CHAPTER 8

Financing and Funding for SEL Initiatives

Olga Acosta Price

Having clarity about how a nonprofit will fund its mission is as important as having clarity
about how it will deliver its programmatic impact. Almost every nonprofit has two jobs, each
with its own set of external stakeholders. One job

difference for them with programs.
it. Hence the second job: cultivating a

But beneficiaries rarely
distinct set of funders. Building and scaling

financial support is as complicated and important

A growing body of evidence calls atten-
tion to the importance of fostering social
and emotional learning (SEL) through-
out a child’s school years in order to sup-
port healthy lifelong development and suc-
cessful academic engagement. Systematic
empirical reviews demonstrate the positive
impact of universal prevention programs
on various health and education outcomes
(Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, &
Schellinger, 2011; Sklad, Diekstra, De Rit-
ter, Ben, & Gravesteijn, 2012; Weare &
Nind, 2011). Supporters of SEL programs
and practices point to the evidence base for
SEL interventions and argue that improv-
ing fidelity of implementation and increas-
ing understanding of environmental factors
that support SEL programs will contribute
to their long-term sustainability. Yet these
factors are not sufficient. An explicit plan
for financing these strategies is often either
missing or insufficient for program planning
and implementation. Most would agree that
SEL initiatives require an approach that rec-
ognizes the funding sources and financing
strategies likely to secure programmatic and
systemic advances.
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is to identify beneficiaries and make a

pay the tab—or at least not all of
sustainable
as figuring out the programmatic dimensions.
—K1M, PERREAULT, AND FOSTER (2011, p. 4)

A discussion of financing strategies and
funding sources must take into consider-
ation the status of national and state econo-
mies. Education programs and institutions
have been particularly hard hit given the
current fiscal crisis (Committee for Educa-
tion Funding, 2013; Oliff, Mai, & Leach-
man, 2012). Reductions in federal spending,
as well as state and local budget cuts, sug-
gest that new public dollars to implement or
expand SEL programs are unlikely for sev-
eral years to come.! For this reason, actions
that maximize existing program efficiencies
while maintaining positive outcomes will
dominate discussions, even as demands for
specialized instruction and services increase.

In order to determine the likelihood of
program continuity, a comprehensive sus:
tainability strategy for any child-focused
program must take into account additional
factors, such as the depth of commitment
from influential leaders, the opportunities
for growth, the impact of the political envi-
ronment, the existence of supportive poli-
cies, and the strength of advocacy pathways
already in place to promote children’s issues.
Child health and education system improves
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ments are not necessarily dependent on the
availability of funding, but, inevitably, where
and how money is spent will become a sig-
nificant measure of success and community
commitment. My purpose in this chapter is
to identify funding streams available to sup-
port SEL activities and to outline financing
strategies that may be helpful for the future.
Examples of the variety of public and pri-
vate funding sources that have been used to
advance the SEL agenda are described.

The Big Picture:
What Impacts Sustainability?

A number of factors influence the availabil-
ity of funding for any initiative, but unique
challenges emerge when considering the best
ways to sustain health initiatives that take
place in educational settings. First, schools
and health systems operate in different pol-
icy environments and therefore have differ-
ent goals, targets, and institutional struc-
tures, and work under different political
pressures. Stated most simply, by Constitu-
tional allocation of powers, states and their
communities have primary responsibility for
elementary and secondary schooling. It then
follows that K-12 education funding reflects
the predominant role of state and local gov-
ernments. According to the U.S. Department
of Education, over 90% of funding for K-12
education comes from nonfederal sources
(Johnson, Zhou, & Nakamoto, 2011), most
of which comes from state and local govern-
ment. In contrast, health spending is domi-
nated by private payers (60%), and among
public funders, the federal government is the
main contributor. Thus, whereas educators
tend to look to their states and communities
for financial support, health professionals
may focus primarily on the federal govern-
ment,

Second, the way SEL is conceptualized and
t_he language used to characterize its activi-
ties has implications for what gets funded.
Therefore, the types of funding opportuni-
ties and the most promising fund-raising
targets are associated with the definition of
SEL. Depending on whether we categorize
these programs and approaches as social
skills training, positive youth development,

ullying prevention, civic and character edu-
cation, conflict resolution, or school climate

initiatives will influence the funding options
available.

Third, the successful implementation of
prevention programs, such as SEL, requires
careful consideration of related costs. Staff
time, the purchase of curricula, materials
and supplies, and consultant fees are typi-
cal, but often are not the only expenses (see
Jones, Greenberg & Crowley, Chapter 7,
this volume). Advocates suggest that a coor-
dinated approach to SEL in schools includes
certain key components, such as learning
standards, evidence-based programs, sup-
port for teacher professional development,
and assessment processes to track student
progress (Kendziora, Weissberg, Ji, &
Dusenbury, 2011). The costs associated with
each of these components are not yet well
understood, but they will ultimately deter-
mine the longevity of an SEL approach.

Funding SEL Programs: Public
and Private Agencies at the Local,
State, and Federal Levels

Financial support for SEL programs in
K-12 schools may draw on multiple sources.
Because these programs are commonly
classroom-based and universal in their tar-
get population, some school districts have
identified line items within their budgets to
support this work. SEL programs may also
be viewed as mental health-promoting initia-
tives, allowing public spending for health or
mental health programs to be a source of sup-
port. And, finally, because private founda-
tions have historically supported pilot proj-
ects and multisite demonstration programs
in child development, these sources may offer
time-limited funding for SEL initiatives. The
primary message is that early SEL adopters
have found support at the local, state, and
national levels, with funding coming from
both public and private agencies.

