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FOREWORD

At a time when much is being done in terms of development projects to better the lives of the people of Sri Lanka, it is 

crucial to remember those groups of society that are sometimes left behind; the children of our country. In this sense, the 

work done by this report in bringing to light the issues surrounding resource allocation and expenditure for children is 

highly valuable. Therefore, it is my pleasure to make remarks on the report on “Child Centric Resource Analysis”, which 

shows the past and present trends in resource allocation for the wellbeing of the children living in Sri Lanka and; the gaps 

and weaknesses that remain to be addressed by the Government, society and family in order to create an environment 

that is healthy and safe for children.

As the national focal point of monitoring and evaluation, the Department of Project Management and Monitoring possesses 

vast experience in the process of the implementation of social welfare programmes in the past decade.  It is observed 

that, achieving the expected targets in social welfare programmes is not easy due to the sensitivity of such programmes 

to unpredictable economic and political changes in the country.  In addition, it is not easy to measure the outcomes of 

such programmes separately due to the direct and indirect influence by development projects and programmes in other 

sectors on the overall quality of life of children.  Resource allocation for the key sectors such as education, health, child 

protection, and early childhood development is an indicator to assess the level of commitment and priority shown by a 

society for the sustainable wellbeing of its present and future generations.

This study has focused on public-sector approach as well as the contribution of civil society at sectoral, national, provincial 

and divisional levels to enhance the quality of life for children.  Regional and sectoral disparities and gaps in investment on 

children are also discussed in-depth, with valid recommendations to improve the planning, budgeting, and implementation 

of future programmes to enhance the rights of children.  Therefore, the Child Centric Resource Analysis is a commendable 

piece of study which will be helpful to policy-makers and planners to steer the country towards a balanced society in which 

the rights of children are secured to have a healthy, peaceful, safe and happy life. 

DHARSHANA SENANAYAKE

Director General,

Department of Project Management & Monitoring

Ministry of National Policy & Economic Affairs 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document analyzes the spending on children by the GoSL and finds that the GoSL must adopt Child Centric 
Budgeting methodologies for effective & efficient resource allocation, quality utilization and monitoring.

Sri Lanka’s public investments in children are of a low priority, do not follow a participatory budgeting approach, and 
lack multi-sectoral coordination. Disaggregated data regarding budgetary allocations for children is unavailable in 
budget documents, undermining the analysis of child related spending, and the visibility of children in national 
resource allocation, spending and monitoring. Tracking and monitoring child related expenditure is impeded by 
this lack of data.

The GoSL spends 8-10 percent of total national expenditure on children, about Rs. 144 everyday per child. However, 
since the health budget provides for expenditure on non-child related matters, this 8-10 percent could be lower 
than calculated.  The BfC, as calculated in this document, has a compound average growth rate (CAGR) of 15.6 
percent from 2012 to 2015. However, it is recurrent expenditure, mostly personal emoluments, that has increased 
and not capital expenditure. As a result, the quality of service-delivery, the depth of impact, and the general upkeep 
and improvement of facilities dedicated to children has deteriorated. Welfare spending on children (see Appendix 
3) between 2011 and 2014 has a CAGR of 17.26 percent but has fluctuated widely over the period. 

An analysis of the BfC of the Southern Province finds that the BfC as a percentage of Total Southern Provincial 
Expenditure has decreased by a CAGR of 18.4 percent over 2012-2015. During the same period recurrent 
expenditure in the province had a CAGR of 20 percent.

An analysis of household spending was conducted in 2 DS Divisions in the Southern Province and reveals a link 
between household resources and child wellbeing. Despite the GoSL’s welfare spending, families spend 17.3 percent 
of their income on health and education, and 19.43 percent on loan repayments. Almost all families sampled have 
taken out loans to supplement their income. 

There is a fragmentation of financial resources when allocated across a wide spread of fields. The emergence of 
a “committee culture”, having too many organizations with overlapping responsibilities vying for resources, has 
undermined the efficient utilization of funding to children in need. Reliance on NGO support and foreign assistance 
has also developed. There has been a 290 percent increase in the foreign assistance inflow for the Ministry of Child 
Development and Women’s Affairs over 2012-2015.

Disparities between plans and resource allocations by various government bodies waste valuable resources 
intended for children. A national and provincial strategies for children, with a centralized Information Management 
System that would allow for organizations to coordinate activities, prevent a doubling up of expenditure on similar 
projects, and the monitoring and assessment of completed projects, is essential for any further resource allocations 
to be utilized efficiently. 

Out in the field, operational conditions are not optimum. The dilapidation of facilities in the needy areas, and the 
outdated equipment with which they operate provide infrastructural obstacles. Exacerbating this is the lack of 
vehicles and reasonable travel budgets for field officers. 

Shortages in work staff, and an inability to serve the entire mandated area have led to a lack of engagement with 
the community. A lack of a staff performance and quality assurance system has exacerbated systematic flaws in 
service delivery.

This document analyzes the child based expenditures of the GoSL, the role of multiple stakeholders in service 
delivery, gaps and challenges in resource allocation, and provides suggestions for improving the current paradigm. 
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Investing in children is fundamental to protecting their human rights, and this is the priority. However, the 
literature demonstrates that there are many additional benefits to investing in children, which complement 
wider societal and broader economic goals. These included better social outcomes, such as reduced 
poverty, inequality, and mortality. They also include higher levels of productivity which have implications 
for the economy and development.

Source: UNICEF (2012a) “Investing in Children: a brief review of the social and economic returns to investing in children”, 
UNICEF: New York: pg 3,11

• Investing in children is fundamental to ensuring the realization of their rights: the United Nation 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) stipulates the legal obligations of national governments to 
realize children’s economic, social, civil, political and cultural rights to the maximum extent of their available 
resources (Article 4). 

• Childhood is a unique window of opportunity: in light of the profound impact that childhood experience 
has on a child’s future capabilities, interventions and policy choices made today will determine whether 
mns of children are able to reach their full potential, or are left to face a future of worsening inequity and 
marginalization.

• The benefits far outweigh the costs: investments at relatively low financial costs during childhood can yield 
a lifetime of gains, not only for individuals, but also for societies and economies. 

• Investing in children can help promote equitable, inclusive societies, allowing more people to effectively 
participate in their economic development: providing all children with access to the essential health, 
educational, and nutritional requirements will allow more equal access to better paying jobs later in life while 
improving productivity and reducing inter-generational transmission of poverty and inequality.

WHY INVEST IN CHILDREN?
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“However we look at it, to invest in a child is to invest in our common future: the world of tomorrow will inherit 
the children of today. Whether nations grow and prosper will depend heavily on the survival, health, education 
and protection of their citizens, particularly the youngest. […] If governments are serious about reducing poverty, 
achieving greater equity and social stability, and increasing economic growth, investing in children is imperative.”

- UNICEF (2012a)“Investing in Children: a brief review of the social and economic returns to investing in children”, 
UNICEF: New York
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1.0 BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

The first CCBA3 in Sri Lanka was conducted in 2011 by the Child Rights Advocacy Network (CRAN), a voluntary 
civil society network for promoting child rights, with Save the Children Sri Lanka. This was the first attempt 
made to conduct a systematic and comprehensive analysis of the national budget in Sri Lanka based on child 
focused indicators. The analysis was done under four key thematic areas, i.e. education, health, protection, 
and participation. The study involved 19 ministries most relevant to children, and State budgets from 2007 to 
2011 were analysed. Findings revealed that the BfC as a percentage of the total national expenditure ranged 
between 5-7 percent during the period under review, while sustaining an average share of 2 percent GDP. 

The CCBA advocacy initiative commenced in January 2012 by the CCBA Working Committee of CRAN, 
driven by the following objectives:

• Increase the visibility of children in the state budget by presenting disaggregated data on budgetary 
 allocations for children

• A separate BfC to be formulated by aggregating all child related expenditures across relevant 
 ministries and departments

Over the course of 2 years, significant achievements were made, including receiving the endorsement of 
the CCBA by the Ministry of Child Development and Women’s Affairs (MoCD&WA), launching the CCBA 
report and tool under the patronage of the MoCD&WA, establishment of the first parliamentary Children’s 
Caucus in Sri Lanka in November 2014, being proposed for inclusion in the 3-year action plan of the National 
Department of Probation and Child Care Services (DPCCS), and being recognised as a ‘best practice’ in the 
global toolkit on following up on Concluding Observations of the UNCRC Committee.  

Save the Children International (SCI)-Sri Lanka decided to conduct a comprehensive resource analysis similar 
to budget tracking, as proposed in the first CCBA. The purpose was to gain a better understanding of the 
financial, physical, and human resources that the GoSL had invested in children at both the national and 
provincial levels.

The Southern province was chosen as a comparator to the national budget, as local authorities were 
cooperative and budget constraints prevented the analysis of a second province. 

The research was carried out with the intention of embarking on an evidence-based advocacy process, with 
a view to: 

• Increase the competency of both the central and provincial governments to invest in children more 
 adequately, appropriately, equitably, and efficiently while being accountable to stakeholders.

• Encourage national, provincial, and local administrative bodies to adopt the child centric and 
 participatory budgeting methodology in the preparation of annual budgets.

• Provide evidence, and inform the GoSL and other Stakeholders, on current gaps, challenges, and 
 opportunities in investing in children. This report will inform and set the agenda for policy making 
 regarding children. 

3 The report can be accessed here – http://bit.ly/18So4XE
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• Build the capacity of children, communities, and the civil society for influencing the government to 
 improve identified gaps in resourcing child rights. 

Sri Lanka signed the UNCRC in 1991 and has enacted laws and policies to ensure the wellbeing of its children. 
These legal commitments obligate the State to invest in interventions that translate promises into practice, 
and rights into realities. Even though the individual and societal benefit of these investments may not be 
immediately visible, the long term gains are significant and enduring. 

The findings of this study demonstrate that there is much to be done by the government to pave the way for 
all children in Sri Lanka to receive efficient and equitable access to resources and services. This study would 
provide the government and all other stakeholders with a knowledge base to take the required measures to 
achieve this goal. This study also serves as a resource for all those interested in studying the nature of public 
investments in children.  
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

2.2. TIME FRAME

2.3. THE SAMPLE

2.3.1. Geographical Coverage

2.1. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

l How are State resources being channelled from the national and provincial levels to the household level in 
order to reach the child?

l What are the financial, physical, and human resources that the government has invested in improving the 
wellbeing of the country’s children? 

l What has been its’ priorities in terms of sectoral and programmatic allocations and expenditure for 
children?

l Are the resources being invested by national and provincial governments for the benefit of children 
adequate to fulfil children’s needs and rights, and are they efficiently utilized? 

l What are the gaps in the public investments in children? 

November 2014 – December 2015 (13 months). 

The study was originally intended to be completed within 3 months with a financial resource analysis of the 
Southern Province. The study was extended by 10 months as the analysis was extended to the national level. 

The research was conducted at both national and provincial levels, with a focus on the Southern Province for 
the provincial analysis. 

The field research was conducted in the DS Divisions (DSDs) and GN Divisions (GNDs) in the Galle and Matara 
Districts in the Southern Province, covering coastal rural and estate communities: 

Galle District – Habaraduwa DSD (Rural)

1. Alwathukisgoda GND

2. Kalahegoda GND 

3. Pelassa GND

4. Wellathota GND

Matara District – Kotapola DSD (Estate)

1. Illukpitiya GND

2. Kolavenigama GND

3. Nishshankapura GND

4. Thanipita GND
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2.4. THE SCOPE

2.3.2. Stakeholders

2.4.1. Period Covered

In addition, a Household Expenditure Survey was conducted with a sample of 30 households with children 
below 18 years - 15 from each of the 2 DS Divisions, in the following GN Divisions:

The GNDs and households were selected by the Save the Children field officer in consultation with the Child 
Rights Promotion Officers (CRPOs) of the DSDs, in consideration of the socio-economic and child rights 
context of the regions. The households selected were a random sample. 

A total of 203 stakeholders participated in the study (refer Appendix 1 for details). 

Data relating to the period between 2012-2015, was gathered for both resource and situational analyses. The 
relevant data and information were extracted from the Budget Estimates (National) and Financial Statements 
(Southern Province) of 2014 and 2015, for the financial/budget analysis. The Budget Estimates 2012 and 2013 
of a few ministries were also considered for the national analysis4 (see Section 2.5.3. for elaborations). 

Habaraduwa DSD (Rural)

1. Alwathukisgoda GND

2. Kalahegoda GND 

3. Pelassa GND

RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

•  No of government officials – 95
•  No of civil society representatives  –   6
•  No of community members  – 75 
•  No of children  – 27 
    Total  – 203

Kotapola DSD

1. Nishshankapura GND

2. Thanipita GND

4 The financial analysis at the national level is based on the Budget Estimates 2012-2015 of the selected ministries that were published before the change of 

governments in January 2015. Changes were made to the governance structure with the establishment of Cabinet and State Ministries. The Ministry of Child 

Affairs and Women’s Affairs (MoCD&WA) which became the State Ministry of Child Affairs (MoCA) in 2015 with a separate budget, was also considered in 

order to extract budgetary information pertaining to ECCD as it was not available in the MoCD&WA budget.
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SECTORS/ DOMAINS
1. Education
2. Health
3. Child Protection
4. Early Childhood Care and Development (ECCD)
5. Child Participation

2.4.2. Sectors

2.4.3. Ministries
In January 2015, there were 91 ministries in Sri Lanka. The budgets of 10 ministries are involved in providing 
services to children and were considered fully or partially for analysis at the national level5:

• Ministry of Child Development and Women’s Affairs (MoCD&WA)/Ministry of Child Affairs (MoCA)6 
 i. National Child Protection Authority (NCPA)*
 ii. National Department of Probation and Child Care Services (DPCCS)*
 iii. Children’s Secretariat*
• Ministry of Economic Development (MoED)
• Ministry of Education (MoE)*
• Ministry of Education Services (MoES)*
• Ministry of Health, Nutrition and Indigenous Medicine (MoH)*
• Ministry of Private Transport Services (MoPTS)
• Ministry of Social Services (MoSS)
• Ministry of Sports (MoS)
• Ministry of Transport (MoT)
• Ministry of Youth Affairs and Skill Development (MoYA&SD)

The full budgets were taken for the ministries/institutions marked (*) above while only the salient components 
were taken for the rest.

The analysis was done for the following sectors/domains, which were considered as constituting the Budget 
for Children (BfC) for the purpose of this analysis.

2.4.4. Interventions

Not all the interventions that are directed towards children could be considered for the financial analysis 
due to the difficulty in extracting information from the Budget Estimates/Financial Statements. The following 
categories of investments were however considered based on available information:

• Investments that are specifically aimed at children (pre-natal stage to 18 years of age).

• Investments that are relevant to children and fall within the 5 sectors above, yet do not specify the target 
 age group (especially under the Health sector). 

