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Appendix

I. Creating a Children’s Budget

A “Children’s Budget” has come to mean a document that
child advocates submit to policy makers to promote either
the reallocation and/or expansion of public resources for
children. For some, such as the Los Angeles Roundtable for
Children, it has meant an analysis of how money is currently
spent on children. For others, such as the Association for the
Children of New Jersey, the budget itemized recommended
allocations for children’s programs, and served as an alter-
native to the official budgets.

The Children’s Budgets developed by Coleman Advo-
cates went beyond documenting what was spent on children
in San Francisco, and beyond identifying programs that
should be retained or expanded. The agency proposed spe-
cific, new policy directions; a comprehensive rationale for
these policies; and a coherent set of (often new) programs to
implement these policies. Coleman also proposed funding
sources for the entire budget package. (It should be noted
that Coleman’s Children’s Budget efforts never included edu-
cation beause in California, education is primarily funded by
the State, and is not controlled at the City level.) In this way,
an innovative Children’s Budget model with the potential to

be an effective tool for advocacy and planning was born.
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Community Outreach

As the development of the
Children’s Budget evolved,
Coleman was able to expand
ways to solicit community
inpul. Efforts to expand
thinking, get new ideas, ensure
support, and, simultaneously,
to ‘spread the word’ included
questionnaires; focus groups;
presentations in high school
classrooms to gather youth
inpul; attendance at political
clubs and neighborhood
meetings to solicit ideas;
inlerviews with key personnel
in City departments; and
holding open, well advertised
strategy meetings. Hundreds of
diverse organizations and
community leaders partici-
pated, including the Junior
League, gay and lesbian
political clubs, business
organizations, neighborhood

clubs, and church groups.

In preparing the initial San Francisco Children’s Budget
in 1988, Coleman relied on a dozen officially and unofficially
produced reports on the problems of San Francisco’s chil-
dren. It also used longstanding recommendations of many
neighborhood coalitions to supplement the input from con-
ference attendees and follow-up caucus groups. Drafts of the
budget were circulated to community leaders and opinion-
makers throughout San Francisco’s network of neighbor-
hoods. Contrary to what might have been anticipated, results
showed very little controversy about the programs to be pro-
posed in the budget. Even later, when budget requests had to
be pared down, as long as there were proposals in each of the
major service areas, there was surprising consensus among

diverse groups.

Refining the Children’s Budget Process

Community outreach had an increasing effect on the
Children’s Budget. As Coleman searched for community
groups to involve in the effort, the agency discovered a grow-
ing number of parent-initiated grassroots efforts organized
out of people’s homes, primarily addressing the drug crisis
and community violence among youth. After identifying al-
most a dozen such groups, Coleman convened several meet-

ings among the groups themselves, and developed a proposal

for grants to “neighborhood-based peer and parent support
programs.” These groups all felt they needed small amounts
of money to sustain their efforts so that supplies and other
expenses wouldn’t continue to come from their members’
own pockets. This proposal became a centerpiece of
Coleman’s subsequent Children’s Budget. While not imme-
diately funded by the City, it became the basis of San
Francisco’s federally funded drug prevention program, and
within six months of the idea’s inception, a $500,000 grants
program for these groups had been established! That pro-
gram is still in place, and has spawned many neighborhood
empowerment groups.

Five hundred copies of the first Children’s Budget were
mailed to City leaders, leaders in the children’s field, and key
children’s service providers. Hundreds more were dissemi-
nated upon request. It became a significant planning tool for
many non-profit organizations (one of the secondary benefits
of a Children’s Budget).