Local Support for SEL Programs
and Practices

Local government funding often comes from
a line item in the general fund revenues (typ-
ically unrestricted funds that policymak-
ers can earmark for specific programs and
services), as an appropriation through an
agency budget, or dedicated revenues (e.g.,
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revenues from taxes on alcohol, tobacco,
property, or through lottery or gaming
revenue). School-connected programs and
services depend on all these types of local
support, especially for long-term success. In
particular, K~12 education relies heavily on
local revenues. On average, local communi-
ties contribute approximately 44% to the
education budget? (Johnson et al., 2011),
with these dollars drawn mostly from local
property taxes. Local elected officials and
government agency staff then determine the
mechanisms by which these public revenues
are distributed.

In education, where decision-making
authority is more localized than in other
systems, district school boards and dis-
trict superintendents often make the deci-
sions about the school district’s budget, as
well as endorsing strategies that promise to
improve students’ academic performance. In
the instance in which a school board is well
informed about the links between health and
academic achievement, members would have
the authority to enact SEL-friendly policies
and to allocate resources in directions con-
sistent with those policies. Toward that end,
collaborative relationships among key stake-
holders (i.e., providers, child-serving agen-

cies, educators, and advocates) are an effec-

tive foundation for influencing policymakers
about the best ways to use limited commu-
nity resources to yield maximum benefit.

County Block Grant Program Used
to Support SEL Implementation

The Preventive Health and Health Services
(PHHS) block grant (Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, 2013b), authorized
in 1981, allows state public health authori-
ties the flexibility to address their most
pressing public health needs through pre-
vention and health promotion programs. A
portion of these funds distributed to local
public health departments is used to leverage
existing funds to support community-based
initiatives. Although chronic disease preven-
tion is typically the focus of primary block
grant expenditures, activities related to SEL
have also received support from this source.
For example, in 2009 the Health Depart-
ment of Barron County, Wisconsin, adopted
a strategy to reduce the prevalence of under-
age drinking by partnering with local

schools and implementing two evidence-
based substance abuse curricula with strong
SEL components (Project Northland and
Class Action; CDC, n.d.).

Local Tax Levy to Support
Educational Programming

In Lyndhurst, Ohio, where over 85% of the
school district budget depends on local tax
dollars, voters passed an extension for a levy
on residential properties that would generate
about $4.5 million dollars a year to support
educational programming over the next 3
years (Support SEL Schools, n.d.). Energetic
community-based advocacy promoting the
benefits of SEL interventions led to the suc-
cessful passage of the levy.

Another Local Levy Supports SEL

In Seattle, Washington, which passed the
city’s first Families and Education Levy in
1990, city government officials have used
this local revenue source to invest in student
academic performance and health outcomes
(Seattle Department of Neighborhoods,
Office of Education, n.d.). The levy, renewed
in 2011 and estimated at $230 million (an
increase of over $100 million more than
dedicated 2004 levels of funding) is to be
spent over the next 7 years, with the aim to
improve academic achievement by funding
comprehensive approaches that include the
provision of “social, emotional, and behav-
ioral” support (Families and Education Levy
Advisory Gommittee, 2011, pp. 3, 17-18).
Reports from the city’s Office of Education
indicate that city officials have maintained
a strong focus on addressing the academic
needs, as well as the social and emotional
challenges, of students through this long-
term financial investment (City of Seattle
Office of Education, 2013).

A Public Agency/Nonprofit Health
Partnership Supports SEL

The Boston Public Health Commission is
coordinating a 2-year project with Boston
public schools and Partners HealthCare,
the nonprofit hospital system that invested
$1 million to fund the collaborative project.
The purpose of the project is to help students
manage their emotions and cultivate healthy
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relationships. Together, these partners are
implementing Open Circle, an evidence-
based SEL program in 23 Boston public
schools. The initiative will build on pro-
fessional development training for the 750
teachers, teaching assistants, and adminis-
trators who implement the program (Welles-
ley Centers for Women, 2012).

State Support for SEL Programs
and Practices

The largest portion of funding for public
elementary and secondary schools, approxi-
mately 47%, comes from state dollars (John-
son et al.,, 2011). Although generally there
is variability in state revenue sources across
the 50 states, state education funding is gen-
erated by a combination of income taxes,
corporate taxes, sales taxes, and fees. In
states that do not collect income taxes, there
is often greater reliance on local revenues.
Regardless of the revenue source, however,
each state has its own formula for financing
K=12 education. Typically, the state board
of education is authorized to set educational
priorities for the state and to establish poli-
cies that govern how state resources will be
used. Furthermore, state boards of educa-
tion are responsible to help develop the state
education budget, provide oversight to the
state education agency, and create rules and
regulations for the administration of state-
funded programs. Several states elect their
board members, while others have a combi-
nation of elected and appointed members.
However, in the most common scenario
for establishing a state board of education,
members are appointed by the governor and
confirmed by the state legislature (National
Association of State Boards of Education,
2013). Knowing this information is helpful
in planning for sustainability as it helps to
understand to whom members of the state
board of education are accountable. Fur-
thermore, identifying members of the board
can help target advocacy efforts by influenc-
ing individuals with budgeting authority to
support SEL programming.