5 The approved budgets as of January 2015 (prior to the establishment of the new ministerial system) were considered for the analysis with the exception 

of the MoCA budget, which was the only State Ministry budget that was considered, particularly for the purpose of extracting information related to the 

Children’s Secretariat which was not available in the previous budgets of the MoCD&WA. 
6 The name of the ministry was changed to Ministry of Child Affairs (MoCA) in 2015 with the establishment of the new ministerial system 

comprised of Cabinet Ministries and State Ministries (refer Section 3.2.6 in Chapter 3 for further information).
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2.5.1. Literature Review 

2.5.2. Field Research

2.5.3. Data Processing (Financial)

2.5. THE METHOD

The Budget Estimates/Financial Statements of relevant ministries at national and provincial levels, financial 
reports of the government, performance reports of the relevant ministries, research reports and statistical 
reports, laws, policies and action plans related to child rights, national and global reviews and other relevant 
publications of both the government and non-government organizations were reviewed. A reference list of 
the literature surveyed is given at the end of the report. 

Focus Group Discussions (FGD) and Key Informant Interviews (KII) – FGDs and KIIs were conducted with 
key national, provincial, and sub-national government officials, representatives of Civil Society Organizations 
(CSOs) providing services for children, and community members. Discussion guides were utilized for these 
consultations, covering key thematic areas. 

FGDs with children – consultations with 2 groups of children (1 per DS Division) were conducted to gain 
insights into their access to resources as well as their perspectives on resourcing child rights. Interactive child-
friendly techniques were employed in these sessions. 

Household Expenditure Survey – was conducted using a survey form administered by the CRPO to selected 
households with children below 18 years.

In Sri Lanka, central government budgets (i.e. line ministries, national departments and institutions) are 
published as ‘Budget Estimates’ while Provincial Councils (PCs) budgets (i.e. provincial ministries and 
departments) are published as ‘Financial Statements’. The Budget Estimates and the Financial Statements 
enumerate four figures: Budget Estimate (BE), Revised Estimate (RE), Actual Expenditure (AE), and pro forma 
budgets for the following 2 years. 

The BE presents the amounts allocated to each programme at the beginning of each financial year (September-
August). These amounts are revised mid-year and presented as the RE in the Budget Estimate document of 
the following year. These two figures indicate the allocation7 whereas the AE indicates the amounts actually 
spent on the programme, and the AE for a given year is made available only 2 years later. In effect, the Budget 
Estimate of 2015 would detail the BE for 2015, RE for 2014 and the AE for 2013. For the current study, the AE 
for 2012 and 2013, RE for 2014 and BE for 2015 were considered. 

7 The term ‘allocate’/’allocation’ is used throughout the report to indicate both specific allocations or estimates and the investments of the State in general, 

although allocations/estimates and expenditure are differentiated when required.



Investing in Children in Sri Lanka - CHILD CENTRIC RESOURCE ANALYSIS SUMMARY REPORT

15

2.6. GAPS AND CHALLENGES

l There was difficulty in identifying child-specific investments due to the lack of disaggregated data. 
Most of the line items in the budgets are generalized which made extracting figures relevant to children a 
daunting task. Curative health services do not disaggregate budgeting for children. However, authorities 
dedicated to children such as the MoE and the NCPA had explicit child-focused budget line items. 
Although many of these interventions/programmes are mentioned in the government’s annual budget 
reports it was not possible to compare the budget allocations with these interventions. 

l The poor formulation and presentation of the government’s national budgets posed a significant 
barrier to the collection of comparable financial analysis. These challenges included: 

 i. Discrepancies between figures given in the budget documents of government institutions. The BE for 
  a particular year would not tally with the figures given for the same line item in their internal Action 
  Plans for the same year.
  
 ii. Extracting public investment figures for ECCD projects were particularly challenging as the figures 
  were not given in the MoCD&WA Budget Estimates, despite the Children’s Secretariat falling under 
  the Ministry. The new budget for the MoCA had to be extracted from the MoCD&WA budget based 
  on assumptions and approximations, as it had stated figures for only a minute time frame. 

l The unavailability and lack of access to data and information required for the analysis. Data at the 
ground level was lacking, hence the ‘tracking’ of resources that was envisioned could not be achieved to 
the extent expected. While the majority of the government officials were highly helpful and forthcoming 
with the required information, there were instances where access to information was curtailed or entirely 
denied. Hence some segments of the analysis had to be done based on partial information. 

l The 2015 Financial Statement of the SPC was only received in April 2015, 4 months after the 
completion of the field research. Ideally, a 5 year period should be considered for the identification 
of trends. Consequently, most of the datasets as well as some sections of the report had to be revised, 
delaying publication.

l The Household Expenditure Survey had to be conducted twice as the survey questionnaires were not 
filled in properly. There were significant gaps and inconsistencies in the information provided. However 
even in the second survey, the data set from the Kotapola DSD had to be excluded as the monthly income 
of the majority of the households was not indicated in the forms. 

l This study ought to have been conducted by a team of researchers and assistants, with the expertise 
for managing the different components of the study at different stages. This was not possible due to 
organizational resource constraints. 
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3.1. SRI LANKA

3.0 PROFILE – SRI LANKA AND THE SOUTHERN PROVINCE

Northern

North
Central

North
Western

Central

Western

Sabaragamuwa

Southern

Eastern

Uva

Table 3.1: Sri Lanka at a glance – 2012/13

INDICATOR INDICATORSTATUS STATUS

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31.

POPULATION (2012)
Total Population 
Population Below 18 Years (%) 
Population Below 15 Years (%)
Population by Residential Sector  
• Urban (%)
• Rural (%)
• Estate (%)
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT (2012)
Literacy Rate (%)
Computer Literacy Rate (%)
Infant Mortality Rate (per 1,000 live births) (%)
Maternal Mortality Rate (per 100,000 live births) (%)
Life Expectancy at Birth 
HOUSEHOLDS & ACCESS TO BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE (2012)
No. of Occupied Housing Units 
No. of Households 
Households Using Electricity (%) 
Households with Access to Safe Drinking Water (%) 
Households Without Toilets (%) 

ECONOMIC STATUS (2013)
GDP at Market Price (Rs. Bn) 
Per Capita GDP at Market Price (Rs. Bn) 
GDP Growth (%) 
Total Government Debt (GDP %) 
Total Government Revenue (Rs. Bn) 
Provincial Revenue (Rs. Bn) 
Poverty Head Count Index (%)
Multi-dimensional Poverty Index (%) 
Labour Force Participation Rate (%)
Unemployment Rate (%) 
INTERNATIONAL RANKINGS (2013)
Human Development Index (out of 187 States) 
Gender Inequality Index (out of 187 States) 
Infrastructure Index (out of 148 States) 
Basic Requirement Index (out of 148 States) 
ADMINISTRATION (2013)
No. of Provinces and Districts
No. of Divisional Secretariat Divisions (DSD) 
No. of Grama Niladhari Divisions (GND)

20,359,439
30
25

18.3
77.3
4.4

95.7
24.2
9.2

37.7
75.1

5,207,740
5,264,282

87
88.7
1.7

8,674
423,467

7.3
78.3

1,137
50.5
6.7
1.8

53.8
4.4

73 
75 
73 
77 

9/25
331

14,021

Sources: Annual Report 2012, Family Health Bureau (FHB); Annual Report 2013, MoFP; Census of Population and Housing 2012, Department of Census 
and Statistics -http://bit.ly/1LQkIXV; Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2012/13 Preliminary Report, Department of Census and Statistics; Human 
Development Reports, UNDP (2014)-http://hdr.undp.org/en/data; Mid-Year Fiscal Position Report 2014, MoFP
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3.2. SOUTHERN PROVINCE 

Table 3.2: Southern Province at a glance – 2012

INDICATOR INDICATORSTATUS STATUS

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.

13
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
20.
21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

POPULATION
Total Population 
Population Below 19 Years (%) 
Population Below 15 Years (%)
Population by Residential Sector  
• Urban (%)
• Rural (%)
• Estate (%)
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
Average Literacy Rate (%)
Computer Literacy Rate (%)
Infant Mortality Rate (per 1,000 live births) (%)
Maternal Mortality Rate (per 100,000 live births) (%)
ADMINISTRATION
No. of Districts
No. of DS Divisions (DSD)
No. of Grama Niladhari Divisions (GND)
No. of Villages

HOUSEHOLDS & ACCESS TO BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE (2012)
No. of Occupied Housing Units
No. of Households in Occupied Housing Units 
Huts and Shanties 
Households Using Electricity (%) 
Households with Access to Safe Drinking 
Water (%) (2010)
Households Without Toilets (%) (2010) 
ECONOMIC STATUS
GDP at Market Price (Rs. Bn) 
Provincial Contribution to GDP (%)
Total Provincial Council Revenue (including
government transfers) (Rs. Mn) 
Annual Per Capita Income (Rs) 
Poverty Head Count Index (%) 
Labour Force Participation Rate (%) (2014)
Unemployment Rate (%) (2014)
Prosperity Index (2011)
• Wellbeing of People Sub Index

2,477,285
33
25

10.6
87.7
1.7

95.3
22.4
7.7

34.8

3
47

2,122
5,442

632,105
636,406

2,858
92

86.2

1.5

872
11.5

4,671

353,000
7.3
54
5.9
60
53

Galle

Matara
Hambantota

Sources: Annual Report 2012, Family Health Bureau (FHB); Annual Report 2012, Finance Commission; Census of Population and Housing 2012, Department 
of Census and Statistics -http://bit.ly/1LQkIXV; Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2012/13 Preliminary Report, Department of Census and Statistics; 
Poverty Head Count Ratio Brief: Decomposition of Consumption Poverty, Department of Census and Statistics (2014); Sri Lanka Labour Force Survey 2014, 
Department of Census and Statistics; Sri Lanka Socio-Economic Data 2014, Central Bank 
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4.0 BUDGET FOR CHILDREN (BFC) IN SRI LANKA

4.1.1. The National BfC

4.1. TRENDS IN INVESTING IN CHILDREN (2012-2015) 

The BfC has increased by 78.6 percent from Rs. 187 bn in 2012 to Rs. 334 bn in 2015. Table 4.1 illustrates the 
BfC as a share of the Total National Expenditure (TNE) and GDP which has increased during the period under 
study. There is a drop in the share of the TNE in 2015 BE due to a drop in the shares for education and health, 
although the projections for 2017 indicate a rise (refer Table 1 in Appendix 2). 

Sri Lanka spends 8-10 percent of the TNE and 6-7 percent of the national GDP on the provision of services to 
children. A substantial portion (>50 percent) of the BfC comprises of the health budget. Due to the difficulty 
in extracting child specific investments, the total health budget has been considered. Nevertheless, it can 
be reasonably estimated that the public investment in children amounts to approximately 10 percent of 
the TNE. This is justified by taking into account both the direct and indirect public investments in children 
that have not been considered in this study due to the difficulty in extracting information from the budget 
estimates including investments made by the Ministry of Social Services (MoSS), Ministry of Justice (MoJ), the 
Department of Police, Ministry of Labour (MoL) and Ministry of Economic Development (MoED), Ensuring the 
use of funds for child specific programmes and the efficiency of resource management are challenges for the 
GoSL.

Table 4.1: Total national investment in children – 2012-2015 

BFC – NATIONAL EXPENDITURE/ ALLOCATION (Rs.’000)

1.
2.
3.

Budget for Children (BfC) 
BfC as a % of the Total National Expenditure (TNE)
BfC as a % of the National Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP)

2012
AE

186,928,025
8.53
6.13

2013
AE

238,399,944
9.70
7.30

2014
RE

296,305,818
10.77
N/A

2015
BE

333,826,795
9.80
N/A

2016 
BE

366,585,320
11.38
N/A

Source: Budget Estimates of selected ministries
Note: The calculations also include a portion of the Ministry of Child Development and Women’s Affairs (MoCD&WA)/ Ministry of Child Affairs (MoCA) 
budget that has not been considered under the sectoral budgets. This includes the expenditure/allocation given under the ‘Minister’s Office’ for 2012-2014 
(MoCD&WA) and under the ‘Minister’s Office’ and ‘Administration and Establishment Services’ for 2015 (MoCA). 

(Refer Table 1 in Appendix 2 for detailed calculations and breakdowns)

Figure 4.1: Trends in the National BfC 2012-2015
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Figure 4.2: Trends in the national BfC as a percentage of the TNE – 2012-2013

Figure 4.3: Trends in the national BfC as a percentage of the national GDP – 2012-2013

National BfC as a % of the TNE (2012)

National BfC as a % of the TNE (2012)

National BfC as a % of the TNE (2013)

National BfC as a % of the TNE (2013)

9%

6%

10%
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91%

94%

90%
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National BfC         TNE

National BfC         TNE

National BfC         TNE

Note: 2012 AE includes only the budgets of the education sector (MoE), health sector (MoH) and the child protection sector (NCPA and the National DPCCS) 
as Recurrent/Capital Expenditure for ECCD for the year 2012 is not available. Participation budget is excluded due to the lack of information. 

Figure 4.4: Trends in the total Recurrent and Capital Expenditure in the national BfC – 2012-2015
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Recurrent Expenditure has a CAGR of 11.14 percent between 2012-2015 and Capital Expenditure has a 
CAGR of 32.13 percent during the same period. However, the ratio of recurrent to capital expenditure is 
high. In 2015, Recurrent Expenditure was 2.38 times as much as Capital Expenditure. In 2012, Recurrent 
Expenditure was 4.76 times as much as Capital Expenditure. Note that recurrent investments8 are far greater 
than capital investments (see Figure 4.4). 

Overall, the fund utilization is at an optimum level in all sectors when considering the years 2012 and 2013, 
although there is overspending on Recurrent Expenditure with an under-utilization of Capital investments. 
This requires attention given the inclusion of a considerable allocation for programme implementation, 
improving physical resources and enhancing the capacity of service providers in the Capital Budget. The 
delay in fund disbursement can be identified as a cause for this issue resulting in the inability to implement 
planned programmes. 

4.1.2. Sectoral Shares 

Education and health services are vital for social sector development in Sri Lanka, and have been featured 
prominently in policies, action plans, and progress reports. As a result, the Ministry of Education (MoE) and 
the Ministry of Health (MoH) have been given prominence in the formulation of the national budget. However, 
the education budget is only the 9th largest budget during 2013-2015 and the health budget is the 6th 
largest. Hence, both ministries have jointly received less than 10 percent of the total national budget.

The bulk of the BfC therefore comprises of investments made in education and health, which together 
constitute over 99 percent of the BfC. However, the share of education investments is declining and the share 
of health investments has increased to nearly 55 percent of the BfC in 2015. The health budget also contains 
investments that are not aimed at children and is not an accurate representation of the public investments in 
the healthcare of children. Therefore, it is the education budget that has a greater portion of the national BfC. 
The share of Early Childhood Care and Development (ECCD), child protection and participation is miniscule, 
as can be seen in the figures 4.6 and 4.7 below, conveying the need for further resourcing for these sectors. 

ECCD and child protection claim similar shares of the BfC, with protection receiving slightly better allocations 
during 2013-2014. However, in 2015 the allocation for ECCD has exceeded the allocation for protection 
by 10 percent. The adequacy of resource allocation to these sectors is questionable when we consider the 
prevalence of child protection concerns as well as the developmental needs of children under 5 years. 

Investments in all sectors are on a growth trajectory as a percentage of the TNE and the GDP (see Figures 
4.7 and 4.8), with the exception of education and health allocations which indicates a slight drop in the TNE 
in the 2015 BE as shown in Figure 4.7. Once again, the share of ECCD, child protection and participation is 
minimal (<1 percent) while the education and health sectors each receive 4-5 percent of the TNE and 3-4 
percent of the national GDP. This indicates that the GoSL must make efforts to reach the international and 
national standards recommended for education and health budgeting. 