Building ad-hoc coalitions with key allies. San Francisco’s
child population is probably the most diverse and multi-cul-
tural in the country. African-American children (approxi-
mately 15% of the child population in San Francisco) are, by
most standard measurements, at a high risk for infant mor-
tality, needing foster care or special education, ending up in
the juvenile justice system, etc. Coleman worked in conjunc-
tion with the African-American Community Agenda Coali-
tion, an organization of grassroots activists concerned about

youth violence in their neighborhoods, to incorporate into

78



their work a specific budget for African American children.
The agency pointed out how elements of the overall
Children’s Budget could benefit African-American children,
and identified several programs, such as residential drug treat-
ment, that could specifically focus on African- American youth.
As a result, two African-American Supervisors on the Board
at that time became more interested in the Children’s Bud-
get, and pushed hard for the programs affecting their com-
munities.

Coleman organized a broad-based health coalition to
urge the Mayor to spend a significant amount of the City’s
share of tobacco tax dollars — The Coalition for the Proper
Expenditure of Tobacco Tax Funds — on new programs for
children. The agency knew it would be more effective in push-
ing for this funding source if it did so as part of a more com-
prehensive health agenda that included AIDS programs, ser-
vices for refugees, the homeless, and other low-income groups.
Health proposals were worked out in collaboration with the
broad committee that was formed in order to make sure that
all concerned could back each other’s proposals. The
Children’s Budget proposals, health outreach teams, and drug
treatment for mothers with children, were, of course, key parts
of the package. As a result of the coalition, Coleman received
more publicity and political support for its proposals.

Working with City departments. As time passed, Coleman
added an important element to its process: negotiations with
City departments. This served a double purpose: 1) it was an

opportunity to test the Children’s Budget proposals and, if

need be, to modify them to be more compatible with other
plans of the department; and 2) it provided an additional
forum to try to get some new children’s services inserted into
the City’s own budget.

An exciting moment came when we recetved a call telling us
that the City’s Social Services Budget was to be heard at the Social
Services Commission the following day. (It had not been advertised,
50 even though we tried to follow every budget hearing, we had been
in the dark about this one.) We began making calls, and within
several hours we had mobilized a very articulate and persistent group
of about eight grandmothers caring for young children to come to the
meeting. The grandmothers’ testimony about their need for respite
care took everyone by surprise. Immediately the Commission insisted
that respite care be added to the depariment’s budget. Department
staff were ordered to come up with a detailed proposal, and insert it
into the budget. That year it was one of the few new services for
children that was funded. This just illustrates how flukey budget
advocacy can be.

Formalizing the Children’s Budget Coalition. By 1990,
when Coleman began a third Children’s Budget, the agency
felt it was important to formalize a coalition of children’s or-
ganizations that would submit specific proposals. Fifty diverse
and representative children’s service organizations joined the
coalition that ultimately sponsored the Budget, including the
PTA, Grandmothers Who Care, child care centers, commu-
nity coalitions, youth-serving agencies, and the local welfare

rights organization.
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A Difficult Balancing Act for the Lead Agency

While the San Francisco Children’s Budget was Coleman-
driven, the need for strong leadership and flexibility was bal-
anced with the need for collective ownership of the concept
and genuine widespread support for the project. The efforts
to gather input, convene groups to develop specific propos-
als, and have organizations review the drafts led to numerous
endorsements. People seemed quite satisfied with having a
say, but letting the project be Coleman-initiated.

Seeing the work through. Within Coleman, the Children’s
Budget was definitely seen as a Coleman project. Understand-
ably, other children’s service providers in the coalition were
preoccupied with the work of their own agencies and their
particular budget needs. That they were invested at all in the
examination of a Children’s Budget was a positive reflection
on them and on the importance of coalition-building.