An Example of State-Supported SEL
Activities: California

19'2004, California voters passed a propo-
sition to charge a 1% income tax on high-

income residents of the state to support
the Mental Health Services Act (California
Department of Mental Health, 2004). This
legislation allows the California Department
of Mental Health to support county men-
tal health programs and also requires that
roughly 20% of the funds be dedicated to
implement prevention and early intervention
activities. One approved prevention-oriented
statewide project, the Student Mental Health
Initiative (California Department of Mental
Health, 2007), makes funding available to
local selected education entities to promote
mental health among students and to train
educational staff on effective prevention and
wellness activities.

An Example of State-Supported SEL
Activities: Illinois

Also in 2004, the Illinois State Board of Edu-

_cation (ISBE), essentially the state education

agency, helped Illinois become the first state
to pass comprehensive K-12 SEL learning
standards (see Dusenbury et al., Chapter 35,
this volume). The Illinois Children’s Mental
Health Partnership and Voices for Illinois
Children, a statewide advocacy organiza-
tion, secured a $3 million appropriation
from the General Assembly to implement a
number of school-based strategies. Of the
total, $1 million was to be used to conduct
professional development of the SEL stan-
dards. Among other things, this funding
facilitated the development of infrastructure
to provide SEL training for Illinois schools
(Gordon, Ji, Mulhall, Shaw, & Weissberg,
2011).

An Example of State-Supported SEL
Activities: New York

?
The 2006 Children’s Mental Health Act of
New York State authorized the development
of a statewide plan, The Children’s Plan:
Improving the Social and Emotional Well
Being of New York’s Children and Their
Families (New York State Office of Mental
Health, 2008), which recommended a num-
ber of state-supported strategies that are
now being implemented. For example, the
Promise Zones for Urban Education initia-
tive, supported by delinquency prevention
funding from the New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services, is being piloted
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in three cities. The initiative strengthens
collaboration among local school districts
and child-serving agencies to “alter school
culture and climate in ways that foster
individual social and emotional competen-
cies, school attendance and achievement”
(Council on Children and Families, 2010,
p. 3). Furthermore, the call for greater coor-
dination and communication has led to the
creation of online interactive technology to
share the latest statewide developments in
the program, as well as a social marketing
campaign to promote the importance of
children’s social and emotional well-being
(Council on Children and Families, 2013).

Federal Funding for SEL Programs
and Practices

Established under the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act (ACA), the National
Prevention Strategy aims to coordinate
federal prevention initiatives by engaging
national, state, and local partners in a multi-
layered, multifaceted partnership (National
Prevention Council, 2011). The strategic
plan identifies mental and emotional well-
being as one of seven key national priorities
and promotes positive social and emotional
skills throughout the document. Although
the promise of a coordinated prevention
strategy at the federal level is encouraging,
the benefit of this approach to driving poli-
cymaking or funding has yet to be demon-
strated.

Currently, despite incremental improve-
ments in communication and planning over
the past decade, the distribution of federal
dollars for prevention programs remains
disjointed and underfunded. Prevention pro-
grams offered in schools have traditionally
relied on numerous federal sources of sup-
port for their initial development and imple-
mentation, although research indicates that
programs that rely heavily on government
funding have less stability than those with
less federal support (Miller, 2008). There-
fore, financing plans that take advantage of
federal dollars to launch or advance social
programs, while also taking into account the
precarious nature of these funding streams,
have greater utility and value. (Refer to
Appendices 8.1 and 8.2 for additional infor-
mation about the federal budgeting process
and federal block grant programs.)

Federal Education Funding

Over the past 50 years, the role of the fed-
eral government in K-12 public education
has been to ensure equal educational access
and to provide resources for those students
who need additional supports. The Elemen-
tary and Secondary School Act (ESEA) of
1965, as amended, determines the alloca-
tion of federal funding for state education
agencies (SEAs) and local school districts
(also called local education agencies, LEAs)
through the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion’s discretionary programs. The Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Education may
propose changes to the statute that reflect
the administration’s policy priorities and
the educational improvement strategies. For
their part, schools and school districts often
see ESEA funding as a vehicle for addressing
issues that may be barriers to learning. Dis-
trict and state officials have had to consider
increasingly creative ways to maximize use
of ESEA-driven funding (Cascarino, 2000;
Stark Rentner & Acosta Price, 2014).
Among the ESEA provisions that direct
federal dollars to SEAs, LEAs, and even
directly to school buildings, Title I is the
largest discretionary grant program target-
ing elementary and secondary schools and
is received by more than half of all public
schools.3 For schools with more than 40%
of their student population exceeding fed-
eral poverty levels, administrators have
the option to use Title I dollars to imple-
ment programs to enhance performance of
the entire school population (i.e., universal
ptevention programs; U.S. Department of
Education, 2011). Additionally, the Title II
provision of ESEA supports activities related
to teacher quality, teacher retention, and
teacher preparation, and has typically been
used for districtwide professional develop-
ment activities. Districts that adopt strategies
to improve school climate and strengthen
social and emotional competencies through
teaching strategies are particularly inter-
ested in Title IT funding. For example, Aus-
tin Independent School District leaders have
begun implementing SEL programs across
schools in their district and have used Title
II dollars to fund this effort (Raven, 2013).
Table 8.1 details some ESEA provisions and
specific programs funded in 2013 that hold
promise for supporting SEL activities.
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TABLE 8.1. Potential Sources of Support for SEL Activities Funded through ESEA
Proposed FY 2013
Name Purpose programs ($)
Improving Allocates funding to school districts School turnaround

Title I, Part A

Title I, Part H

Title IT

Title I'V, Part
A

Title IV, Part
B

Title V, Part A

Title V, Part D

basic programs
operated by
local educational
agencies

School dropout
prevention

Preparing,
training, an
recruiting high
quality teachers
and principals

Safe and drug-
free schools and
communities

21st-century
community
learning centers

Innovative
programs

Fund for the
improvement of
education

with a high percentage of students
in poverty with the primary goal
to provide additional services and
academic supports to them.

