible sources for grant funds and resources to help finance 
your LGP’s comprehensive mix of strategies? This activity is organized 
into a research and an evaluation component. 

  

Part One 

On your own or in pairs, research potential funders. Find out as much 
information as possible about the funder and the grants. Develop a list 
of resources. 

Part Two 

1. Regroup and review the lists of resources. Evaluate the usefulness 
of each one.  

2. Narrow the list to the most useful and viable grant resources. 
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Chapter 4 
Exploring Other 
Potential Funding 
Sources 

Learn by Discussing 

Informal Supports and In-Kind Resources 

Identify sources and ways to access informal supports and  
in-kind resources.  

  
What are some ways to secure informal and in-kind resources?  
This activity uses an LGP’s brainpower to explore possibilities. 

 

Materials  

Paper, pens, a list of the  
LGPs comprehensive 
service strategies, easel 
chart paper  
and markers 

 

 

Individually 

Within a given time period (5-10 minutes), write a list of all the 
possible sources of informal supports and in-kind resources in  
your community. 

As a large group 

1. Select a Recorder to list responses on the easel chart paper. 

2. In turn, contribute one idea at a time to the master list. Do not 
repeat ideas but do build on ideas contributed by others.  

3. Match the list of informal supports and in-kind resources to the  
list of the LGP’s comprehensive service strategies. 

4. Discuss next steps to securing the resources that match  
service strategies. 
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Chapter 5 
Putting It All 
Together: Two 
Profiles 
 
POSSIBLE 
RESPONSE
S 
 
 

Kansas City’s Local INvestment Commission (LINC) 

This example of creative refinancing for services provided to children 
and families at risk of child abuse or neglect, or those who are abused 
or neglected, include the following elements of a thoughtful  
financing strategy: 
 
??Refinancing current state and local funds with federal funds. 

??Linking funding to results and strategies that the  
community desires. 
 

??Partnership and trust with state government officials. 

??Sharing resources within the community to better serve families 
and children. 

??Creating an institutional, or core, funding base for Local 
Governance Partnerships. 

Refer to pages 72-73 
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Chapter 5 
Putting It All 
Together: Two 
Profiles 
 
POSSIBLE 
RESPONSE
S 
 
 
 

Livingston County, Michigan 

The Local Governance Partnership built trust as well as developed a 
clear mission with desired outcomes during its developmental years. 
Without these important elements, it seems unlikely that partners 
would have been willing to put their funding together and agree to 
joint decisionmaking to achieve a common purpose. This example of 
thoughtful financing for wraparound includes the following elements 
of results-based financing: 

??Desired results driving the use of funds. 

??Refinancing by using state funds to match with, and receive, more 
federal funds. 

??Pooling and sharing of resources. 

??Restructuring the use of current funds for out-of-home care into 
wraparound services. 

??A single fiscal agent (fiduciary) responsible for many sources of 
funds for one program. 

??Pay for Performance to keep spending within a certain  
monthly amount. 
 

??The creation of a reserve or safety net?of funds. 

??Using categorical resources for categorical?services, and using 
more flexible funds to pay for non-traditional services and 
supports needed by children and families. 

Refer to pages 74-75. 
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Chapter 6 
The Financial 
Plan 

Learn by Discussing 

A Financial Plan 

Identify the components, responsibilities, steps, and guidelines for a 
financial plan. 

  
What is involved with developing a financial plan? In this activity, you 
will use a profile as a jumping off point for discussing the development 
of a financial plan. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1. Read the profile on the following pages. 

2. If this were your LGP, how would you go about developing a 
financial plan?  

??What components would you include?  

??Who would be responsible for what?  

??Do individuals outside an LGP need to be included?  

??What types of reports would help monitor the  
financing strategy? 

??How would you go about developing the plan? What steps 
would you recommend? 

Refer to “A Financial Plan: Worksheet” on pages 135-136 in this section of the 
Appendices.  
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PROFILE 
 

The Experience of One LGP 

“Parents Working” is a result area for one LGP. This LGP analyzed its 
community’s unique set of problems along with the community’s 
assets and researched best practices in the field of employment. A 
diverse group of partners at both the state and local level developed a 
plan of strategies for this result area based on the research.  