8 Most of which are spent on personal emoluments.
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Figure 4.5: Trends in expenditure/allocation by sector- 2012-2015

MoCD

Child Participation

ECCD
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100,000,000 200,000,000 300,000,000 400,000,000 500,000,000 600,000,000

Rs. ‘000

2012 AE

2013 AE

2014 RE

2015 BE

Education

93,732,560

114,231,640

138,743,640

148,501,620

Health

91,291,000

122,386,000

154,702,000

181,894,000

Child Protection

781,020

905,572

1,453,178

1,602,100

ECCD

806,000

622,433

1,062,015

1,761,675

MoCD

64,045

46,779

39,535

60,000

Child Participation

3,400

4,700

5,450

7,400

Note: MoCD&WA extracted estimates exclude budgets of the DPCCS, NCPA and CS relating to child protection and ECCD, based on assumption 

(see note below Table 4.1).

Figure 4.6: Trends in the share of sectors in the National BfC (2012-2015)
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Figure 4.7: Trends in the share of sectors as a percentage of the TNE (2012-2015)
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Figure 4.8: Trends in the share of sectors as a percentage of the National GDP (2012-2015)
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Figure 4.9: Trends in the share of sectors in the total Recurrent and Capital Expenditure of the 
National BfC – 2012-2015 
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Note: the above includes the budgets of the education sector (MoE), health sector (MoH), the child protection sector (NCPA and the National DPCCS) and 
ECCD sector (Children’s Secretariat). 

For all sectors, Recurrent Expenditure far exceeds Capital Expenditure (usually between 80-90 percent of 
the total ministry budget), mainly due to personal emoluments, i.e. salaries, wages and allowances of the 
public sector personnel at both institutional and field levels. This expenditure ranges from 15-20 percent of 
the Recurrent Expenditure of the Children’s Secretariat to the highest share of 80 percent of the NCPA, with 
the MoE and MoH usually investing approximately 50-55 percent of their Recurrent Budgets for maintaining 
cadre costs. The ECCD sector (i.e. Children’s Secretariat) is unique in this regard as the bulk of its Recurrent 
Funds is spent on service provision.

The increments in Recurrent and Capital Expenditure in the education sector are negligible, while health 
sector expenditure has increased significantly each year, with dramatic increments in Recurrent investments 
(see Figure 4.9). Prominent increments are also evident in both the child protection and ECCD sectors despite 
their marginal share in the BfC (refer Table 2 in Appendix 2 for detailed calculations and breakdowns and the 
sector-based chapters for further analysis).
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Table 4.2: Programmes invested in at the national level, by sector (overview of priority investments) – 
2012-2015

SECTOR PRIORITY INVESTMENTS
• Education

• Health and Nutrition 

• Child Protection

• ECCD

• Child Participation 

• Secondary education
• School infrastructure development 
• Student welfare programmes
• Curative/patient care (highest investment) – medical supplies, hospital infrastructure development
• Preventive care – health promotion and disease prevention (Dengue prevention, immunization)
• Welfare programmes – free medical supplies for government hospitals
• Implementation of the National Plan of Action (NPA) – special investigations, celebration of international 
   days (NCPA)
• Ensuring child rights, alternative care (refurbishment and supervision of Children’s Homes), community -
   based child care (National DPCCS)
• Prevention of Violence Against Children and Women (Rs. 700 mn programme) – establishment of Safe 
   Houses, VCRMCs and Model Villages 
• Provision of nutritional food package for expectant mothers
• Provision of fresh milk for children between 2-5 years
• National ECCD Week
• Development of ECCD Centres and Day Care Centres
• Establishment of model ECCD villages
• Establishment and facilitation of Children’s Clubs and Children’s Councils

Source: Based on Budget Estimates 2014 and 2015 of selected ministries, Financial Statement 2012 of the NCPA and Action Plans 2012-2015 of the National 
DPCCS and the Children’s Secretariat (refer sectoral analyses for details).

4.1.3. Provincial BfC – Southern Province 

The total financial expenditure on children by the Southern Province BfC amounts to Rs. 12 bn in 2012 and 14 
bn in 2013. This indicates a growth of 22 percent between 2012 AE and 2015 BE9 (see Table 4.3). 

Growth can be attributed to the investments in the human resource cadres in the provinces which attracts the 
bulk of the provincial budgets. However, the BfC is only 1.47 percent of the total Southern Provincial GDP. 

Table 4.3: Total provincial investment in children, Southern Province – 2012-2015 

BFC – SOUTHERN PROVINCE EXPENDITURE/ ALLOCATION (Rs.’000)

• Budget for Children (BfC)
• BfC as a % of the Total Southern Provincial Expenditure (TSPE)
• BfC as a % of the Southern Provincial Gross Domestic Production (GDP) 
• TSPE as a % of the Southern Provincial GDP 

2012
AE

12,847,192
71.79
1.47
2.05

2013
AE

14,090,857
69.25
N/A
N/A

2014
RE

14,755,995
68.56
N/A
N/A

2015
BE

15,703,177
58.58
N/A
N/A

Source: Expenditure Statements 2014 and 2015 of the Southern Province
(Refer Table 3 in Appendix 2 for detailed calculations and breakdowns)

IN FOCUS: SECTORAL CORRELATION

Although the needs of children are grouped into the five sectors of Education, Health and Nutrition, 
ECCD, Protection and Participation, there is a significant overlap between the sectors. “The risk of death 
of an infant is highly co-related with the educational level of its mother, the vulnerability rising sharply 
when the mother has not gone beyond primary school” (MDG Indicators of Sri Lanka 2008) Further, 
the likelihood of child abuse rises when there is an absence of secure tenure and education for abled 
and disabled children. This underscores the real need for all five sectors to receive equal attention and 
proportionate resource allocation.

9 Actual Expenditure (AE) is only available up to 2013; hence the figures for 2014 and 2015 are estimated expenditure.
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Figure 4.10: Trends in the Southern Province BfC – 2012-2015
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Figure 4.11: Trends in the Southern Province BfC as a percentage of the TSPE – 2012-2013

Figure 4.12: Trends in the Southern Province BfC as a percentage of the provincial GDP – 2012

Provincial BfC as a % of the TSPE (2012) Provincial BfC as a % of the TSPE (2013)

72% 69%

BfC - Southern Province         TSPE BfC - Southern Province         TSPE

1%

99%

BfC - Provincial         GDP-SP

28% 31%
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Figure 4.13: Trends in the Recurrent and Capital Expenditure in the Southern Province BfC –2012-2015
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Total Recurrent Expenditure in the Southern Province has a CAGR of 4.8 percent over 2012-2015, from 
Rs. 12.5bn to Rs. 15bn. Total Capital Expenditure during the same period has a CAGR of 13.08 percent, 
increasing from Rs. 13mn to Rs. 22mn. In 2014, Capital Expenditure fell to a low of Rs. 3mn, which explains 
why Capital Expenditure has a higher growth rate over the period considered. The ratio between Recurrent 
and Capital Expenditure is quite high, with there being 929 times as much Recurrent Expenditure than Capital 
Expenditure in 2012, and 686 times as much in 2015.

Similar to national expenditure, fund utilization in 2013 for Recurrent Funds is in excess overall, while Capital 
Funds are underutilized in the health sector10. As Figure 4.13 above illustrates, the Recurrent Expenditure 
comprises of almost the entire BfC over the years, primarily because the concentration of the public service 
workforce in the provinces – especially education and health –falls under the purview of the provincial 
government.  According to the Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP 2013, p. 564), 

The financial resources required to maintain the existing workforce whilst meeting the increasing demands 
for human resources to provide better services to increasing provincial populations and their complex needs 
are significant. This compels the provincial governments to invest a large portion of their limited budgets in 
Recurrent Expenditure for the payment of personal emoluments.

“The highest number of cadre (32 percent) has been approved for the Human Resource 
Development sector which includes education and health services conforming to a public 
policy towards the provision of island-wide access to healthcare and education services. 
Similarly, services have been devolved at provincial level in order to enhance accessibility 
to education and healthcare facilities to entire population.” 

10 Comparable data is available only for 2013 for the education sector (DoE-SP) and health sector (DoH-SP).
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4.1.4. Sectoral Shares

Unlike in the National BfC, 65-72 percent of the Provincial BfC in the Southern Province focuses on investments 
in education, even though its shares of the BfC and TSPE are declining, emulating national trends (see Figures 
4.14). The health budget comprises of 27-34 percent of the BfC-SP and 19-21 percent of the TSPE. Although 
this is similar to the national health budget, this includes the totality of the provincial health budget. This is not 
an accurate representation because of the difficulty in determining the exact investment in children’s health 
and nutrition.

 However, it should also be noted that maternal and child health (MCH) services play a prominent role in the 
community health care services, which draw approximately 22 percent of the province’s health expenditure 
and benefit children both directly and indirectly. The lowest proportion of investments in the province are in 
child protection. Stakeholder consultations suggest the need for more efficient resource utilization and better 
resourcing for the protection of children. 

The share of the TSPE has also decreased in all sector estimates for 2015, however the reasons are unclear.  
While the education sector has claimed over 1 percent of the Southern Provincial GDP, no separate budgets 
are available in the Southern PC for ECCD and child participation for the period under study. 

Figure 4.14: Trends in expenditure/allocation by sector – 2012-2015

Child Protection

Health & Nutrition

Education

2,000,0000 4,000,000 6,000,000

Rs. ‘000

8,000,000 10,000,000 12,000,000

Note: Estimates for child protection presented in all the tables and graphs include 2012 AE, 2013 RE, 2014 BE and 2015 projections of the DPCCS-SP (based on the Financial 
Statement 2014) as the DPCCS-SP was amalgamated with the DoSS-SP in 2015 and the budget for 2015 includes a combined budget and hence could not be considered.

2015 BE

2014 RE

2013 AE

2012 AE

Education

10,153,979

10,137,574

9,935,222

9,245,934

Health and Nutrition

5,465,938

4,520,728

4,065,124

3,521,641

Child Protection

83,260

97,693

90,511

79,617
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Figure 4.16: Trends in the share of sectors as a percentage of the TSPE – 2012-2013
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Figure 4.17: Trends in the share of sectors as a percentage of the Southern Provincial GDP – 2012

G
D

P 
(%

)

2012 AE

2012 AE

0.01

0.4

1.06
1.5

1

0.5

0
Education

Health
Protection

Figure 4.15: Trends in the share of sectors in the Southern Province BfC – 2012-2015
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Figure 4.18: Trends in the share of sectors in the total Recurrent Expenditure and Capital Expenditure 
of the Southern Province BfC – 2012-2015  
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As Figure 4.18 highlights, investments have been made in Recurrent Expenditure (98->99 percent) in all sectors 
to meet the personal emolument and travelling costs of the government cadres delivering the services. While 
60 percent of the Recurrent Expenditure of the DPCCS-SP and 86-88 percent of the Provincial DoH are spent 
on salaries and wages, the Provincial DoE spends 98 percent of its Recurrent Expenditure for this purpose.
 
Education claims the biggest share of the BfC due to its investments in the education workforce including 
over 22,000 educators in over 1,000 Provincial Schools and nearly 400 staffed Divisional and Zonal Education 
Offices. While there is a declining trend across the sectors in Capital Expenditure, increases in the Capital 
Expenditure were made in the provincial education sector in the 2014 RE and 2015 BE due to investments 
made in school infrastructure development programmes.

There is a 30 percent increase in Recurrent investments of the DPCCS-SP over 3 years (2012-2015) allocated in 
the child protection sector. Capital investments have declined dramatically by 97 percent between 2012 and 
2014 with no allocations indicated for 2015, despite prominent gaps in physical resources and other capital 
requirements in the sector (refer Table 4 in Appendix 2 for detailed calculations and breakdowns and sectoral 
analyses for further elaborations).

Table 4.4: Programmes invested in at the provincial level, by sector (overview of priority investments), 
Southern Province – 2012-2015

SECTOR PRIORITY INVESTMENTS
• Education

• Health and Nutrition 

• Child Protection

• Secondary education
• School infrastructure development 
• Curative/patient care including MCH facilities (highest investment)
• Preventive care – community health services
• Supporting State child care institutions
• Probation and child care services

Refer sectoral analyses for details.

Education (Recurrent)
Education (Capital)
Health (Recurrent)
Health (Capital)
Child Protection (Recurrent)
Child Protection (Capital)
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4.2. STATE INVESTMENT IN CHILDREN IN SRI LANKA: A SNAPSHOT

On average, the national government spends approximately Rs. 96 per child daily. At the Provincial level this 
amount is halved. However, this is not a realistic figure due to the disparities in resource distribution, among 
geographical/administrative regions (e.g. provinces, districts, villages), sectors (urban, rural, estate) and social 
groups (e.g. ethnicity, class, gender, ability). As elaborated in Section 7 on child poverty and social protection, 
the most vulnerable groups of children are those who cannot gain access to public services which help them 
realize their rights. 

STATE INVESTMENT IN CHILDREN IN SRI LANKA

Child population (0-19) in Sri Lanka – 6,775,915 (33% of the total country population) (2012 Census)

National expenditure on children (2013) – Rs. 238 billion

Investment per child per day (Sri Lanka) – Rs. 96

Child population (0-19) in the Southern Province – 821,605 (33% of the total provincial population) 

(2012 Census)

Provincial expenditure on children in the Southern Province (2013) – Rs. 14 billion

Investment per child per day (Southern Province) – Rs. 47

Note: the above estimates are based on the BfC calculations
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4.2. STATE INVESTMENT IN CHILDREN IN SRI LANKA: A SNAPSHOT

The most common services provided by civil society actors at the ground level through various long and 
short-term programmes include:

Education: provision of scholarship programmes, tuition classes, school material to children in need, 
educational loans, meals for school children (selected schools), vocational training and computer courses. 
Health and Nutrition: educational programmes in schools and communities on HIV/AIDS, SRH, substance 
abuse and other health issues, provision of spectacles and eye care, mobile health clinics.

ECCD: management of ECCD Centres, Day Care Centres (DCCs) and Child Development Centres (CDCs), 
health clinics for infants and mothers, awareness raising of parents and community leaders.

Child Protection: awareness on child abuse, protection and rights including early marriage and substance 
abuse, management of Children’s Homes and supporting State institutions for children, de-institutionalization 
(e.g. through family strengthening); awareness raising of parents and community leaders, Child Protection 
Committees/Groups in communities, mobile legal clinics, trainings on counselling, etc.

Child Participation: Children’s Clubs; supporting Children’s Councils and forums; leadership training. 

Socio-economic: micro-credit or loan programmes, livelihood assistance, water-sanitation and housing, 
community development 

General: awareness raising on services offered by the government, capacity building programmes for different 
target groups, initiatives to promote community participation, e.g. citizenship juries where people are given 
a forum to learn from each other’s experience, mobilizing volunteers. 