Supports dropout prevention
activities and the identification of
children at risk, and provides services
to keep them in school.

Supports the implementation of
activities related to teacher quality,
teacher retention, and teacher
preparation.

Supports programs to prevent
violence in and around schools,
prevent the use of drugs and foster
a safe learning environment that
supports academic achievement.

Provide opportunities for academic
enrichment and additional services
such as drug and violence prevention
programs, counseling programs, and
character development programs.

Provides formula grants to schools
to implement promising educational
reform and school improvement
programs, to meet educational needs
of at-risk youth, and to implement
professional development activities.

Supports nationally significant
programs to improve quality of
education through systemic education
reform, research, development,

" or evaluation activities designed

to improve student academic
achievement and parent and
community involvement.

grants
($533.6 million)

Promise
Neighborhoods
($100 million)

Effective teaching
and learning for
a well-rounded
education

($90 million)

Successful, safe, and
healthy students
($195.9 million)

21st-century
community learning
centers

($1.2 billion)

Race to the Top
($850 million)

Fund for the
improvement of
education
($36.3 million)

Note. ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) is also referred to as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of
2001, the last amendment of ESEA. Based on U.S. Department of Education (2010, 2012, 2013).
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Examples of Federal Education Fund-
ing to Promote SEL. In 2008, the Kansas
Department of Education received a 4-year
Partnerships in Character Education grant
from the U.S. Department of Education.
Focused on high schools, this award devel-
oped, implemented, and evaluated a nation-
ally recognized character education cur-
riculum. The federal discretionary funding
helped establish the state’s Social, Emotional,
and Character Development (SECD) learn-
ing standards as voluntary standards that
include principles of both SEL and character
development (Kansas State Department of
Education, n.d.). Although the federal char-
acter education grant program is no longer
available, the Kansas Department of Educa-
tion received a Safe and Supportive Schools
(S3) grant allowing them to continue pro-
motion of SECD standards in instructional
practices and teacher professional develop-
ment. The State Department of Education in
Tennessee, another recipient of the S3, has
used these federal funds to facilitate positive
school climate and improve conditions for
learning. The department formed a Center
for School Climate that coordinates train-
ing and technical assistance to Tennessee
schools (Tennessee Department of Educa-
tion, n.d.).

Federal Mental Health Funding

The Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA), a divi-
sion within the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (USDHHS), has a long
history of supporting community-based and
school-connected initiatives that promote
public mental health. SAMHSA’s youth-
related initiatives have emphasized the need
for system coordination and integrated poli-
cies but have typically targeted those with
more severe behavioral health conditions.
Within the last several years, discretionary
funding for preventive interventions from
SAMHSA’s Center for Mental Health Ser-
vices has focused primarily on suicide pre-
vention activities and stigma reduction cam-
paigns. However, a few recent organizational
shifts may facilitate support for additional
mental health-promoting activities, such as
those that strengthen SEL competencies.
These include the expansion of SAMHSA’s
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block grant program and the development
of a state mental health prevention initiative
called Project LAUNCH (Linking Actions
for Unmet Needs in Children’s Health).
Guidance on the use of SAMHSA’s two state
block grants, the Substance Abuse Preven-
tion and Treatment Block Grant (SABG) and
the community Mental Health Block Grant
(MHBG), explicitly encourages use of these
funds for “primary prevention: universal,
selective, and indicated prevention activi-
ties and services for persons not identified as
needing treatment” (USDHHS, SAMHSA,
2013, p. 7). In addition, Project LAUNCH
enables states to conduct evidence-based
prevention interventions that will “promote
the wellness of young children from birth to
8 years by addressing the physical, social,
emotional, cognitive and behavioral aspects
of their development” and minimize risk

factors that may lead to substance abuse and
mental illness (USDHHS, SAMHSA, 2012,

p- 5).

Examples of Federal Mental and Public
Health Funding to Promote SEL. Another
source of prevention funding from the
health sector became available through the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
of 2010. Passage of this landmark legisla-
tion signaled an unprecedented federal com-
mitment to promoting health and wellness,
and preventing chronic diseases through
the establishment of the Prevention and
Public Health Fund (also called the Preven-
tion Fund) (USDHHS, 2013). Although the

. Prevention Fund budget has been substan-
tially trimmed during its initial 3 years, it
remains a resource to provide communities
with funding to invest in effective preven-
tion efforts, including initiatives aimed at
addressing health disparities and improving
access to behavioral health services.