The plan of strategies included: 

??A core group of employers would develop a comprehensive list of 
basic skills and tasks that would be expected of employees, even at 
a trainee level. The dean of the business school at the local 
community college would work with this group to develop a 
curriculum in these skills, including various computer skills,  
filing, etc. 
 

??A survey developed by the Department of Social Services could 
query employers about likely job slots and times for shift work. 
This information would help the department determine the need 
for nontraditional hours of childcare and an incentive program for 
child-care providers during those shifts. 

??An agreement with the Senior Center could use retired volunteers 
to mentor job applicants in “soft skills,” such as timeliness, 
appropriate attire, absenteeism, etc. 

??A local department store offered to provide new clothing to job 
applicants at a significant discount (even though many of the 
applicants would not have current funds to pay for the  
discounted items). 
 

??A program at the neighborhood resource center could teach skills 
for conducting a job search, completing job applications, and 
interviewing. The program has a peer support component that 
provides encouragement and ongoing support. 

 

Continued 
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At this point, the LGP is planning ways to finance the implementation 
of these strategies as well as developing a financial plan. 

The LGP identified a number of funding sources. The funding  
sources include: 
 
??Some flexible funds that the state agencies have designated for 

demonstrating the viability of collaborative work, 

??Several opportunities to help influence the ways member agencies 
spend their funds, 

??Two new grants, and 

??Some flexible funding donated by the Rotary Club, which is 
involved in employment and training issues.  

The LGP was offered free meeting and staff space, a large supply of 
bus tokens for families without other transportation, and 100 “slots” 
for computer training at the local business college. 

The LGP realizes that financing is not its strong suit.  It was successful 
thus far in including many community members who have chosen 
results and indicators and developed strategies to improve the well 
being of families and children. But most LPG members do not have a 
financial background and aren’t really interested in learning more 
about financing. 

Refer to the following page for possible discussion responses. 
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POSSIBLE 
RESPONSE
S  

The components of the plan could include: 

??An introduction with the result areas highlighted. One of the 
results areas would be “Parents Working.” The strategies would be 
listed and there would be a list of indicators (not provided in 
the profile). 
 

??An inventory of available funding and resources along with the 
reporting requirements. All the funding strategies in the profile 
must be tied to the comprehensive plan of strategies. 

??A work plan would show tasks involved with developing the 
Financial Plan, responsibilities, and timeframes.  

??A report list, including a list of the type of data needed. 

Also, a decision needs to be made about a fiscal agent. 
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Chapter 6 
The Financial 
Plan 

Learn by Discussing 

Using Data from Reports 

Identify decisions for using data collected. 
  

What do financial reports really tell you? How can an LGP use the 
information gathered? This activity presents possible data from 
financial reports for you to discuss. 
 

 

Option 

Select one report and 
“play it out.” Discuss the 
information you might get 
and what you would do 
with it. 

 

 

1. Read Report #1 and Report #2 on the next page. 

2. For each of these mock reports, discuss: 

??What additional information do you need to decide on adjusting 
service delivery strategies? 

??How would you get this information? 

??Would you adjust the type of information your report is 
collecting or when or where it is collected? If so, how? 

??Who would you like to review the report? Would their 
perspective help interpret the data? If so, how? Would you 
adjust the process for reviewing reports? 
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 Report #1 

An LGP has secured funding to contract with a group of local agencies 
to provide outreach and prenatal health services to pregnant teenagers. 
This strategy is linked to the result: healthy births. Monthly expenditure 
reports indicate the funds allocated to these services aren’t being spent. 

Report #2 

An LGP was asked by the state to help get more children enrolled in the 
new Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP). The State’s request 
comes with a reasonable amount of funding. Since one of the LGPs 
results is “healthy children,” they accepted the responsibility and the 
funding that went with it. 

Two months after the big community kick-off for CHIP enrollment, 
only a handful of children were enrolled, but nearly one-third of the 
funds was spent. Some LGP members were anxious about their ability 
to fulfill responsibility for enrolling children and worried that they had 
over spent their budget for the first two months.  

Is the LGP overspending its funds? Should it be worried about the 
CHIP enrollment budget? 

Refer to the following pages for possible discussion responses. 
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POSSIBLE 
RESPONSE
S 
 

Report #1  

What additional information is needed? 

??Which agencies or organizations are working on outreach and 
prenatal health services? Are some of them providing more 
outreach and services than others? Why? 

??What do the agencies and organizations say about their efforts?  
Why are they successful? Why are they not successful?  