Civil Society investments come from the voluntary sector (NGOs, CSOs, development partners, religious 
bodies, and the private sector). This study focuses on the contributions of the voluntary sector. There are 
only few NGOs identified as key services providers currently working in the villages in Southern Province 
villages Habaraduwa and Kotapola DSDs. This includes: Sarvodaya, Habaraduwa Participatory Development 
Foundation, Caritas, INDECOS, Practical Action, Sri Lanka Family Planning Association (FPA) and Senehasa 
Foundation. However in Viskam Mawatha (Habaraduwa DSD) there is no external support from NGOs or 
attention from the government. 

All projects are carried out with State approval, either in collaboration with the government or independently. 
INGOs and development partners including the UN, bilateral, and multilateral agencies such as the World 
Bank, usually finance the government directly through loans or grants. Investments made by these agencies 
could only be seen in the education and health sectors, highlighting the lack of priority and recognition 
afforded to child protection and development. The investments of the private sector on the other hand are 
difficult to be tracked as not all contributions are made through the government or have been systematically 
recorded. 

5.0 RESOURCING CHILD RIGHTS: THE ROLE OF
CIVIL SOCIETY, COMMUNITY AND FAMILY

5.1. CIVIL SOCIETY INVESTMENTS 
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There is a significant reliance on external support (especially on I/NGOs and development partners) across 
all sectors. I/NGOs are usually looked to by government officials at both policy and field levels when faced 
with resource restrictions in addressing social issues including those related to children. The State and NGO 
representatives consulted stated that it would be challenging for the State to shoulder the entire responsibility 
of development and social welfare without the support of the civil society. NGO contributions are usually 
appreciated, although some officials are of the view that NGOs are a ‘threat to the State’ and have ‘hidden 
agendas’. Nevertheless, many of the officers acknowledged that both their knowledge (e.g. importance of 
a Child Protection Policy) and capacity (e.g. on working with children) have been enhanced through the 
exposure they have gained by working with NGO partners. 

5.1.1. Gaps and Challenges

Limitations in the project approach 
NGO interventions are constrained by their limited resources, organizational mandates, project frameworks, 
time frames, and budgets. Working with limited resources might compel the organization to opt for the 
convenience of ‘roadside development’. Their organizational mandates might prevent them from responding 
to the needs of children or families that are not directly within the scope of their projects. Projects tend to be 
short-term and the time frame is not sufficient to build a proper relationship with the communities or effect 
behavioural and attitudinal change. 

Lack of coordination
There is little coordination between NGOs. The constant competition for resources (donor funding) compels 
each organization to work in isolation. This has resulted in the wastage of resources as well as regression at 
the ground level. A culture of dependency in communities has been developed as a result. 

Conflict between the requirements of donors and those of the local contexts
Donors may lack local knowledge and their perspectives pose challenges to the organization when allocating 
resources. For instance there have been occasions where INGO-sponsored training programmes could have 
hosted more attendees by stretching the allocations, in order to widen the impact of the project. However, 
the donor felt it compromised the quality of the programme whereas the organisers intended to ensure 
quality and impact as well as cost-effectiveness by extending the opportunity to as many trainees as possible.

Absence of an organized and transparent mechanism for resource mobilization
INGOs must engage with communities to identify the needs of their children. The mobilization of resources 
towards these needs effectively requires a mechanism by which the private sector, civil society and government 
convene to deliberate on any resource allocation. Although substantial resources exist, they often fail to be 
invested meaningfully or equitably, indicating the need for a comprehensive sector plan which incorporates 
views of those in the community and those who implement the programs. Transparency and accountability of 
NGOs/CSOs towards communities with respect to resource utilization is not a common practice, while in most 
instances even the GN is not fully aware of the resources being channeled by I/NGOs or the private sector.
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Community resources and capacities are not adequately recognized or utilized in most interventions carried 
out by both government and non-government stakeholders. More often than not, the drive is to ‘assist the 
needy’ which focuses on the vulnerabilities of individuals, families and communities rather than their strengths. 
This study identified community assets which enriched the community, beyond material wealth benefits. 

Human resources
Within the community are dynamic and passionate members (especially women) with the knowledge, skills, 
and commitment to make constructive changes that ensure the wellbeing of the children. This was witnessed 
in Thanipita and Illukpitiya communities in the Kotapola DSD. Community members who have great leadership 
skills, creativity, and an inborn sense of spirituality were also encountered. 

Senior, more experienced community members act as role models and mentors. The President of the Civil 
Security Committee in Pelassa (Habaraduwa DSD) is an experienced cinnamon crusher who conducts a 5-day 
training for villagers on cinnamon crushing each year. In one instance, he has mentored a young adult and 
has helped him save Rs. 150,000 for his future. He has also prevented the young adult from going astray, as 
often happens with youth in this community when they earn a substantial income from cinnamon crushing.
 
Solidarity
There is a strong sense of solidarity in communities like Illukpitiya and Pelassa. Community members strive for 
the development of their community, and are willing to make sacrifices with no expectations of material gain.
 
Religious institutions
The village temple or church contributes towards community wellbeing through resolving family issues, 
providing non-formal education and vocational training, and providing material support for children. The chief 
monk of the Shri Sudharmaramaya temple in Habaraduwa maintains a close relationship with the community 
and has dedicated himself to the wellbeing of the children. He has introduced the concept of ‘open schools’ 
to the community very successfully and demonstrates a deep understanding of dimensions of child protection.
 
Natural environment
In many villages the natural environment is comparatively intact and provides children with a healthy 
environment and organic food11. 

A popular way in which both the government and I/NGOs have attempted to utilize these community assets 
and resources has been by forming various village level committees. This has established a ‘committee 
culture’, where a committee is formed for every aspect of community development. The Village Development 
Committee (VCDC), Samurdhi Society, Civil Protection Committee, Credit Groups, Export Agricultural Society, 
Child Protection Committee/VCDC, Tea Smallholders’ Society, Buddhist Society, Economic Development 
Society, Farmers’ Society, Sanasa Society, Elders’ Society, Women’s Society and Family Health Society are a 
few examples of committees set up within this committee culture12. 

Most of these committees are dysfunctional due to a lack of interest, commitment, and solidarity among 
the community members. It would be worthwhile to explore more innovative methods of harnessing the 
resources that communities already have in their possession. 

5.2. COMMUNITY RESOURCES

11 Although as noted in the Health and Nutrition chapter of the full report, the issue is the under-utilization of this invaluable resource.
12 All of these committees were present at one of the communities visited, even though only a few of them seemed to be in operation.
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5.2.1. Needs of the Communities 

Many families and communities in the divisions visited do not have access to basic amenities, owing to 
disparities in resource distribution. The following are the needs identified by communities as well as children, 
in order to render their villages more child-friendly. 
 
• Infrastructure: roads, drainage, water supply and sanitation facilities.  

• Facilities: Day Care Centres, health clinics, and community halls. 

• Space and facilities for children to develop their creativity: recreational centres, playgrounds,libraries.  

• Vocational training institutions: for children aged 16 and above.

• Facilities for psychological development: this would include counselling services.

• Special assistance programmes: for children and adults with disabilities. 

• Special attention to dysfunctional families. 

• Long-term assistance to low income families. 

PROMISING PRACTICE: THE POWER OF COMMUNITY SOLIDARITY

The school in the GND of Pelassa in the Habaraduwa DSD was about to be closed due to a shortage of  
students. Parents were hesitant to enrol their children in this school due to the lack of facilities and the  
incompetence of teachers as well as the principal. However, they were also concerned about having to  
send their children to far away schools where they were unable to monitor their children’s safety as well 
as their education. 

One mother in particular, Malkanthi*, started to be concerned about the future of children who are weak 
in their studies as they will not be accepted by other schools while they will also fail to receive a proper 
education in the village school. In 2012 Malkanthi decided to form a mothers’ collective known as the 
‘School Development Committee’, comprised of 15 pre-school mothers, whose children were about to 
enter primary level education, to re-develop the school.

 They approached the Zonal Education Office with a request to replace the principal and teaching staff.
The group identified a competent set of teachers from the area to prevent the school from closing. 
Their efforts were successful and the school is attracting new students, is better equipped, and has new 
teachers. 

However, the journey has not been without challenges. Those who were against the schools development 
tried to burn down and sabotage the school and the community hall. Hence the mothers’ collective in 
Pelassa presents a powerful depiction of the power of community solidarity as well as the wealth of 
human resources available in the community.

*Pseudonym
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Table 5.1: Breakdown of household income by quintile – 2012/13

2012/ 2013 HOUSEHOLD INCOME QUINTILE

• Mean Household Income per Month (Rs)
• Share of Income (%)
• Cumulative Share of Income (%)
• Cumulative % of Population

1st 
10,245

4.5
4.5
20

2nd 
21,273

9.3
13.7
40

3rd 

30,944
13.5
27.2
60

4th 

45,569
19.9
47.1
80

5th 
121,368

52.9
100.0
100

Total
45,878
100.0

Source: HIES 2012/13, Department of Census and Statistics (2014)

Table 5.2: Average (Mean) monthly household income by income level – Habaraduwa DSD 

MONTHLY INCOME LEVEL (Rs.) INCOME GROUP NO. OF FAMILIES AVERAGE (MEAN) 
MONTHLY INCOME (Rs.)

10,000 - <20,000
20,000 - <30,000
30,000 - <40,000
40,000 - <50,000
>50,000
TOTAL

1
2
3
4
5

6
4
2
1
2

15

13,617
21,750
35,000
40,000
75,000
28,580

Source: HIES 2012/13, Department of Census and Statistics (2014)

The monthly income of the household sample taken for the current study from the Habraduwa DSD13 ranges 
between Rs. 11,000 and Rs. 80,000, with an average of Rs. 28,580 each month which is below the averages 
for Galle and Matara as indicated in the HIES 2012/13. As Table 5.2 indicates, 66 percent of the households 
in the sample earns a monthly income of Rs. 10,000 - Rs. 30,000. 

5.3.1. Household Income

According to the HIES, the average household income per month in Sri Lanka was Rs. 45,878 in 2012/13. 
Within a period of nearly 3 years (i.e. between 2009/10 and 2012/13), household income had increased 
by nearly 25.9 percent. The monthly household income in the Southern Province for the same period was 
Rs. 41,834 with an income of Rs. 39,746, Rs. 41,666 and Rs. 45,850 being estimated respectively for Galle, 
Matara and Hambantota. The household per capita income in Sri Lanka for 2012/13 was Rs. 11,819 per 
month, and Rs. 10,973 in the Southern Province which was reported to have increased by 50 percent since 
2009/10. Approximately 45 percent of the total household income is distributed among 80 percent of the 
total household population in the country, as shown in Table 5.1 (HIES 2012/13, p. 2-3, 5). 

5.3. HOUSEHOLD SPENDING

A Household Expenditure Survey of 30 families, with 1-4 children in each family and 15 households each 
from the Habaraduwa and Kotapola DSDs, was conducted in order to gain an understanding of the spending 
patterns of families in these regions. The analysis below is supplemented by the national Household Income 
and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 2012/13. 

13 Due to the limitations related to data collection noted in the Methodology chapter, the data set from the Kotapola DSD had to be excluded from the 
income-based analysis of the survey as the monthly income of the majority of the households are unknown. However, since people often do not declare 
income accurately, household expenditure can be used as a proxy variable to household income.
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In the Household Expenditure Survey conducted for the purpose of this study, spending by families was 
analysed under the following expenditure categories and sub-categories.

Average monthly household expenditure in SL

Average monthly household expenditure in SP 

Average monthly household expenditure in Galle

Average monthly household expenditure in Matara

Average monthly household expenditure in Hambanthota

Rs. 41,444

Rs. 36,430 

Rs. 34,879 

Rs. 37,639

Rs. 37,573

Table 5.3: Average monthly household expenditure by major non-food expenditure group, Sri Lanka – 
2012/13

ITEM VALUE

• Housing
• Fuel and Lighting
• Clothing, Textiles and Footwear
• Health and Personal Care
• Transport and Communication
• Education
• Culture and Entertainment
• Non-Durable Household Goods
• Durable Household Goods
• Other Non-Consumer Expenditure
• Liquor, Narcotic Drugs and Tobacco
Total Non-Food

(Rs)
4,667
1,755
1,194
2,181
4,315
1,448
515
318

1,018
7,678
705

25,793

(%)
18.1
6.8
4.6
8.5
16.7
5.6
2.0
1.2
3.9
29.8
2.7

100.0

Source: Department of Census and Statistics (DCS) (2014) Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2012/13 Final Results. 11. Colombo: DCS

Note: ‘other non-consumer expenditure’ 30 percent share of total non-food expenditure in 2012/13 contains the occasional but bulk expenditure, incurred 
during the past year, on social and cultural activities such as weddings, funerals, religious ceremonies, payments of debts, constructions and renewals of 
houses, donations, expenditure on household services like laundry charges, wages to servants, charges for day care (HIES 2012/13).

Source: Department of Census and Statistics (DCS) (2014) Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2012/13 Final Results. 11. Colombo: DCS
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EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES SUB-CATEGORIES
1 Education

2 Health Care

3 Food and Nutrition

4 Clothes and Accessories

5 Logistics and Amenities 

6 Loan Settlement
7 Entertainment
8 Other

• School Uniforms
• School Books
• Shoes and Accessories
• Stationary Items
• School Fees
• Extra-Curricular Activities
• Tuition Fees
• Transportation
• Other
• Medicine
• Test Reports
• Doctor’s Charges
• Hospital Charges
• Health Needs of Children with Disabilities
• Other
• Essential Food Items
• Groceries
• Vegetables and Fruits
• Fast Foods 
• Other
• Clothes and Accessories
• Jewellery
• Perfumes 
• Beauty Products
• Other
• Electricity
• Water 
• Telephone (Land/Mobile)
• Gas
• Transportation
• Sanitation 
• Stationary
• Other 

E.g. acquisition of household capital assets such as furniture, alms giving, gifts, etc. 

Table 5.4: Household expenditure categories

Source: Based on Budget Estimates 2014 and 2015 of selected ministries, Financial Statement 2012 of the NCPA and Action Plans 2012-2015 of the 
National DPCCS and the Children’s Secretariat (refer sectoral analyses for details).

According to the study, the total monthly household expenditure of the sample ranges between Rs. 5,700 
and Rs. 80,000 in Habaraduwa and between Rs. 5,000 and 77,000 in Kotapola, with an average monthly 
expenditure of Rs. 27,108 and Rs. 29,433 respectively in the two DSDs. As Table 5.5 indicates, 9 out of the 
15 (60 percent) families in Habaraduwa are able to save a substantial amount of their annual income ranging 
between Rs. 11,700 and Rs. 653,000 per year (Rs. 1,000-Rs. 55,000 per month) although there is no clear 
correlation between the income level and the amount of saving/deficit.

It is important to note that almost all families in the sample have taken loans to supplement their income as 
indicated by the data on loan settlement. 
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HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL 
EXPENDITURE (Rs.)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Average 
(Per Month)

288,550
240,800
295,000
318,560
252,670
919,935
229,500
272,800
317,200
211,000
783,600
63,550
290,500
165,700
648,500
29,433

Table 5.6: Annual household expenditure by household unit – Kotapola DSD 

HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL
INCOME (Rs.)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Average 
(Per Month)

138,000
134,400
420,000
180,000
300,000
420,000
264,000
480,000
240,000
144,000
240,000
192,000
840,000
960,000
192,000
28,580

Table 5.5: Annual household income, expenditure and saving/deficit by household unit – Habaraduwa 
DSD 

ANNUAL
EXPENDITURE (Rs.) SAVING (Rs.) DEFICIT (Rs.)