Community  Transformation  Grants
(CTG), one major initiative funded by dol-
lars from the Prevention Fund and admin-
istered by the CDC, are awarded to state
public health agencies and local health
departments. Although seemingly focused on
adults and on early interventions to prevent
mental illness, a number of recent awardees
have identified the promotion of social and
emotional wellness as an overarching goal in
their applications, including the state health
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departments in Illinois, Massachusetts, and
West Virginia, and the county health depart-
ments of Douglas County (Nebraska), Los
Angeles (California), and Philadelphia (Penn-
sylvania) (CDC, 2013a). The value of part-
nering with schools and focusing on child
health was explicit in the award to LiveWell
Greenville in South Carolina, whose local
superintendent was quoted as saying, “We
all know the importance of good health to
the academic performance of our students
and to the well-being of our employees” (The
Travelers Rest Tribune, 2012).

Federal Sources of Funding for Early
Childhood Initiatives

More peripheral sources of funding may be
available to sustain SEL programs offered
in K=12 schools, such as Title V funding
(USDHHS/Health Resources and Services
Administration, n.d.). Strengthening social
and emotional competencies in young chil-
dren (i.e., ages 0-5 years) and promoting
their readiness to learn has been a funda-
mental aspect of early childhood initiatives.
Agencies and organizations that implement
early childhood programs are familiar with
the value of social and emotional skills
because they are integrated into the fabric
of what early care providers do, from early
instruction and social skills building to pro-
fessional development activities; however,
these benefits have not been well connected
to the broader K-12 education system. Some
researchers have recently described the
potential benefits, as well as the pitfalls, of
strengthening the connection between early
childhood education and K-12 schooling
(Halpern, 2013). Although the focus of this
chapter is on financing for SEL programs
for school-age populations, it is important
to recognize that public and private funders
supporting early childhood care and educa-
tion have also developed methods to lever-
age limited dollars in order to advance these
initiatives and reach the greatest number of
vulnerable children (Flynn & Hayes, 2003).
Tools and detailed information on financing
of early childhood initiatives are accessible
for those interested in sustaining SEL activi-
ties that are linked with institutions serving
very young children and their families (Lind
etal.; 2009).

A Caution about Discretionary Funding

Many school districts have previously sup-
ported the implementation of SEL activities
from discretionary grant programs admin-
istered by a number of federal agencies,
including the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion. Discretionary grant programs, by their
nature, are subject to swift changes in policy
direction when new leadership is elected.
One such example is the Department of
Education’s Successful, Safe, and Healthy
Schools program, a new initiative proposed
for fiscal year 2013, which authorized funds
to create safe and health-promoting environ-
ments that facilitate improved teaching and
learning by consolidating (and essentially
eliminating) a number of grant programs
that were instrumental in the expansion of
SEL interventions across schools and dis-
tricts (e.g., the Elementary and Secondary
School Counseling, Mental Health Integra-
tion in Schools, and Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities programs; U.S.
Department of Education, 2013). This move
to allow states and localities greater flexibil-
ity and control over spending may result in
significantly more instructional programs
being funded in lieu of nonacademic sup-
port services. SEL advocates may therefore
feel increased pressure to convince state and
local decision makers that investing in uni-
versal prevention programs is a smart use of
limited education dollars.

Foundations

Foundations have played an important role
in developing innovative education and
health initiatives. These philanthropies pro-
vide a flexible pool of resources that can be
directed toward infrastructure development,
operating expenses, piloting new initiatives,
or scaling up promising ones. Whereas some
foundations sustain established community
cultural and charitable institutions, such as
the local symphony or local United Way,
other foundations are organizing institutions
dedicated to new purposes, such as Andrew
Carnegie’s libraries, the Gates Foundation’s
restructured high schools, or the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation’s school-based
health centers.

Legally, a foundation is a nonprofit entity
or a charitable trust, incorporated with the
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chief purpose of making grants to unrelated
organizations, institutions, or individuals.
There are generally two types of founda-
tions: private foundations and public chari-
ties, both of which may target funding to
national, state, regional (involving areas
within a state or across several states), or
local levels. Foundation giving has been
increasing steadily in the United States over
the past several decades, reaching $46 bil-
lion in 2011 (Lawrence, 2012), with more
than 40% of funding in 2010 dedicated to
programmatic activities (Foundation Cen-
ter, Foundation Giving Trends, 2012).

Private Foundations

Private foundations are typically created
with support from a primary donor (i.e., an
individual, family, or corporation) and often
award grants to support desired charitable
activities. These foundations make up the
majority of grant-making institutions in the
United States, with an estimated 85,000 pri-
vate foundations engaged in grant making in
2010 (National Center for Charitable Statis-
tics, 2010).

Public Charities

Public charities are nonprofit organizations
that rely primarily on financial support
from the general public but may also receive
grants from individuals, governments, and
private foundations. Although some public
charities engage in grant-making activities,
most provide a direct service or charitable
activity. Community foundations are non-
profit entities that grant money to public
charities but are actually considered public
charities themselves. There are more than
700 community foundations in the United
States. Although large in number, they rep-
resented only 9% of total foundation giving
in 2010 (Foundation Center, 2012). Similar
to a nonprofit charity, community founda-
tions seek support for themselves from the
general public, but like private founda-
tions, they also provide grants, most often
to address the needs of the community or
region in which they are located.