??What data is available to indicate that these services are actually 
needed in the community? 

??What do pregnant teenagers in the community say about the 
outreach and prenatal services? Are they aware of them? Why do 
they use them, or not use them? What changes do they feel would 
be most beneficial for improving the services? 

How would you get this information? 

??Staff or members of LGP could interview providers and compile 
the information about outreach programs and services. 

??The health department may have data on numbers of pregnant 
teens and how much/when they access prenatal care. 

??Volunteers, possibly from schools and/or churches, could respond 
to the last set of questions. 

How would you adjust the type of information reported? 

??Adjust the report to include expenditures by each agency. 
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POSSIBLE 
RESPONSE
S 

 

Report #2 

What additional information is needed?  
 
??What were the start-up costs for CHIP?  

??Are there duplicative costs, such as more than one phone  
line for information through different outreach efforts?  

??What is the “cost per child” so far for enrollment?   

??Which agency/organization has received the most funding  
for enrollment? How many children have they enrolled? 

??What are the various methods that are being used for “find”  
and enroll? Which have been most successful?  

??How many children have already been enrolled through  
previous efforts? Are there really a lot more children to  
“find” in the community? 
 

Who could help answer these questions? 

??Talk with neighboring LGPs to see what experience they’ve  
had. Did their data look the same when they started outreach? 

??What do parents/neighborhood representatives think of  
CHIP? How would they interpret what is happening with  
CHIP enrollment?  
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Chapter 6 
The Financial 
Plan 

Learn by Doing 

A Financial Plan for an LGP 

To assess your LGP’s financial plan and to plan for 
further development. 
 

  
Does your LGP have a financial plan? If so, is it an effective 
decisionmaking and planning tool? In what ways can it be improved? If 
your LGP does not have a financial plan, you can use the accompanying 
worksheet to help develop one. 
 

 

Materials 

Current financial plan, if 
available; LGP 
documents  
related to results, 
strategies,  
and financing. 
 

 

1. Review current documents. 

2. Assess your needs using the worksheet on the following pages.  

3. Assign workgroups to areas that need development  
or improvement. 
 

4. Plan meetings for the workgroups to report back on their progress. 
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A Financial Plan: Worksheet 

Developing a Financial Plan 
 YES NO ACTION STEPS TIMEFRAME 
Have we involved 
all partners? 

   
 
 
 

 

Have we created a 
Finance 
Committee? 

   
 
 
 

 

Have we 
developed a way to 
link financing  
to results? 

   
 
 
 

 

Do we have…     
?? Introduction    

 
 

 

?? Inventory    
 
 

 

?? Work Plan    
 
 

 

?? Report List    
 
 

 

?? Budget    
 
 

 

Monitoring the Plan 
Has the Finance 
Committee created 
a reporting 
system? 

   
 
 
 

 

Has the reporting 
system been 
implemented? 

   
 
 
 

 

Is there open 
communication? 
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Reporting 
 YES NO ACTION STEPS TIMEFRAME 
Have we decided 
on the reports we 
need? 

   
 
 
 

 

Do our reports 
answer  
all or most of the 
key questions? 

   
 
 
 

 

Can our reports be  
easily understood? 

   
 
 
 

 

Do our reports 
have a positive 
viewpoint? 

   
 
 
 

 

Using Data 
Is the information 
from our reports 
useful? 

   
 
 
 

 

Are members of 
the Finance 
Committee and 
staff well versed in 
interpreting data? 
 

   
 
 
 

 

Do we make 
regular reports to 
the LGP board? 

   
 
 
 

 

Are LGP members 
and staff 
comfortable with 
reports and see 
them as helpful 
tools? 
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Chapter 7 
A Results-Based 
Budget 
 

Learn by Discussing 

A Results-Based Budget 

Identify budget formats and the characteristics of a result-based budget. 
  

What are the characteristics of a results-based budget? Would you be 
able to recognize such a budget? 
 

 

Materials 

Budget examples from  
the Appendices  

Option 

Have each small group 
review a different budget 
and then share opinions 
with the larger group. 

 

1. Review budget examples. 

2. For each budget, discuss: 

??The format. Is it a line-item budget, a consolidation of funding 
into categories of services, a results-based budget, or a 
combination of different formats? 