185,450
184,360
266,500
162,200
299,900
408,300
382,700
738,060
868,800
68,470
172,800
81,000
661,200
307,000
92,750
27,108

- 
- 

153,500
17,800

100
11,700

- 
- 
- 

75,530
67,200
111,000
178,800
653,000
99,250

-47,450
-49,960

- 
- 
- 
- 

-118,700
-258,060
-628,800

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

a) Household Spending by Expenditure Category
The highest portion (34-35 percent) of household expenditure in Habaraduwa and Kotapola DSDs is invested 
in food and nutrition, followed by loan settlement (15-20 percent), education (14-16 percent) and logistics 
and amenities (10-13 percent).The second largest share of the household income (ranging from Rs. 1,950 to 
Rs. 444,000 per year) is spent on loan repayment, indicating the inability of the majority (80 percent) to meet 
expenses with their monthly/annual income. Although information about loan utilization was not gathered, 
community consultations indicated that loans are often taken by families for their children’s education and 
extra-curricular activities.
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While 14-16 percent is spent on education, only 4 percent is invested in healthcare in both regions, possibly 
due to free State services. Apart from healthcare, the lowest amount is spent on entertainment (2-4 percent) 
and clothes and accessories (5-7 percent). It is interesting to note that both DSDs indicate strikingly similar 
results despite one being in the rural sector while the other is in the Estate sector (see Table 5.7 and Figures 
5.1 & 5.2).  

Figure 5.1: Total monthly household expenditure by expenditure category – Habaraduwa DSD

Figure 5.2: Total monthly household expenditure by expenditure category – Kotapola DSD
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Table 5.7: The average monthly household expenditure by expenditure category – Habaraduwa and 
Kotapola DSDs 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY AVERAGE MONTHLY EXPENDITURE (Rs.)

• Education
• Health
• Food and Nutrition
• Clothes and Accessories
• Logistics and Amenities
• Loan Settlement
• Entertainment
• Others
Total

Habaraduwa DSD 
3,734
1,101
9,214
1,814
3,664
5,403
1,075
1,104

27,801

Kotapola DSD 
4,768
1,167
10,224
1,349
2,900
4,362
722

3,941
29,433

Note: although not all households spend on loan settlements and entertainment, the averages given above for those categories are calculated by dividing 
the total amounts invested in each category by the total number of families in each DSD for consistency, while more accurate averages are given under the 
analysis on expenditure by income level (Figure 5.3)
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Education: as Table 5.7 shows, an average of Rs. 3,734 in Habaraduwa and Rs. 4,768 in Kotapola is invested 
each month by a family in their children’s education. When considering the spending patterns of individual 
families, approximately Rs. 150 - Rs. 6,000 per month is spent on tuition while Rs. 80 - Rs. 6,000 per month 
is spent on transportation. The annual expenditure on uniforms ranges between Rs. 1,500 and Rs. 12,000 
despite the provision of free uniform material by the government, while between Rs. 400 and Rs. 18,000 is 
spent annually on school exercise books. 

Health: in both DSDs, an average of Rs. 1,100 per month is invested on the health care of their family 
members including children. Most of this sum is spent on purchasing medicine which totals to an annual cost 
of approximately Rs. 600 - Rs. 36,000, although only 4 out of the 30 families in the sample spend over Rs. 
10,000 per year for this purpose. There were two families, one in each sample, who have indicated spending 
on children with disabilities, with an annual health expenditure of Rs. 6,000 - Rs. 8,000.

Food and nutrition: an average expenditure of Rs. 9,214 in Habaraduwa and Rs. 10,224 in Kotapola is made 
monthly for household food consumption including the nutritional needs of children. Of this, Rs. 200 - Rs. 
17,000 per month is spent on essential food items, Rs. 200 - Rs. 4,600 is spent on vegetables and fruits, and 
Rs. 80 - Rs. 3,400 is spent on groceries. Most families consume fast food, the cost for which ranges from Rs. 
20 - Rs. 2,000 per month.

Logistics and amenities: on average, Rs. 2,900 - Rs. 3,700 is spent each month on household logistics and 
amenities, with the largest portion of it being invested in transportation facilities, phones, and electricity. 
Monthly average expenditure of Rs. 100 - Rs. 6,000 for travelling, Rs. 80 - Rs. 3,000 for phone usage and Rs. 
60 - Rs. 2,000 for electricity.

b) Household Spending by Income Level
An examination of different income groups reveals a variation in monthly average household expenditure. 
Household income has a significant impact on the ability of a family to invest in the rights and wellbeing 
of their children. The following findings provide some insights into the correlations between the monthly 
household income and spending patterns, the variations in the emphasis placed by different income groups 
in various expenditure categories, and their possible implications on child wellbeing (see Figures 5.3 and 5.4). 

• Monthly expenditure increases as monthly income increases. When taken as an average, the expenditure 
exceeds income in the 2nd and 4th income categories. 

• The highest expenditure of the first three income groups is on food and nutrition while loan settlement 
takes priority for the 4th and 5th income groups. 

• All income groups have loan burdens while the magnitude of the loan (indicated by the amounts spent on 
loan settlements) generally correlates with monthly income received. 

• Household investment in children’s education increases as monthly income increases, although a clear 
correlation between educational expenditure and the number of school-going children in the family is 
absent. The amounts spent on tuition, school transportation, and other education-related requirements 
show a tendency to increase accordingly, with an average of Rs. 535 and Rs. 359 per month spent on tuition 
and transport by the 1st income group while Rs. 6,000 and Rs. 6,083 is spent on the same by the 4th income 
group. 
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Figure 5.3: Average monthly household expenditure of income groups by expenditure category –  
                  Habaraduwa DSD
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Note: the averages presented for the categories of Loan Settlement and Entertainment are estimated based on the actual number of households whose 
expenditure includes these categories and therefore the total average presented here is slightly different to the averages calculated from the total monthly 
expenditure of the total sample of each DSD. 

Overall, the Household Expenditure Survey establishes the link between household resources and child 
wellbeing, highlighting the importance of strengthening families in terms of income generation in order 
to ensure the rights of children. An adequate resource base is required for the fulfilment of the family’s 
responsibility towards their children since the availability of government services may not be sufficient for the 
optimal growth of a child in the present social context. 

• The 2nd income group reports the highest investment in healthcare. None of the income groups have 
incurred any hospital charges, while only three families (one each in the 2nd, 3rd and 5th income groups) 
have reported expenditure of Rs. 2,000 per year for doctor’s charges. This implies that many families, 
regardless of income level, rely on State health facilities.

  
• Priority is given to transportation and electricity. Phone facilities are used by all income groups. 4 out of the 

6 households in the 1st income group do not spend on water facilities possibly due to the availability of 
well water. 
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Figure 5.4: Distribution of the total monthly household expenditure of income groups among 
expenditure categories (as a percentage) – Habaraduwa DSD
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6.0 GENERAL GAPS AND CHALLENGES

6.1.1. Financial Allocations

a) Low priority for children in the State budgets
The status of children in the government’s agenda is evident in its investment of 8-9 percent of the TNE and 
6-7 percent of the GDP (2012-2013) in children at the national level, encompassing mainly education and 
health14. This low priority is also evident in the absence of a clearly defined mechanism for the dispersion of 
allocated resources, and the sparse discussions on the topic in Parliament.  

As explained in the sector-based chapters, interventions are not allocated funds even though needs are 
acknowledged, due to ‘competing priorities’. The country’s debt burden is often cited as a key factor in the 
government’s inability to invest adequately in social expenditure as well as in children, although Sri Lanka is 
considered as ‘a country in the class of less indebted countries’ (Central Bank 2013, p. 44). At the end of 2013, 
the total debt to GDP ratio was 78.32 percent (ibid). As Rannan-Eliya and Sikurajapathy (2009) point out, 

b) Gaps in the rationalization of investment priorities
This is most prominent in the domains of child protection and participation due to ad hoc interventions 
that are not based on assessments of the ground situation or the impact of previous interventions. The 
absence of a strategic policy framework, being overly donor-reliant, and the dispersion of resource allocations 
discussed below, have also contributed to this gap. The absence of an effective and centralized Information 
Management System (IMS) is also a significant gap.

c) Dispersion of resource allocations for children
Financial allocations for child related interventions are managed by several government and non-government  
agencies and are widely dispersed. This makes it extremely challenging to track, monitor, and assess 
available  resources. There is no central coordination mechanism or a centralized database which contains the 
information pertaining to services that are provided by multiple stakeholders and their resource contributions. 
As the MoFP acknowledges in its Annual Report 2013, several programmes implemented by ministries and 
departments have been duplicated due to lack of coordination among agencies (p. 542). 

6.1. FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

Funding shortages and gaps in the allocation of resources are discussed under individual sector analyses 
in the Full Report. The findings suggest that the ineffective utilization of available resources is as significant 
as the inadequacies in finances. Highlighted below are some of the general gaps and challenges related to 
financial planning, allocation, spending and management that were evident in all the sectors reviewed under 
this study.  

The fiscal deficit has resulted in mounting public debt, constant pressure on the exchange rate, and the 
inability of the government to increase social expenditures or to invest in needed physical infrastructure. 
As a consequence, government policy is now focused on raising taxes, recognizing that there is no room 
for more substantial spending reductions. (p. 2) 

14 2012-2013 figures from the budget for that fiscal year.
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MINISTRY FOREIGN ASSISTANCE (Rs. Mn)

• Education (MoE)

• Health (MoH)

• Child Development (MoCD&WA)

2013 AE
2,338

(6% of the total MoE AE)
8,152

(7% of the total MoH AE)
52

(4% of the total MoCD AE)

2015 BE
6,828

(14% of the total MoE BE)
16,881

(9% of the total MoH BE)
203

(10% of the total MoCD BE)

Difference (%)
192% (increase)

107%(increase)

290% (increase)

Source: Budget Estimates 2015 of MoE, MoH and MoCD&WA

This fragmentation is felt most strongly in the child protection sector. Unlike in the education and health 
sectors, there is no clear prioritized set of goals and targets based on policies. A similar situation exists in 
the ECCD sector and of child participation. These targets and interventions are scattered over numerous 
frameworks and action plans which are not always in congruence with each other. There has been no National 
Plan of Action (NPA) implemented for children since 2008, while a substantial component of the NPA for 2004 
- 2008 was funded by development agencies. 

A lack of proper leadership and coordination stems from latent historical issues. For instance, the devolution 
of power to the provinces took place when the UN CRC was not yet ratified by Sri Lanka, and concepts 
such as ‘child rights’, ‘child protection’ and ‘child participation’ were not yet integrated into the national 
political consciousness. A clear division of roles between the centre and the provinces for subjects such as 
the protection of children was never made, and were located in the dispersed ‘projects’ and the mandates of 
multiple institutions and cadres.

d) Reliance on donor assistance
All the child-centric sectors reviewed demonstrate a reliance on foreign funding. It is difficult to deduce the 
exact percentage of foreign investments that benefit children directly, with the exception of the Education 
sector which focuses wholly on children. Table 6.1 below indicates the level of foreign assistance received in 
2013 by the 3 ministries central to child wellbeing (prior to the new governance structure established in 2015), 
as well as the commitments made for 2015.

Marginalized sectors such as child protection and ECCD (including child participation) rely more on external 
support from the private and voluntary sectors, not all of which is officially recorded. This indicates the need 
for a more organized funding mechanism. The Education Sector Development Framework and Programme 
(ESDFP) and Health Sector Development Plan (HSDP), which incorporate a multi-stakeholder coordination 
system with a coherent funding mechanism, might serve as examples to those looking to ameliorate this issue.

Government officials at provincial and local levels have high expectations of NGOs and reach out to them 
constantly for financial assistance, perceiving it to be a more convenient and efficient means of funding. 
Lobbying with the government for additional funds or an efficient mechanism is perceived to be a futile 
exercise. From the interviews conducted it surfaced that there was an overall loss of faith in the government, 
with expressions such as “there is no point in requesting the government”. Reliance on funding from INGOs 
and NGOs has the danger of becoming increasingly unsustainable due to the classification of Sri Lanka as 
a Middle Income Country. Thus, although collaborations between the government, development agencies 
and the private sector are commendable, it must be conducted in an organized fashion, in a manner that 
complements rather than substitutes government responsibilities.

Table 6.1: Foreign investments in the education, health, development and protection of children 
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6.1.2. Financial Planning, Management and Presentation
• The absence of a participatory process and information sharing 
 The existing budgeting process is ‘top-down’, where all the planning and decision making is done by the 

senior management at both the national and provincial levels. The ultimate decisions are made by the 
Treasury under the guidance of the MoFP, with some decisions being guided by political priorities. The 
field-level officers have limited knowledge about the programme budgets, the allocations received by the 
ministry/institution and the organizational or national budgeting process. For instance, regarding a Rs. 
700 mn programme on the prevention of VAC, the Child Rights Promotion Officers (CRPOs) were sent 
a circular with guidelines on what activities the allocations were meted out for, instead of being oriented 
comprehensively on the rationale of the programme.

 No efforts are made by the GNs to keep track of the resources that are channelled to the villages from 
multiple sources. Neither the community members nor the civil society representatives possess knowledge 
about the budgeting process or are involved in it at any level.  According to the Open Budget Survey15 
which measures States’ commitment to budget transparency and public participation in the national budget 
process, Sri Lanka’s ranking has dropped dramatically from the 13th position (out of 100 countries) in 2010 
to the 77th position in 2012. The score on budget transparency has dropped from 67 to 46 during the same 
period. 

• The disparity between plans, allocations and ground realities  
 Programmes are planned and implemented based on funds allocated, as opposed to funds allocated or 

raised to finance programmes developed in response to ground requirements.  At the provincial level, the 
programme plans of various departments are usually formulated to match the allocations granted to the PCs 
rather than in reverse.

 • Issues arising from the changes in the governance mechanism
 There is a direct impact on ground level interventions when changes are made to financial allocations, due 

to a new government being elected. The 2015 changes in governance structures widened the power of 
Cabinet Ministries. The State Ministers and institutions falling under its purview seem to have a smaller piece 
of the overall governance, state-finance, and power pie. 

 Constant changes to polices, systems, and structures have a negative impact on service provision and result 
in confusion. Several issues relating to the financing of the MoCA have also arisen, including the following 
(MoCA 2015):

 i. Funds have not been allocated to meet the monthly rent of Rs. 4.8 mn, amounting to Rs. 57.6 mn per 
    annum, required to pay for the office premises.

 ii. No allocations have been made for human capital development. 

 iii. Sufficient allocations are not available for the events organized by the State Minister for Child Affairs 
      under the 100 Day programme. 

 iv. MoCA has been allocated Rs. 75 mn from the Rs. 150 mn reserved for 2015 for the Prevention of Violence 
      against Children (VAC) and Women programme (Rs.700 Mn Programme). There is a deficit of Rs. 45.5 mn 
      and no funding is available to implement other programmes planned for 2015. 