An Example of Foundation Support for
SEL: National Foundations. A number
of independent foundations have invested
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in developing SEL-related projects with
the intent of making national impact. The
NoVo Foundation, based in New York City,
has committed to building the evidence base
for SEL and advocating for SEL as integral
to national education reform. One initia-
tive piloted by NoVo supports eight school
districts that are integrating SEL programs
and practices districtwide (Collaborative for
Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning
[CASEL], 2013). The Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation (RWJF) is complementing this
Collaborating District Initiative (CDI) by
supporting a study of factors contributing to
long-term sustainability of SEL programs.
In an effort to reach millions of students,
NoVo and RWJF have also joined with other
private funders to support the development
of a K-5 academic curriculum that inte-
grates SEL concepts and strategies into core
academic materials (W. Yallowitz, personal
communication, July 31, 2013).

An Example of Foundation Support for
SEL: Regional Foundations. Additional
foundations are supporting universal pre-
vention programming within individual
states or regions of the country. The Hogg
Foundation, for example, funds services,
research, policy development, and education
related to mental health issues throughout
Texas (Hogg Foundation for Mental Health,
2012a). In 2012 the Hogg Foundation
awarded multiyear grants to eight Houston-
based organizations to offer prevention,
early identification, and treatment services
in schools and community settings (Hogg
Foundation for Mental Health, 2012b). In
Ohio, the Health Foundation of Greater
Cincinnati (recently renamed Interact For
Health) serves 20 counties in neighboring
areas, as well as communities in Kentucky
and Indiana. The foundation also has sup-
ported a 4-year implementation of universal
prevention programs in elementary schools
in those communities (K. Keller, personal
communication, March 7, 2012).

An Example of Foundation Support for
SEL: Local Foundations. Public charities,
entities that are more likely to support local
initiatives, have also begun to direct their
attention to the benefits associated with
SEL. The Women’s Initiative of United Way,
part of the United Way of Greater Toledo,




Financing and Funding for SEL Initiatives 123

has supported the implementation of SEL
programs for students through a partnership
with the Toledo Public Schools and Toledo
Federation of Teachers (United Way of
Greater Toledo, 2012). The initiative, which
aims to promote a caring school environment
and build students’ social and emotional
competencies, has been implemented in six
public schools and has trained 115 Toledo
public school teachers in an evidence-based
SEL program called Responsive Classroom.

Braided or Blended Funding

Strategies to ensure sustainability of pro-
grams and initiatives often require an
integration of services and resources, and
therefore involve multiple systems or organi-
zations to succeed long-term. These coordi-
nated or collaborative strategies help reduce
duplication of services and ease the admin-
istrative burden associated with managing
multiple grants. Blended funding, one such
strategy, refers to a process whereby fund-
ing from different sources is pooled together
in order to maximize impact. Alternatively,
braided funding is achieved when funds that
may have distinct but complimentary pur-
poses are woven together to support a spe-
cific activity, but reporting and accountabil-
ity to each funder remain separate.

An Example of Blended Funding for SEL

One of the most widespread federal discre-
tionary grant programs to promote mental
health was the Safe Schools/Healthy Stu-
dents (SS/HS) initiative. More than a decade
since its initial implementation, this land-
mark initiative pooled federal funding from
the U.S. Departments of Health and Human
Services, Education, and Justice to support
comprehensive violence prevention activities
conducted by more than 350 community-
based partnerships (including local schools).
The strong conceptual link between this
national initiative and the key components
of SEL. made SS/HS an effective vehicle for
introducing SEL to hundreds of communi-
ties nationwide (National Center for Men-
tal Health Promotion and Youth Violence
Prevention and CASEL, 2008). Although
funding has decreased incrementally and the
fate of this initiative is in question, results

demonstrate that better system coordina-
tion across the continuum of care has led
to improvements in student health and aca-
demic outcomes (SS/HS, 2013).

An Example of Braided Funding for SEL

In 2011, the Washington State legislature
authorized funding for the Washington Kin-
dergarten Inventory of Developing Skills
(WaKIDS) initiative, a readiness assess-
ment to determine whether young children,
as well as their schools and communities,
have the necessary skills to ensure success in
school. WaKIDS includes a comprehensive
assessment of a child’s social and emotional
development. It is jointly supported by a
Race to the Top/Early Learning Challenge
(RTT-ELC) grant, appropriations from the
Washington State legislature, as well as
by private funders, including the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation (Dorn & Hyde,
2011).

Guidance Informed
by Lessons Learned

The communities cited throughout this chap-
ter have successfully leveraged partnerships
and implemented innovative funding strate-
gies after having overcome a series of trials
and tribulations. Several important lessons
are shared below that can facilitate or hin-
der successful fund-raising efforts, including
guidelines, recommendations, potential pit-
falls,sand guiding questions.

Guidelines and Recommendations

o Relationships magter. Not only what
you know but also who you know makes
a difference. Who are the power brokers
and decision makers for eligible funding
streams? Program planners and administra-
tors must get to know these individuals and
help make the connection between what is
important to them and the known benefits
of prevention programs.

o Partnerships matter. In light of national
and state budget deficits, stand-alone pro-
grams, no matter how effective, are not
likely to survive. Partnerships, especially
with organizations that bring complemen-
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tary expertise, remain critical for program
sustainability. Programs also need to be
meaningfully linked to broader social initia-
tives to maximize their staying power.

e United fronts matter. Groups of indi-
viduals that speak with one collective voice
are difficult to ignore or to silence and can
therefore be quite influential. With policy
moving to offer increased control for states
and districts over spending, advocacy for
desired prevention programs and compre-
hensive school reforms must be well coordi-
nated, communicated, and executed.