??What adjustments are needed if the budget were to become a 
results-based budget? 
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Chapter 7 
A Results-Based 
Budget 
 

Learn by Discussing 

Your LGP Budget 

Assess your LGP budget and plan for a results-based budget. 
  

LGPs are at various stages of development. A results-based budget 
takes time, energy, and trust among policymakers, funders, and other 
stakeholders. At what stage of development is your budget? What steps 
should your LGP take to have the budget as results-based as possible? 
 

 

Materials  

Copies of your current 
budget 

Option 

Complete steps 1-2 
individually before 
discussing your findings 
with the larger group. 

 

 

1. Review your current budget. 

2. Compare it with the characteristics and implications of a results-
based budget described in Chapter 7, A Results-Based Budget.  

3. Identify and discuss ways to improve your budget. Plan action 
steps, if appropriate. 
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Chapter 7 
A Results-Based 
Budget 

Learn by Doing 

A Pay for Performance Contract  

Identify the characteristics of a Pay for Performance contract and the 
knowledge and skills required for successful negotiation. 
  

  
What is involved with a Pay for Performance contract? Are you familiar 
with someone who successfully negotiated Pay for Performance 
contracts with service providers? 
 

  

1. Find an LGP, an organization, or an individual who has developed 
and negotiated a Pay for Performance contract.  

Refer to Contacts in the Appendices. 

2. Ask for copies of the Pay for Performance contract or discuss the 
essential components of the contract. 

3. Develop a checklist with necessary elements of a Pay for 
Performance contract. 

4. For practice, draft a mock contract to carry out one of your 
strategies to achieve desired results. Compare it with the checklist. 
Are all the necessary elements included? 

5. Ask about the experiences with negotiating the contract. 

??What were the interests of the contractor? 

??What were the interests of the provider? 

??What were the strengths of the negotiation? 

??What parts of the negotiation could be improved? 

6. For practice, role -play a negotiation of a Pay for Performance 
contract. Have volunteers assume the roles of an LGP and a 
provider. Have observers provide feedback. Switch roles.  
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 Resources 

 Chapter 1: A Collaborative View of Financing for Local 
Governance Partnerships  

Finance Project, Money Matters: A Guide to Financing Quality 
Education and Other Children's Services (Washington, DC). 

Fisher, Roger, Getting To Yes (New York, NY: Houghton-Mifflin 
Company, 1992). 

Kretzmann, John, McKnight, John L., Building Communities from the 
Inside Out: A Path Toward Finding and Mobilizing a Community’s 
Assets (Evanston, IL: Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research, 
1993). 

Kretzmann, John, McKnight, John L., Guidebook on Economic 
Development (Asset-Based Community Development Institute). 

Osborne, David, Gaebler, Ted, Reinventing Government (New York, 
NY: Penguin Books, 1992). 

 Chapter 2: Understanding Existing Funding and 
Resources  

Friedman, Mark, What Works Policy Brief: Reforming Finance for 
Family and Children’s Services (Sacramento, CA: Foundation 
Consortium, January, 2000). 
 
Georgia Collaborative Finance Committee, The Finance Series: 
Creating a Community Fiscal Inventory Assessment (Atlanta,  
GA: 1998). 
 

 Chapter 3: Building a Core Funding Base  

Center for the Study of Social Policy, Breaking New Ground: A 
Financial Strategy for a Community Governance Body (Washington, 
DC: November, 1997). 

Center for the Study of Social Policy, Creating a Community Agenda: 
How Governance Partnerships Can Improve Results for Children, 
Youth and Families (Washington, DC: February, 1998). 
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 Chapter 3: Building a Core Funding Base (Continued) 

Center for the Study of Social Policy, A Strike for Independence: How 
a Missouri School District Generated Two Million Dollars to Improve 
the Lives of Children (Washington DC: May, 1994). 

Georgia Collaborative Finance Committee, The Finance Series: 
Creating a Community Fiscal Inventory Assessment, (Atlanta,  
GA: 1998). 

Institute for Educational Leadership, Understanding Flexibility in 
Federal Education Programs (Washington, DC: Institute for 
Educational Leadership). 1001 Connecticut Ave. NW, Ste. 3130, 
Washington, DC 20036. http://www.policyexchange.iel.org 

 Chapter 4: Exploring Other Potential Funding Sources  

Center for the Study of Social Policy, Breaking New Ground: A 
Financial Strategy for a Community Governance Body (Washington, 
DC: November, 1997). 