15 The Open Budget Survey is a comprehensive analysis and survey conducted by the International Open Budget Partnership (IBP) that evaluates whether 
governments give the public access to budget information and opportunities to participate in the budget process at the national level. The Survey also 
assesses the capacity and independence of formal oversight institutions. The IBP works with civil society partners in 100 countries to collect the data for the 
Survey. Visit http://survey.internationalbudget.org/#profile/LK for further information on the performance of the GoSL



Investing in Children in Sri Lanka - CHILD CENTRIC RESOURCE ANALYSIS SUMMARY REPORT

46

 Among the sectors reviewed, this gap is most prominent in child protection and ECCD than in education 
and health as the latter has a cohesive sector plan into which funds are allocated. Nevertheless, according to 
one education officer in the Matara District, these sectors are not immune to systemic challenges, and plans 
made at the ground level hardly receive the funds required for implementation despite repeated requests. 
Owing to budgetary constraints, the allocations made by the Treasury to both Central Ministries and PCs are 
usually lower than the amounts requested and not all the regional requirements are resourced. 

 Those who formulate the budgets are not always aware of ground requirements. They are distant from the 
communities, while those who work closely with these communities are not always involved in planning or 
budgeting. This imbalance often leads to gaps in equitable outreach to the most disadvantaged groups of 
children. 

• Issues in the disbursement of funds
 The delayed disbursement of allocated funds leaves little time for execution, leading to poor service delivery, 

while other programmes are not implemented at all. On certain occasions, funds are received towards the 
end of the year, received only partially or not received at all. 

 Some of the issues are related specifically to financial disbursement procedures. Field officers and 
programme staff do not manage finances or receive petty cash or advances, as they are only responsible for 
implementation. It becomes necessary for them to use personal funds when organizing events, meetings, or 
a programme to avert intervention disruption. They are reimbursed later by the head office or the accounts 
department, from the relevant budget line allocated for the programme. However, it becomes challenging 
when the costs are high as there are instances where officers who have spent their own money to avert 
intervention disruptions have not been reimbursed later due to various internal and financial issues.

• Absence of a monitoring mechanism
 A monitoring and accountability mechanism is required to ensure that the provisions reach the intended 

groups of children effectively and produce the expected outcomes. However as mentioned previously, the 
dispersion of interventions across State agencies presents a challenge in this regard given the absence of a 
central coordination mechanism.

• Lack of visibility for the child in the State budget
 The visibility of the child in both the National Budget Estimates as well as Provincial Financial Statements 

is impeded by the lack of disaggregated data in these documents. The line items are presented under 
48 general categories (i.e. ‘Object Codes’) common to all ministries, e.g. 1001-Salaries and Wages, 
1201-Stationary and Office Requisites, etc., and tend to be broad.

 With the exception of the MoE, NCPA, DPCCS and the Children’s Secretariat, where the entire budget is 
invested in children, none of the ministerial and institutional budgets at national or provincial levels clearly 
indicate the allocations made for children. Though the GoSL might be investing considerably in children, 
these investments fail to be visible in its financial commitments with implications on budget transparency 
and accountability. It is a challenge to determine or commit to ‘optimum’ budgeting for children without a 
clear picture of the current levels of investments.

“We make plans all the time but the truth is that they are not implemented. What is 
implemented is what has been done conventionally. Because the foundation is money”
– A Zonal Education Director
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 • Dilemmas in welfare policies
 One of the issues in ‘free and universal’ policies of the Welfare State is it’s susceptibility to wastage of sparse 

resources, as well as their misuse. This is exemplified by the distribution of free uniforms to all children 
regardless of the child’s actual need. Children from affluent families with ‘undeclared income’ might access 
State welfare programmes such as the ‘Mahapola’ Scholarship programme intended for children of low-
income families. 

 This presents the government with the dilemma of harmonizing equity in fund allocation and non-
discrimination of children in all circumstances (CRC Article 2), as ‘pro-poor’ policies can at times result in 
heightened class distinctions. Resolving this dilemma is herculean indeed, even though the UN Committee 
on the Rights of the Child justifies prioritizing the needs of the most disadvantaged children when challenged 
by resource limitations (“Resources for the Rights of the Child” para 40, CRAN 2013, p. 99). 

6.2. PHYSICAL RESOURCES

The key gaps in physical and infrastructural resources that affect the efficiency of service delivery in State 
agencies across sectors include the following.

• Lack of ICT facilities and office equipment 
 The deficiency of facilities and equipment such as computers, printers, photocopy machines, recorders, 

cameras and multimedia facilities is notable. Electronic databases are not maintained by many while email 
usage is not widespread. The use of these facilities is almost non-existent at the field level. Physical resources 
are “trickled down”, with a gradual thinning out from a rich layer of resources at the top, to a very sparse 
resource base at the DSD and GND levels, pinpointing an underlying perception that field personnel do not 
require such facilities. During on field visit, it was observed that one Women and Children’s Desk at a Police 
Station had to borrow a type writer from a nearby shop in order to complete their case documents.

• Lack of vehicles and fuel/travel allowances
 Road-worthy vehicles are reserved for the senior management while others do not enjoy such facilities due 

to the disparities in resource distribution mentioned above. Even when vehicles are available, financial 
resources needed for fuel and maintenance are often lacking.

 Although motorcycles have been given to field cadres, there is an aversion to using them due to road 
hazards, especially in hilly areas during the rainy season such as in Kotapola. In other instances, the fuel 
allowance for the motorbikes is insufficient to meet travel requirements.

  
• Space issues
 Inadequate shelter and infrastructure is an impediment to any work. Flooding during the rainy season due 

to poor drainage and an absence of private spaces for counselling or confidential discussions is a critical 
oversight. These challenges could be observed during the study as one of the Probation Offices was flooded 
during a field consultation. Material resources such as vehicles, furniture, and office equipment are often 
provided by NGOs.  

 The efficiency and productivity of government officers will still be stunted if the financial, material, and 
infrastructural resources required to facilitate service delivery are not available. 
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6.3.1. The Workforce

6.3.2. Human Capacity 

6.3. HUMAN RESOURCES 

• Shortages in human resources 
 Insufficient human resources in relation to the workload and the extent of the geographical coverage of the 

regions was an issue raised consistently across the sectors and the numerous cadres. The only exception to 
this encountered was the case of the Economic Development Officers (EDOs) as there is an EDO assigned 
to each GND. There are occasions where, despite the availability of human resources, there is insufficient 
financial and material resources to sustain or utilize them optimally. 

 For instance, although 202 officers have been recruited to the Habaraduwa DS Office in 2012, resources 
have not been allocated for them to carry out any interventions. Field officers are expected to execute 
their duty list regardless of the numerous resource restrictions and other impediments, which often causes 
frustration, tension and discontentment even in the most committed officials. 

• Lack of engagement with the community
 There are 32 field cadres in each Divisional Secretariat and another 10-15 field officers stationed in other 

offices, e.g. Probation Officer (PO), EDO, GN, Non-Formal Education Officer (NFEO) and Public Health 
Midwife (PHM). Out of these, the CRPO, NCPA Officer, ECCD Assistant (ECCDA), Social Services Officer 
(SSO), Social Development Assistant (SDA), Women Development Officer (WDO) and the Counselling 
Assistant (CA) are stationed in the Social Service Unit (SSU)16 of the Divisional Secretariat. Community 
members are mostly familiar with the GN, CRPO, PHM, EDO, Samurdhi Officer and the Agriculture Officer 
(AO), while they had little familiarity with other field officers. In most instances, the GN is the first point of 
contact with respect to any issue that a family faces including those relating to children.

 
 The role that must be played by field officers in building the relationship between the State and the 

community is significant. There was an overall lack of engagement between communities and government 
servants including field personnel, as well as a mismatch between community expectations and the services 
delivered by these officers, leading to disillusionment and a loss of faith in public services. One community 
in Habaraduwa complained that the GN always works “strictly by the rule book” rather in in consideration of 
the community. The PHI responsible was alleged to have never visited the village, leaving the residents to 
claim that they, “didn’t even know whether the PHI is dark or fair.” 

• Gaps in the capacity building of field cadres
 Human capacity entails attributes such as commitment, perceptions and attitudes as much as abilities/

skills. The manner and extent to which they affect service provision are determined also by the availability 
of resources, support systems and an enabling environment. Although trainings are offered by both 
government and non-government parties in a wide variety of subjects, they normally focus on knowledge 
and skill development, while the ‘enabling’ environment and processes are yet to receive attention under 
‘capacity building’. Also, trainings alone cannot improve the quality of services in the absence of systems 
to address complex, multi-sectoral interventions. Even with regards to ‘training’, there are gaps in terms of 
the training methodologies employed as well as in relation to skill building relating to psychosocial support 
provision, case and conflict management, social analysis, critical thinking and innovation. 

16 Since the end of 2014, a Women and Children’s Unit (WCU) has been established within the SSU, comprised of the CA, CRPO, ECCDA, NCPA Officer and the WDO.
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6.3.3. Monitoring and Supervision

6.3. HUMAN RESOURCES 

• The absence of a systematic monitoring of staff performance and quality assurance
 Field officers are required to send periodic progress reports to their management, despite numerous 

delays and an absence of a proper assessment and feedback mechanism17. Performance is usually assessed 
based on the achievement of targets according to the duty list of the individual officer. There are quarterly 
assessments for officers in the Divisional Secretariat. Staff with poor performance are monitored, although 
their service is rarely terminated as government officers are usually employed on fixed term contracts. 
Promotions are based on seniority rather than on performance, placing more value on the duration of 
service than on its quality. An effective method must be adopted for monitoring field work, including its 
efficacy, the communities being visited, the interventions being made and their impact. 

 The existing monitoring mechanism does little to ensure the accountability of public servants. The current 
State mechanism relies heavily on the individual officer’s sense of responsibility and commitment for the 
efficient delivery of services. The only requirement for a field officer in terms of accountability is the submission 
of forecast activities for the following month(s), the submission of the progress report and financial claims, 
details of achievements, and the changes made to the plans. As one senior official pointed out, this system 
allows for the indiscriminate and unlimited revision of plans which renders it difficult to track progress. This 
is yet another drawback of the absence of a concrete and adequately-resourced sectoral plan. 

 There are prominent gaps in the capacity to address some of the cases that are poverty-related, highly 
complex in nature and require multi-sectoral interventions. There is also either an inability or an unwillingness 
exhibited by both field and institutional staff to see beyond project activities and assigned duty lists. 

6.4 PROGRAMME PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

• Lack of a participatory process
 Planning and implementation employs a top-down process, where programmes are designed at either the 

national or provincial level, and then rolled down to the ground level for implementation. Field officers are 
sometimes consulted in the process but the standard practice relegates them to a more passive role. 

 Although a ‘bottom-up’ process exists in principle, its practice depends on the receptiveness of policy 
makers, resulting in the absence of a genuinely participatory process. Currently, there is no constructive 
mechanism employed to engage communities and children in identifying their needs. Several progressive 
ideas were presented during the consultations by some of the officials ranging from GAs to school principals 
which, if implemented, can make an impact in the communities and the lives of children.

• Fragmentation and the absence of rationalization 
 Planning is not always coordinated or synced among the multiple institutions and officials, resulting in 

fragmented programmes implemented in isolation. This occurs prolifically for child protection, development 
and participation programmes, which appear to be designed randomly rather than being based on long 
and short-term needs assessments and a prioritization process.

 Further, the root causes of issues are not addressed in plans and programmes, as they are usually short-term 
‘projects’ designed with a focus on alleviating the consequences. Although the implementers understand 
this to be an ineffective and unsustainable solution, investments made thus far in prevention with long-term 
programmes that improve the socio-economic standards of families and communities is clearly inadequate. 

17 The exception here is in the health sector which has a fairly efficient system in place.
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Efforts are made through various coordination meetings at national and sub-national levels to promote 
collaborations among the multiple stakeholders involved in service provisions related to children, with a view 
to maximizing the use of human, financial and institutional resources. However, the productivity of these fora 
is questionable. Field officers especially the POs and Police Officers who have mandatory judicial duties find 
it difficult to attend these meetings. Even though another representative may attend in such instances, she/
he may be unfamiliar with the knowledge that is required to make a significant contribution to the discussions.

The general opinion expressed was that both the Divisional and the District Child Development Committees 
are not effective even though they are expected to offer a valuable space for networking, coordination and 
information. Although children’s issues are being discussed, many bottlenecks and constraints are encountered 
when addressing these issues. These meetings are perceived as ‘talk shops’ where issues are passionately 
discussed yet the responsibility for finding solutions is not undertaken by the many government and non-
government stakeholders present. It was also understood that the concern expressed by the participants 
regarding children’s issues at the meetings contrast with their actual conduct when performing their duties 
towards children, for instance the failure to treat child victims and their families with compassion or attend to 
their complaints with diligence. One of the key reasons for ineffective multi-coordination process is the lack 
of financial & technical capacity at the ground level.

The VCDCs are also not considered successful due to the many challenges at the community level, including 
resources & technical facilitation at grass root level, community context & norms, and lack of mobilization. 
Hence investments made in such initiatives need to be reconsidered while alternative modes of coordination 
at national, regional and community levels are explored. 

6.5. COORDINATION IN CHILD RIGHTS MONITORING 

“I wonder to what extent we can proceed with this (DCDC) team. Sure, we can proceed 
the way we are doing now, going for the meeting, eating, discussing, but the children 
are still at risk” 
– An Additional GA

“DCDC has a systems of just looking at the 
headcount” 
– A CRPO

“At these meetings people just present their cases, while others dig 
for information. Our people like the foul taste, so they go on probing 
into the case, but nothing is done to redress the situation or resolve the 
issue. But we should be able to do something more” 
– An Additional GA
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The following are the challenges faced by government officers in delivering services to communities and 
children: 

a) Difficulty in managing the workload
The geographical spread of the field under the purview of a field officer could involve a wide area of cover. 
The distance between communities and their offices are considerable, with some of the villages taking 1-2 
hours to reach. Attending an event in such a remote village would take up most of the day, with much time 
spent on travelling. Ideally, it requires a minimum of 2 officers to oversee the work that are now assigned to 
a single officer.

There are only 12 field days within a month18 which is insufficient to cover the entire field. There are 37 GNDs 
in the Kotapola DSD which must be covered by the CRPO each month. However it is difficult for them to visit 
even 2 GNDs per day even though the CRPO travels approximately 22 kilometres on each field day. 
This is one of the reasons that services do not reach all the communities equally while some of the remotest 
ones are completely neglected.

b) Lack of transportation facilities
Field officers usually use public transportation or travel by foot. Although motorbikes are provided to 
some field officers, it is not practical to use motorbikes in certain areas such as Kotapola, where steep 
roads and mountainous areas make it risky for two wheels. Even in Habaraduwa, there are villages such as 
Korahandigoda and Nakanda that are difficult to access even in bicycles as there are no roads. Although roads 
are being constructed, infrastructure development programmes have not yet been extended to certain areas, 
particularly in the estate sector where roads are in extremely poor condition. Lack of public transport facilities 
in the evenings pose safety issues for female officers when travelling late in the evening as many programmes 
are held after working hours. Further issues have been caused by estate authorities, who have refused to build 
roads on their estates. 

The cost of transportation is another issue that was often mentioned. There are areas that cannot be reached 
by bus, compelling field officers take three wheelers, which costs approximately Rs.  350-400 per journey. 
Even though their monthly travel allowance ranges between Rs. 2,000 and Rs. 3,000, most field officers 
exceed this allowance, making up the difference from their own pockets. POs and PHMs are not given an 
allowance although it was understood that a PO spends about Rs. 5,000 per month for field travel19. 