It’s a delicate balance — Assuming a leadership role and being
able to control the advocacy process, and also having it be truly based
on a genuine consensus of the major players and stakeholders. I think
it always depends a great deal on the personalities involved. But in
our case, for a number of years we were able to keep a very high level
of trust among a critical mass of people who supported this, and
then, of course, if we'd have a success, that made it easier. But for the
budget process, we went to extraordinary lengths to have a commu-
nity consensus-building process and we gathered enormous amounts
of input from everybody who would have a stake in it. After the big
citywide conference that introduced the idea of a Children’s Budget,

we broke up into many small groups and asked, “What do you think
should be in it?” We held follow-up meetings, and then sent out ques-
tionnaires, and had focus groups, and then sent out drafts and asked
Jorinpud, often sitting down with the draft itself...so that even though
we did the writing, it was based on a careful response to what we
heard others say the priorities were. We didn’t think we could get the
support and win the kinds of things we were going after unless it
really did reflect consensus. But if we had waited for a formal con-
sensus process — well, I have seen lots of advocacy efforts die because
the process is just interminable...paralyzing, really. If we had waited
Jor the group to write it collectively, or to vote on every single sen-
tence, it simply would never have happened. I think people bought
into it because we were really careful to make sure that each round
reflected what they wanted it to say.

Once we submitted it to the City, we felt that we were the advo-
cacy experts, and could really develop a strong advocacy strategy and
not have to take a vote on whether to go to the media or to provide
testimony or to discuss what the focus of the press conference should
be — I mean we had meetings and got input, but ultimately we made
those kinds of decisions. And if we hadn’t done a good job, I think
we would have lost our credibility immediately.

But we were able to be much more aggressive than I think many
children’s advocates have been — at least in San Francisco — because
we weren’t being funded by the City or through the policies we were
asking to see changed. So we had a lot of latitude. We were also able
lo use the advocacy skills we’d developed over the years.

Advocates fight for a cause — in this case, kids, and in this case,

we were fighting against the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to
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get them to change the budget process. The advocates’ only tools and
skills are issuing reports, researching data, making policy proposals,
using the media, negotiating with public officials, holding public
hearings, testifying before public bodies, drafting legislation, and
mobilizing the community. Coleman was equipped to be independent
and to fight aggressively because we didn’t have any conflicts of in-
terest issues to contend with.

Without the flexibility to call the shots, it would have been im-
possible to be as effective as we were. In many instances, the effective-
ness of Coleman’s advocacy depended on one person (often myself
because I'm the Director of the organization) knowing everything about
what was happening. Allowing that person to make quick judgement
calls was absolutely necessary.

The balance seemed to work well for us. We were free to advocate
as we saw fit, yet there was sufficient buy-in so that many groups felt
the budget reflected their priovities. Thus, supporters could often be
quickly mobilized when needed. It is important for child advocates to
realize that while there are many enthusiastic endorsers of the cause
initially (powerful individuals, iaboy; business, other public interest
groups), allies will not necessarily put their clout on the line to have
children’s services funded when those services need to be pitted against
other items. Allies often fade from the scene when you move to budget-
ary allocations.

Advocacy tactics. Tracking the budget process, negotiat-
ing with decisionmakers, presenting testimony, organizing
letter-writing campaigns — these are all skills child advocates
can master well. Some of the advocacy tactics Coleman en-

gaged in were fairly typical:

* Sending notices to the agency’s mailing list requesting sup-
porters to call and write to the Mayor, department heads, and
supervisors — the Children’s Budget package included pre-
written postcards to the Mayor and the Board;

* Orchestrating hearings at key points in the budget process,
making sure that a large enough group of people appeared
when important decisions were to be made, and even more
people when Coleman’s items were the only ones on the
agenda;

* Meeting regularly with legislators, their staffs, and high-level
administrators in the Mayor’s Office, and making sure care-
fully organized representatives of the constituency of that par-
ticular politician were present;

* Submitting editorials to major newspapers, neighborhood
papers, and even one to the business paper (recommending
a “pro-business tax ”to support youth employment programs),
as well as opinion messages that were aired on TV and radio;
* Seeking official endorsements of a children’s budget from
one of the two major local newspapers, two of the four local
TV stations, and the predominant local news radio station;

* Keeping information and meetings going at a steady pace
during the several critical months while budget policy was

being made.
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