Potential Problems and Pitfalls

o Adopt a flexible frame but have a
frame. To take advantage of current fund-
ing opportunities, programs may need to use
a conceptual frame that is specific enough
to mobilize supporters but broad enough to
capture the trend of the moment. Describ-
ing how a universal prevention program can
address a number of issues over time may
allow programs to ride numerous political
waves successfully. However, being too flex-
ible may convey a lack of focus or authentic-
ity.

e More is not always better, and this goes
for funding, too. If a program is established
within an institutional setting (i.e., a govern-
ment agency or university), then it is more
likely to have the necessary infrastructure
to acquire and manage a diverse funding
portfolio. On the other hand, nonprofit or
community-based organizations usually
have limited administrative resources and
must therefore discern the best funding
options to help advance their cause without
sacrificing the resources needed to obtain
the desired results.

Guiding Questions

Securing funding for SEL or any other ini-
tiative requires an assessment of the fit
between a particular funding source and
an organization’s priorities and strengths.
Funders generally have greater confidence
in applicants who not only demonstrate an
alignment between their expertise and the
funding objective but also have strong inter-
nal systems in place (i.e., fiscal management,
communications, data collection, and evalu-

ation) and demonstrate a clear vision and
mission, as well as effective partnerships
outside of the organization. These elements
are essential preconditions for organizations
creating viable long-term funding strate-
gies, developing a corresponding business
plan, attracting the right partners, identify-
ing the most reliable funding sources, and
ultimately delivering [their] programmatic
impact. Appendix 8.3 contains several ques-
tions to keep in mind that should help orga-
nizations in their quest for funding.

Conclusion

Leaders need to avoid the pitfall of chasing dollars
opportunistically. Rather, you need to build and
maintain a diverse portfolio of funds that are aligned
with the specific strategies, activities and capacities
you want to sustain. A strategic financing approach
is a framework for identifying the fiscal needs of your
initiative over time, and designing and implementing
financing strategies to meet those needs.

—LIND ET AL. (2009, p. 7)

Effective interventions such as SEL pro-
grams need more than strong scientific evi-
dence to flourish; they need money and polit-
ical support to establish and maintain them.
Realizing the full potential of programs and
interventions that promote positive social
and emotional skills development requires
keen understanding of the resources avail-
able to sustain and expand SEL initiatives,
as well as knowledge about how to achieve
a balance between raising funds and manag-
ing continued funding. Investigations of the
nonprofit sector suggest that organizations
with more than two funders, ironically, tend
to be less profitable and successful than
those with one or two major funders. This
is often due to the greater demands placed
on nonprofits that must manage additional
funders, requiring greater organizational
complexity and ultimately driving up inter-
nal costs (Miller, 2008). This chapter pro-
vides an overview of funding sources typi-
cally available at local, state, and national
levels, and offers some guidance on possible
pathways to long-term sustainability. The
essential point is that those looking to fund
SEL initiatives must be inventive, cognizant
of the particularities of their specific locale,
ready to take advantage of the opportunities
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that present themselves, and realistic about
both their organizational capacity and the
benefits and limitations associated with any
funding source.

Notes

1. The recession took a serious toll on school
financing across the country and led to a one-time
infusion of federal funding for schools. The Ameri-
can Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA),
signed in 2009, provided more than $100 billion
in education aid to offset devastating budget cuts.
A number of education reform efforts were initi-
ated, such as Race to the Top and Promise Neigh-
borhoods, but these stimulus funds were intended
to provide temporary relief and avert an economic
depression, not to serve as long-term solutions.

2. Revenue for public elementary and secondary
schools is reported for fiscal year 2009, as opposed
to fiscal year 2010. Short-term funding directed to
schools as a result of ARRA resulted in an inflated
estimate of federal revenues contributing to educa-
tion budgets.

3. The U.S. Department of Education has
recently begun to accept waivers to requirements
set by No Child Left Behind. This waiver, sought
by a majority of the states, would allow state edu-
cation agencies flexibility in their use of federal
education funds with the promise that account-
ability measures would remain intact. A number of
states have received a waiver that would allow them
to use Title I funds (20% of their Title I, Part A
grant awards) to support interventions of various
kinds in high-poverty schools. Both Tennessee and
Alaska, for example, have successfully applied for
waivers that will allow their state education agen-
cies to dedicate some of their Title I, Part A funds to
improving school climate and addressing the social,
emotional, and health needs of students in high-
poverty schools.
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APPENDIX 8.1. The Basics
of Federal Funding

In principle, federal spending requires authoriz-
ing language (i.e., legislation) that permits appro-
priation of funding and eventual budget approval
by the Senate and House of Representatives.
Although authorizations are typically for S to 10
years, the federal budget must be approved annu-
ally by the House and Senate. The federal budget
outlines federal expenditures (e.g., entitlement
programs such as Medicaid or Title I, as well as
defense and nondefense appropriations, such as
highway construction, environmental protection,
and federal judiciary), and federal revenues from
individual income taxes, payroll taxes, corporate
taxes, and the borrowing of money through the
sale of bonds. The President triggers the process
by laying out his priorities for federal programs
in a budget request that is submitted to Congress.
Congress then debates and negotiates general
spending (appropriations) and revenue amounts
until a budget can be passed and funds autho-
rized and then dispensed by the federal agencies.