Although Police officers are given a bus warrant which allows them to travel in public buses for free when 
conducting investigations, they spend at least Rs. 1,000-2,000 per month from their personal budget, for 
three wheelers as well as for the bus fare of victims when taking them to the Police Station or the hospital. 
Adding to this inconvenience are the numerous delays in receiving the travel allowance. 

c) Pockets of vulnerability, deprivation and isolation
Some communities that have been socio-historically marginalized sustain a lifestyle and a sub-culture 
consisting of norms and practices that deviate from the mainstream, and are often considered ‘coarse’, 
harmful and regressive. Change is strongly resisted by these communities despite numerous attempts made 
by government officials to change their attitudes and lifestyles. Even the process of providing children with 
Birth Certificates was said to be a challenge due to the parents’ indifference. 

6.5. COORDINATION IN CHILD RIGHTS MONITORING 6.6. SERVICE DELIVERY

18 Wednesday being the ‘public day’ where they are expected to stay in office for the public to meet them while Tuesday, Thursday and Friday are allocated 
for field work
19 One PHI in Galle has not received his allowance in 6 months at the time of the interview
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These pockets of vulnerability exist in both DSDs visited (Kalpegama and Vele Koratuwa being two such 
marginalized villages in Habaraduwa), where community members have limited exposure to the world outside 
their communities and exhibit a lack of interest in education, health, hygiene and nutrition, and the aspiration 
to progress, preferring instead to ‘live for the day’ and to rely on external assistance. Many families in the 
estate sector usually depend on one person’s income which is poorly managed, being spent on unnecessary 
consumer goods. The estate sector also harbours a culture of violence and impunity, where homicide and 
violence against women and children is common. At least one child abuse is said to be committed on a daily 
basis although statistics are not available to verify this and not all of the crimes perpetrated are reported. 

d) Difficulty in accessing communities and the lack of participation 
Livelihood activities of some communities have made it difficult to reach them during the day time. For 
instance, tea pluckers in the plantations leave home in the early morning, only to return in the late evening; 
it is unrealistic to expect them to attend programmes after returning from work as they prefer to unwind. 
Hence, field officers have to return disappointed, unable to find their relevant target groups after travelling 
long distances to reach a particular community. 

In addition, awareness programmes are often unsuccessful, as those who actually require the sensitization do 
not attend them, while the participation of men is consistently poor. Furthermore, awareness sessions tend to 
be one-off programmes where community members often fail to identify with the programme content.

The participation of community members cannot be ensured unless some form of material assistance is 
offered. Community members visited had little or no awareness of which government officer to approach 
apart from the GN in an instance of child abuse or with regards to any other issue related to a child. In terms 
of the participation of children, the lack of a suitable venue is one of the main issues encountered as parents 
are reluctant to send their children unless the programme is held at the DS Office. 

Challenges are also encountered when working with the estate communities due to the resistance of the 
plantation companies who are not too keen in providing access to these communities or in providing them 
with welfare services. The ‘rights’ discourse is also said to be resisted and discouraged by them as it is 
disadvantageous to the companies when their workers demand for their rights. The general perception of 
government officials was that the extent of interventions in the estate communities is inadequate, although 
various programmes are implemented by both the government and non-government stakeholders.  

e) Procedures and protocols that hamper efficient service delivery
Government officials still follow many archaic systems and procedures that have not been updated for 
decades. This affects the efficiency of implementation and service delivery. For instance, it is still required to 
use telegrams in certain instances while the same process has to be followed to execute plans for both minor 
projects with a budget of Rs. 10,000 and major projects of Rs. 10 mn.  

PROMISING PRACTICE: ENGAGING WITH ESTATE WORKERS

The officers in the Morawaka Zonal Education Office address the estate women in the plantations during 
their working hours itself. They visit the locations where tea leaves are being weighed and engage in a 
discussion with the women while they take a break, at the leaf shed itself. This is found to be an effective 
method of getting the message across as they are not distracted either by household or work pressures 
during these times while it also prevents them from having to spare additional time for attending sessions 
in a separate location after work.
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“The mechanism is there, in fact, there is nothing like the State mechanism even in the private sector. But the 
problem is in its functionality and efficiency” 
– A Zonal Education Director

PROMISING PRACTICE: ENGAGING WITH POLITICIANS

It is not an uncommon practice for politicians to influence government officials to mobilize resources 
and implement projects according to their terms and conditions, in contravention of State protocols and 
regulations. However, one senior female official working as the Assistant Director of the Planning Division 
of a District Secretariat has also received several proposals from a Provincial Council Member which 
were not prepared according to the guidelines and hence could not be approved. However, instead of 
compromising with her principles and regulations or jeopardizing her relationship with the PC Member 
by outright rejection, she has taken the effort to engage with him and explain the specific sections of the 
proposal that need to be changed in order for her to be able to approve it. The PC Member, despite his 
initial displeasure, has been very receptive to her suggestions and has re-sent the proposals according to 
the guidelines, which according to her have been among the best proposals submitted.

f) Lapses in service delivery
It was pointed out by some of the officials that no effort is being made to study certain social issues, such as 
issues relating to children with special needs. Some of these issues have persisted without being redressed 
for years, although they are discussed at various forums such as the DCDC. NGOs are also alleged of ‘simply 
obtaining information and taking photographs’ without taking any action thereafter. This situation has arisen 
partly due to the absence of a mechanism to hold the State authorities and other stakeholders to account. 

Case follow-ups are conducted by field officers to a certain extent, but there is no comprehensive or systematic  
monitoring methodology. For instance, a child would be given all the school material at the beginning of the 
year yet there is no follow up afterwards to see whether the child is going to school and whether any progress 
has been made.  

g) Gaps in ‘good governance’ – abuse of power and the violation of the rule of law
A culture of impunity coupled with indiscriminate levels of politicization throughout government mechanisms 
have undermined the best practices of good governance. Under ‘Eka Gamakata Eka Vedak’ (One Project for 
One Village), communities are expected to prioritize their requirements for funding. However, this participatory 
process is susceptible to manipulation by those who enjoy political patronage. Hence, resources for the 
community fail to reach the community as expected, with negative outcomes for all members. 

Case Study: According to protocol, motorbikes can be given only to the field officers who were recruited 
before June 2014, yet in one district, those who were recruited later challenged the authorities, demanding 
the GA to follow the example of a GA in another district who disregarded the instruction, and subsequently 
violated a law. 

In Sri Lanka there is a tendency to violate the law in order to be rewarded over adherence, and where the 
law abiding citizen is often questioned or penalized and perpetrators defended and protected – a trend that 
ultimately takes its toll on the younger generations. When these faulty values are upheld and propagated by 
the service providers themselves, it is not realistic to uphold them as promoters of justice. When impunity 
reigns over every function of the government service from procuring motorbikes and calling tenders to 
appointing institutional Heads and mobilizing State resources, social justice remains a mirage that is forever 
out of reach.
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7.0 CHILD POVERTY AND SOCIAL PROTECTION

The UN General Assembly resolution on the rights of the child in 2007 defined child poverty as:

Child poverty is the denial of the child’s rights as opposed to simply a lack of financial resources (UNICEF, 2007), 
and is no longer measured solely on income poverty. The concept of multidimensional poverty captures the 
wider scarcities, including factors such as inadequate access to clean water, education, nutrition, healthcare, 
and low levels of security and empowerment (Development Initiatives 2013).

Figure 7.1 illustrates how income and multidimensional poverty are correlated, indicating that they are 
mutually reinforcing. If a child receives a level of education and healthcare, then that child is more likely to 
be employed and earn a higher income. This allows the individual to divert resources to other needs, such as 
nutrition and healthcare. Although Sri Lanka has halved its income poverty target in 2015, is behind meeting 
its nutritional targets especially in eliminating acute malnutrition. 

Children living in poverty are deprived of nutrition, water and sanitation facilities, access to basic health-care services, 
shelter, education, participation and protection and that while a severe lack of goods and services hurts every human 
being, it is most threatening and harmful to children, leaving them unable to enjoy their rights, to reach their full 
potential and to participate as full members of the society. (UNICEF, 2007) 

Figure 7.1: Correlation between extreme poverty and multi-dimensional poverty.
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Source: ‘Ending Poverty by 2030: Investment to End Poverty’, Development Initiatives (2013)
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According to IPS (2015), 10.6 per cent of the 1.7 mn children under 5 years and 11 per cent of the 6.2 mn 
children under 18 years in Sri Lanka are either Income Poor (IP) and/or Multi-dimensionally Poor (MDP) in 
2012/13. It was also found that out of the 5.5 mn ‘non-poor’ children under 18 years, 9.8 per cent do not 
have access to safe drinking water and 13.9 per cent do not have access to safe sanitation. Furthermore, 
the IPS study has found that out of the 16 percent children between 15 and 17 years who are not attending 
school, more than 71.3 percent were from the poorest and most vulnerable Socio Economic Groups (SEGs), 
i.e. households headed by (i) agricultural, forestry and fishery labourers, (ii) skilled agricultural, forestry and 
fishery workers, (iii) those engaged in household work, (iv) non-agricultural labourers and similar workers and 
(v) those who are unable to or too old to work.

This illustrates the correlation between child poverty and the denial of child rights. Ultimately, poverty limits 
the parents’ capacity to meet the necessary educational, health and nutritional, developmental and protection 
needs of their children while perpetuating the proverbial ‘vicious cycle’ by leading to family disruptions which 
once again affect the development of the child while further damaging the family economy. Moreover, the 
varied nature of children’s experience of poverty is exemplified in the gender dimensions of child rights, 
where girls often have less access to rights including food, education, healthcare and play, especially in 
contexts where boys are more valued than girls and are given greater freedoms. 

Solutions to these problems faced by the most vulnerable children often lie in the sphere of social protection 
and economic development. In most instances, solutions often just address macro-level issues through short-
term projects which tend to be reactive, isolated, and temporary. Service providers invariably encounter 
bottlenecks when trying to address complex social issues such as the institutionalization of children and child 
abuse through interventions that focus on a narrow fragment of the issue. Furthermore, interventions often 
overlook the fact that children are located within a family and a community, and the interventions affect her/
his family and community. Therefore, targeting the child in isolation does not secure the envisioned outcomes 
for children in detrimental socio-economic and environmental conditions. This situation is further exacerbated 
by the inadequate resource capacity of the government to respond to the needs of children, their families 
and communities, despite the number of welfare and economic strengthening programmes implemented by 
various ministries and departments including the ‘Samurdhi’, ‘Divineguma’ and ‘Eka Gamakata Eka Vedak’ 
(One Project for One Village) initiatives. 

For example, young women in their 20’s with infants often visit the SSU in the DS Offices with requests for 
socio-economic support, yet officials are unable to respond because of the lack or no provisions made to 
accommodate those needs in the government budget. Similarly, children from low-income households are 
in need of continuous educational support, however the government does not have the resources except 
to provide scholarships (mostly short-term) to a limited number of children. When finances are needed for 
case management or finding solutions for children’s issues, the field officers can either send the request 
to their management/line ministry or try to find the resources from a NGO, private donor, or from within 

Children below 5 years

Children below 18 years

8.75% IP
7.1% IP only
8.6% IP
6.7% IP only

3.5% in MDP
1.6% both IP & MDP
4.3% in MDP
1.9% both IP & MDP

1.9% MDP only

2.4% MDP only

Table 7.1: Income poor and/or multi-dimensionally poor children in Sri Lanka – 2012/2013

Source: ‘Child Poverty: Who are the Poorest Children in Sri Lanka?’ Talking Economics, IPS (2015)  
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the community or through the numerous village committees such as Praja Shakthi. However in most cases, 
these officers are unable to find appropriate solutions, either because of a lack of resources or knowledge 
on how to access available resources as there is little or no coordination amongst the different ministries and 
departments. 

A significant gap that needs to be highlighted in this regard is the absence of a social (protection) policy that 
runs parallel to the economic development policy of the government, as they remain two disparate processes 
even though they are interlinked. Furthermore, the social welfare services offered by the government does 
not directly address the issue of family disintegration, which has had a severe impact on children’s wellbeing. 
This leaves vulnerable families and children to rely on their limited social capital in order to cope with adversity 
especially when faced with difficulties in accessing socio-economic assistance provided by the government. 
The need for community-based family strengthening mechanisms is vital to facilitate the identification of such 
vulnerable families and support them to move away from the cycle of long-term vulnerability. 
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8.0 SUGGESTIONS

The following suggestions are made to the GoSL based on the findings of this study and three UN reports20. 
The suggestions are applicable to national and provincial mechanisms and are intended to be refined in 
consultation with relevant government and civil society stakeholders during the advocacy process. 

Responsible State Agencies:

• Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP)
• The Finance Commission (FC)
• Ministries of Women and Child Affairs, Education, Health, Social Services, Justice and Law and Order (and 

their respective departments and institutions)
• Provincial Councils and the relevant provincial ministries and departments, especially the Departments of 

Education, Health, Probation and Child Care Services and Social Services

• In the short-term: The MoFP and the FC need to develop guidelines on participatory budgeting for 
national and provincial ministries and departments to engage frontline government officials in the 
development of budgets. 

• In the long-term: Frontline government officials of provincial and national ministries need to conduct 
needs assessments in their respective divisions which are in turn used to consult and involve communities 
and children to identify priority areas for resourcing and investment. 

• The visibility of the child need to be increased in the State Budget at both national and provincial levels 
with clear indication of the budget line items that have a direct or indirect impact on children, integrated 
into existing budget formats. 

• The allocation of resources need to be ensured in a manner that avoids funding for duplicated activities 
and initiatives proposed by different ministries. 

• The funding for all action plans need to be transferred to all relevant ministries, both national and provincial 
in a timely manner to avoid delays in implementing these plans (i.e. the specified funding reaching the 
relevant stakeholder at the beginning of the financial year). 

• A national strategy for children need to be formulated inclusive of a comprehensive multi-sectoral plan 
with short, medium and long-term goals for mobilising resources for the realisation of child rights based 
on the relevant national laws, policies and frameworks of action and adhering to the National Agenda on 
Child Rights Governance. 

8.1. FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

“Recognizing that having an adequate legislative framework is an essential pre-condition for an equitable 
and effective allocation of resources to children, the Committee encourages all States  to consider 
legislating a specific proportion of the public expenditure to be allocated to children. Such legislation 
should be accompanied by a mechanism that allows for a systematic independent evaluation of the 
public expenditure on children.” - Day of General Discussion on “Resources for the Rights of the Child – 
Responsibility of States”, UN Committee on the Rights of the Child (2007)

20 The report of the Committee on the Rights of the Child on the Day of General Discussion on “Resources for the Rights of the Child – Responsibility of 
States” (2007), the Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) “Towards Better Investment in the Rights of the Child” 
submitted to the Human Rights Council (HRC) in December 2014 and the HRC Resolution 28/19 “Rights of the child: towards better investment in the rights 
of the child” adopted on 27th March 2015  (refer Appendix of the online version of Chapter 9: Resourcing Child Rights for the 3 documents mentioned 
above)
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Responsible State Agencies:

• Ministry of Women and Child Affairs
• Ministry of Social Services 
• NCPA, National DPCCS and the National Children’s Secretariat
• Provincial Councils and relevant provincial ministries and departments, especially the Departments of 

Education, Health, Probation and Child Care Services and Social Services

• The service delivery operations of national and provincial ministries, departments and institutions need to 
be reorganized by developing clarity about the individual role of each agency and their workforce in order 
to avoid duplication of work and to ensure efficient utilisation of resources.  