The Community Tool Box. http://ctb.lsi.ukans.edu/ 

The Finance Project, “Maximizing Federal Food and Nutrition Funds 
for Out-of-School Time and Community School Initiatives.” 
http://www.financeproject.org 

Watson, Sara, Westheimer, Miriam, Financing Family Resource 
Center: A Guide to Sources and Strategies (New York, NY: Carnegie 
Corporation of New York and the Finance Project, 2000). 
http://www.financeproject.org 

 
 

Chapter 5: Putting It All Together: Two Profiles  

Center for the Study of Social Policy, Breaking New Ground: A 
Financial Strategy for a Community Governance Body (Washington, 
DC: November, 1997). 
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 Chapter 6: The Financial Plan  

Family Connection, Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families, 
and Georgia Academy, Planning for Change Workbook  (Atlanta, GA: 
1998). 100 Peachtree St. NW, Ste. 500, Atlanta, GA 30303  
(404) 527-7394. 
 
Georgia Collaborative Finance Committee, The Fiscal Agent Series: 
Keeping the Books Straight (Atlanta, GA: 1997). 

 Chapter 7: A Results-Based Budget  
 
Family Investment Trust, Plan Guidance for Caring Communities,  
(St. Louis, MO: May, 1999). 
 
Friedman, Mark, From Outcomes to Budgets (Baltimore MD: Fiscal 
Policy Studies Institute, July, 1995). 
 
Friedman, Mark, A Guide to Developing and Using Performance 
Measures in Results-Based Budgeting (Baltimore, MD: Fiscal Policy 
Studies Institute, May, 1997). 
 
Friedman, Mark, A Strategy Map for Results-Based Budgeting: Moving 
From Theory to Practice (Baltimore MD: Fiscal Policy Studies 
Institute, 1996). 
 
Friedman, Mark, Trading Outcome Accountability for Fund Flexibility 
(Baltimore, MD: Fiscal Policy Studies Institute, CSSP, 1995). 
http://resultsaccountability.com/trading_outcome_acct.htm 
 
Friedman, Mark, Danegger, Anna, A Guide to Developing and Using 
Family and Children’s Budget (Washington DC: The Finance Project, 
August, 1998). 1000 Vermont Ave. NW, Ste. 600, Washington, DC 
20005 (202) 628-4200. http://www.financeproject.org/guide.htm 
 
Georgia Collaborative Finance Committee, The Finance Series: 
Creating a Community Fiscal Inventory Assessment, (Atlanta,  
GA: 1998). 
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 Contacts 

 The Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) is a 
private, nonprofit research, policy analysis, and technical assistance 
organization. CSSP focuses on human services reform, particularly the 
establishment of neighborhood-based governance and service delivery 
systems that are developed through partnerships between the public and 
private sectors and community residents.   

Center for the Study of Social Policy 
1575 Eye Street NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC  20006 
Tel: (202) 371-1565, Fax: (202) 371-1472 
http://www.cssp.org 
 
The Child and Family Policy Center was established in 1989 
by former Iowa legislator Charles Bruner to better link research and 
policy with issues that are vital to children and families, and to 
advocate for results-based policies to improve child well being. The 
Center provides technical assistance to many Iowa communities to 
develop effective services and supports for children and families. On a 
national level, the Center operates the publication clearinghouse and 
technical assistance resource network of the National Center for 
Service Integration (NCSI). The Center also provides technical 
assistance and support to construct comprehensive, community, and 
results-based systems of support for families and children. 

Child and Family Policy Center 
218 Sixth Avenue, Suite 1021, Des Moines, IA  50309-4006 
Tel: (515) 280-9027, Fax: (515) 243-5941 
http://www.cfpciowa.org 
 

 The Fiscal Policy Studies Institute (FPSI) was established 
in 1996 to provide assistance to states, counties, cities, and 
communities working to improve the well being of children, families, 
and communities, using a results-based accountability and budgeting 
approach. Since 1996, the FPSI has worked with state and local, public  
and  
private-sector partners from over 30 states, 12 countries, and the  
United Nations. 
 
Mark Friedman 
The Fiscal Policy Studies Institute 
8 Charles Plaza, Suite 1407, Baltimore, MD  21201 
Tel: (410) 659-9745, Fax: (410) 659-9753 