The executive branch of the federal govern-
ment is responsible for federal appropriations,
such as discretionary or appropriated programs
that make up approximately one-third of all fed-
eral spending, and create either categorical or
block grants in order to distribute this funding.
Categorical grants specify how the money can
be spent and are distributed either on a formula
basis to states, usually according to population
size or population in poverty, or on a project

basis, also known as “discretionary grants,”
Congress annually appropriates an overall fixed
level of funding for each discretionary grant
program; eligible applicants (i.e., state author-
ity, local education agency, nonprofit organiza-
tion, private entity) compete for this funding and
awards are made based on merit.

On the other hand, block grants, originally
established with the passage of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 as part of the
Social Security Act of 1935, are lump sums that
allow maximum flexibility in their use through a
broad range of eligible activities by giving more
discretion to recipients to identify problems and
design programs to address those problems. Fed-
eral block grants are directed by a federal agency
and awarded to the appropriate state agency,
such as state education, public health, or mental
health agencies, which administers the funds to
local governments using granting guidelines set
by the state (see Appendix 8.2 for a list of fed-
eral block grants). State authorities often submit
an application to the designated federal agency,
where a number of requirements must be met,
including state planning and reporting, stake-
holder input into the use of funds, and sometimes
state monetary match (i.e., a proportion of state
and/or local funds that must be set aside to sup-
port the activities outlined in the application). As
with many discretionary grants programs, block
grant amounts are often determined by statutory
formulas and are linked to population character-
istics or demographics, such as rates of poverty
or illness.
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APPENDIX 8.3. Questions to Facilitate
Access to Available Funding Sources

Organizations hoping to acquire long-term fund-
ing need to ask a number of targeted questions
that will help them navigate an increasingly com-
plex funding terrain. Questions about funding
needs and internal capacity, about who makes
or influences funding decisions, and about how
to access specific funding streams effectively will
facilitate discussions of the most appropriate
strategies for sustaining prevention programs.
Examples include the following:

Questions about Funding Needs

o What type of funding is best suited for our
organization and to achieve our mission/man-
date?

o When is this funding most essential (i.e., for
initial launch, short-term adoption, or long-
term integration or our program)?

o How many different funding streams are we
able to manage given our capacity and our
goals?

o How do funding time tables match with our
organization’s projected growth or develop-
ment?

o What are we seeking to finance (i.e., research/
evaluation, program implementation, training,
collaboration, system development)?

o What will be accomplished with this support
(i.e., individual education-related outcomes,
health-related outcomes, system-related out-
comes, a combination)?

o Do we have the right mix of skills and/or col-
laborators to accomplish these goals?

Questions about Decision Makers

o What are the priorities for children’s health
and education in my state?

o Who are the legislators who have sponsored
a pro-children agenda?

o Who are the influential child advocacy
organizations that help set the state or local
agenda?

o What are major funding sources that support
children in this region or state, and where does
this funding come from (e.g., federal, state,
local, private funders)?

o Who are the gatekeepers for this funding
source?

o Is accessing this funding source politically
feasible and who are the potential competi-
tors?

o Is there an interagency, Cross-system entity

that is authorized to examine and help address

the needs of children and youth in this state

(i.e., a Children’s Cabinet or Council)?

o Do they have any funding authority?

e Who is on the state board of education, and
what vision have they set for education in the
state?

o Is the state board accountable to an elector-
ate or to the governor?

o Who is elected to the local school board and
what issues seem prominent to their agenda?

o How would someone share information
about the benefits of health-promoting pro-
grams offered in schools with a board mem-
ber?

o What local revenue streams support K~12 edu-
cation?

o What individuals or committees have over-
sight or determine funding priorities for
local dollars?

Questions about Accessing Funding Streams

e Is my organization, coalition, or program eli-
gible to apply for the identified funds?

o If not, what adjustments can be made in
order to meet eligibility requirements?

o What block grant program(s) has my state or
county applied for and/or received?

o What are the goals of the application/plan?

o What state agency is accountable for report-
ing on that block grant, and who is the state
contact?

o Is there a required advisory group or planning
committee that determines how block grant
funds can be used?

o Who sits on that advisory group and how
does one gain entry into the group?

o What is the mechanism for offering public
comment, suggestions, information, or feed-
back’to the advisory group?

o How are final decisions made and are cer-
tain people, organizations, or types of infor-
mation (i.e., data vs. personal testimony)
more/less influential in that process?

o What are some examples of successful blend-
ing or braiding of public and private funding?
o How much flexibility is associated with this

identified pot of money?

o Are there specific reporting and accounting
requirements outlined by this funder?

o What foundations actively award grants in my
city/county, region, or state?

o Do any of my organization’s staff, board
members, or partners have a relationship
with any program officer or senior staff per-
son at this foundation?




Financing and Funding for SEL Initiatives

o How does the project we propose fit with the ~ Fundsnet Services
foundation’s mission? www.fundsnetservices.com/showcats/91/
o With what portfolio or strategic area of  foundation-directory.html
the foundation does this proposed activity
align? Foundation Center:
o What other similar organization or program  hitp://foundationcenter.org
has this foundation funded in the past?
o For how long? For how much? Finance Project
www.financeproject.org
Related Online Resources Schioe] Grants

Bridgespan www.schoolgrants.org
www.bridgespan.org
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