 
• The social service sectors including the sectors of child protection and ECCD need to be professionalized 

through upgrading training programmes, introducing an accreditation system for government service 
providers, establishing a functional system for monitoring and appraising the performance of government 
personnel to maintain professional standards, and providing recognition for such services. 

8.2. HUMAN RESOURCES

[The HRC] calls upon all States to ensure the enjoyment by children of all their human rights, in accordance with 
the Convention on the Rights of the Child, without discrimination of any kind, and emphasizes in this regard the 
fundamental link between laws, policies and budgets and the responsibility of States to ensure that relevant national 
laws and policies are translated in to transparent, participatory and accountable budgets and spending for the 
promotion, protection and realization of the rights of the child. 
- “Rights of the Child: Towards better investment in the rights of the child”, Human Rights Council (2015)

• All national and provincial ministries need to develop financing strategies for all sectoral policies, 
regulations, action plans etc.  

• Investing in children need to be increased by providing equal status for the priorities of children when 
utilising all sources of income including government revenue, international aid and other public and 
private resources. 

• Provincial, multi-sectoral coordination mechanisms such as the Provincial Child Development Committees 
(PCDCs) need to propose the financing of collaborative inter-ministerial initiatives, as well as request and 
mobilise funding within the province and support decisions taken by the Committee. 

• The resources provided by external donor agencies need to be channelled to resource national strategies 
and other priorities for children as identified by credible child rights situation analysis and other evidence 
based indicators. 

• Resources need to be allocated based on the principle of equity. Higher allocations need to be made 
targeting the most vulnerable and marginalised groups of children, i.e. those with disabilities, those 
without family care and those who are victims of violence and abuse. This need to be informed by a 
comprehensive nationwide situation analysis of children. 
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8.2. HUMAN RESOURCES

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE UN CRC COMMITTEE 2010

17. The Committee urges the State party, taking into account article 4 of the CRC and the Committee’s 
recommendations during its Day of General Discussion in 2007 on “Resources for the Rights of the Child 
-  Responsibility of States”, to:

(a) Utilize a child rights’ approach in the elaboration of the State budget by implementing a tracking  
system for the allocation and the use of resources for children throughout the budget, thus providing 
visibility to the investment on children. The Committee also urges that this tracking system is used for 
impact assessments on how investments in any sector may serve “the best interests of the child”, ensuring 
that the differential impact of such investment on girls and boys and children of different ethnic groups 
is measured. 

(b) When possible, follow UN recommendation to start budgeting-by-results to monitor and assess the 
effectiveness of resource allocation and, if necessary, seek international cooperation to this effect;

(c) Conduct a comprehensive assessment of the budget needs related to establishment of social services 
in the districts affected by armed conflict and tsunami and establish clear allocations for these areas that 
progressively address the disparities in indicators related to children’s rights;

(d) Ensure transparent and participatory budgeting through public dialogue and participation especially 
that of children and proper accountability by local authorities;

(e) Define strategic budgetary lines for the most disadvantaged children and for those situations that may 
require affirmative social measures (such as birth registration and nutrition of disadvantaged children) and 
make sure that those budgetary lines are protected even in situations of economic crisis, natural disasters 
or other emergencies; and

(f) Take all the necessary measures to prevent and prosecute acts of corruption and to this aim, proceed 
as a matter of urgency to empower the Permanent Commission to Investigate Allegations of Bribery and 
Corruption and other independent oversight bodies to carry out their work effectively.

12.  (b) Reinforce the coordination role of the Ministry of Child Development and Women’s Affairs by 
ensuring that the Ministry  has high status, sufficient authority and adequate human, technical and 
financial resources to effectively coordinate actions for children’s rights across different sectors and from 
the national to the provincial and district levels;

(c) Strengthen the role and leadership of the Ministry in advocacy for child rights, policy formulation, 
monitoring of implementation of programmes and mobilization of resources for children; and

(d) Rationalize the work of the various child rights bodies and provide them with the necessary human and 
financial resources to carry out their role with efficiency

13. The Committee encourages the State party to strengthen its efforts to provide specific budget 
allocation, adequate coordination and follow-up mechanisms for the full and effective implementation of 
the National Plan of Action for Children (2010-2015), including its monitoring and evaluation
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APPENDIX 1: PARTICIPANT LIST

1.1. GOVERNMENT CONSULTATIONS (KIIS)

POSITION INSTITUTION REGION
Accountant
Accountant
AMOH
Assistant Chief Secretary
Assistant Commissioner 
Assistant Director -  Education (Planning)
Assistant Director - Planning
Assistant Director - Planning
Assistant Director - Planning
Assistant Director - Education
Assistant Director - Education (Development)
Assistant Director - Primary Education
Assistant GA
Assistant Principal
Assistant Principal
Chief Accountant 
Chief Accountant
Chief Accountant 
Child Rights Promotion Officer (CRPO)
Child Rights Promotion Officer (CRPO) 
Child Rights Promotion Officer (CRPO) 
Commissioner
Commissioner of Labour
Consultant Community Physician

Deputy Chief Secretary (Finance)
Deputy Chief Secretary (Planning & Monitoring)
Deputy Director - Education (Planning)
Deputy Director - Medical Statistics Unit
Development Officer
Development Officer

Development Officer

Director - Budget
Director - Education (ECCD & Special Education)
Director – Maternal and Child Health 
Director - Non Formal Education 
Director - Planning

Director - Planning
Director – Social Services
Director of Health Services

Director Policy Analysis and Development
District CRPO Coordinator
District CRPO Coordinator
Divisional Secretary
Divisional Secretary

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30

31

32
33
34
35
36

37
38
39

40
41
42
43
44

District Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat 
MOH Office
Chief Secretary’s Office 
DPCCS - Southern Province
Children’s Secretariat 
Zonal Education Office
Divisional Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat
District Secretariat 
Zonal Education Office
Provincial Dpt of Education
District Secretariat
Rohana Deaf and Blind School
Rohana Deaf and Blind School 
District Secretariat
Ministry of Child Affairs 
Ministry of Health  
Divisional Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat
DPCCS - Southern Province
Ministry of Labour
Provincial Department of Health 
Services (PDHS)
Chief Secretary’s Office
Chief Secretary’s Office
Provincial Dpt of Education
Ministry of Health
Divisional Secretariat
Social Productivity Development 
Unit-District Secretariat
Social Productivity Development 
Unit-District Secretariat
Chief Secretary’s Office
Provincial Dpt of Education
Family Health Bureau
Zonal Educational Office
Regional Director of Health 
Services (RDHS)
Ministry of Social Services
Provincial Dpt of Social Services
Regional Director of Health 
Services (RDHS)
Ministry of Health
Ekamuthu Piyasa-District Secretariat
District Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat 
Divisional Secretariat

Galle
Kotapola
Kotapola
Southern Province (Galle)
Galle
Colombo
Matara
Kotapola
Habaraduwa
Matara
Matara
Southern Province (Galle)
Matara
Galle
Galle
Galle
Colombo
Colombo
Kotapola
Habaraduwa
Habaraduwa
Southern Province (Galle)
Colombo
Galle

Southern Province (Galle)
Southern Province (Galle)
Southern Province (Galle)
Colombo
Kotapola
Galle

Galle

Southern Province (Galle)
Southern Province (Galle)
Colombo
Morawaka
Galle

Colombo
Galle
Galle

Colombo
Galle
Matara
Habaraduwa
Kotapola
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1.1. GOVERNMENT CONSULTATIONS (KIIS) POSITION INSTITUTION REGION
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85

ECCD Coordinator
ECCD Officer
ECCD Officer
Economic Development Officer
GA
Grama Niladari (GN)
Grama Niladari (GN)
Grama Niladari (GN)
Manager – Information and Planning

Medical Officer-Maternal & Child Health (MOMCH)
MOH
NCPA Officer
NCPA Officer
NCPA Psychosocial Officer/ Coordinator
Officer in Charge – Southern Province
OIC - Crime Branch
OIC - Women & Children’s Desk
OIC - Women & Children’s Desk
Police Constable
Police Sergeant
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Probation Officer (PO)
Probation Officer in Charge (POIC)
Probation Officer in Charge (POIC)
Project Officer
Project Officer
Project Officer
Public Health Inspector (PHI)
Public Health Midwife (PHM)
Public Health Midwife (PHM)
Secretary
Senior Director
Senior Probation Officer
Social services officer
Sub Inspector
Woman Police Sergeant
Women Development Officer
Zonal Director of Education

District Secretariat
Divisional Secretariat
Ekamuthu Piyasa District secretariat 
Divisional Secretariat
District Secretariat
GN Office
GN Office
GN Office
National Child Protection 
Authority (NCPA)
MOH
MOH Office
Divisional Secretariat
Ekamuthu Piyasa District secretariat 
District secretariat
Finance Commission
Police Station
Police Station
Police Station
Police Station
Police Station
Rohana Vidyalaya
Rajapaksha Vidyalaya
St. Mathews College
Meegahagoda Primary School
Probation Office
Probation Office
Police Station
Zonal Education Office
Zonal Education Office
Zonal Education Office
MOH
MOH
MOH
Finance Commission
Finance Commission
National DPCCS
Divisional Secretariat
Police Station
Police Station
Ekamuthu Piyasa-District Secretariat
Zonal Educational office

Matara
Habaraduwa
Galle
Habaraduwa
Galle
Illukpitiya
Kolawenigama
Wellethota
Colombo

Galle
Habaraduwa
Kotapola
Galle
Matara
Colombo
Habaraduwa
Galle
Matara
Deniyaya
Deniyaya
Ahangama
Deniyaya
Deniyaya
Galle
Galle
Galle
Matara
Morawaka
Morawaka
Morawaka
Ahangama
Ahangama
Ahangama
Colombo
Colombo
Colombo
Kotapola
Deniyaya
Habaraduwa
Galle
Morawaka

1.2. CIVIL SOCIETY CONSULTATIONS (KIIS)

POSITION INSTITUTION REGION
Chief Monk
Executive Director
Director
District Programme Coordinator
ECCD teacher/ President
Programme Office

1
2
3
4
5
6

Thalpe Shri Nikethana Sudharmarama Purana Viharaya
Habaraduwa Participatory Development Foundation (HPDF)
INDECOS
Sarvodaya
Gami Kirula’ Society for ECCD Teachers
Save the Children International-Sri Lanka

Habaraduwa, Galle
Habaraduwa, Galle
Matara
Galle
Deniyaya, Matara
Matara
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1.3. COMMUNITY CONSULTATIONS (FGDS)

1.4. CHILDREN’S CONSULTATIONS (FGDS)

DS DIVISION
(DSD)

DS DIVISION (DSD)

GN DIVISION
(GND)

AGE

GOVERNMENT
OFFICERS

NO. OF CHILDREN

NO OF COMMUNITY 
MEMBERS

M

M

MM

Total

F

F

FF

TOTAL

Habaraduwa

Habaraduwa

Habaraduwa

Kotapola

Kotapola

Kotapola

Total

Habaraduwa

Kotapola

Alawathukissgoda

Pelassa

Kalahegoda

Thenipita

Nishshankapura

Illukpitiya

01

02

00

01

00

01

14

11-19

01

01

00

00

00

04

05

11

05

06

11 75 86

02

04

02

07

00

05

10

17

14

08

08

08

09

08

03

06

02

08

00

06

15

09

08

08

09

12

18

15

10

16

09

18

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

1.

2.
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1.3. COMMUNITY CONSULTATIONS (FGDS)

1.4. CHILDREN’S CONSULTATIONS (FGDS)

APPENDIX 2: BUDGET FOR CHILDREN (BFC) - SRI LANKA AND 
SOUTHERN PROVINCE (2012-2015)

NATIONAL BFC (2012-2015)

SECTOR 2012
AE

Total Expenditure on General 

Education 

Total Expenditure on Health

Total Expenditure on Protection

Total Expenditure on ECCD

Total Expenditure on Child 

Participation

Ministry of Child Development & 

Women’s Affairs

Budget for Children (BfC) - National
Total National Expenditure (TNE)

National Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP)

BFC as a  % of the TNE

BFC as a  % of the GDP

General Education Expenditure as 
a % of the BfC
Health Expenditure as a % of the BfC

Child Protection Expenditureas a % 

of the BfC

ECCD Expenditure as a % of the BfC

Child Participation Expenditure as a 

% of the BfC

General Education Expenditure as a 
% of the TNE
Health Expenditure as a % of the 

TNE

Child Protection Expenditure as a % 

of the TNE

ECCD Expenditure as a % of the TNE

Child Participation Expenditure as a 

% of the TNE

General Education Expenditure as a 

% of the GDP

Health Expenditure as a % of the 

GDP

Child Protection Expenditure as a % 

of the GDP

ECCD Expenditure as a % of the 

GDP

Child Participation Expenditure as a 

% of the GDP

93,732,560

91,291,000

781,020

806,000

3,400

64,045

186,678,025
2,192,233,077

3,047,277,000

8.52

6.13

50.21

48.9

0.42

0.43

0.002

4.28

4.16

0.04

0.04

0.00016

3.08

3

0.03

0.03

0.00011

114,231,640

122,386,000

905,572

622,433

4,700

46,779

238,197,124
2,458,547,556

3,266,099,000

9.69

7.29

47.96

51.38

0.38

0.26

0.002

4.65

4.98

0.04

0.03

0.00019

3.5

3.75

0.03

0.02

0.00014

138,743,640

154,702,000

1,453,178

1,062,015

5,450

39,535

296,005,818
2,751,000,000

N/A

10.76

N/A

46.87

52.26

0.49

0.36

0.002

5.04

5.62

0.05

0.04

0.0002

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

148,501,620

181,894,000

1,602,100

1,761,675

7,400

60,000

333,826,795
3,405,000,000

N/A

9.8

N/A

44.48

54.49

0.48

0.53

0.002

4.36

5.34

0.05

0.05

0.00022

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

160,930,440

202,147,000

1,664,130

1,772,180

 -   

71,570

366,585,320
3,220,446,700

N/A

11.38

N/A

43.9

55.14

0.45

0.48

 -   

5

6.28

0.05

0.06

 -   

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

174,744,720

224,418,000

617,580

1,965,885

 -   

83,020

401,829,205
3,493,987,800

N/A

11.5

N/A

43.49

55.85

0.15

0.49

 -   

5

6.42

0.02

0.06

 -   

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2013
AE

2014
RE

2015
BE

2016
Projections

2017

Table 1: BfC - Sri Lanka

(Rs.’000)
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SECTOR
2012
AE

RECURRENT EXPENDITURE
Education 

Health

Protection

ECCD

Total Recurrent

CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
Education 

Health

Protection

ECCD

Total Capital

28,977,000

57,859,000

165,257

N/A

87,001,257

4,641,000

13,647,000

6,164

N/A

18,294,164

30,693,000

75,559,000

185,823

275,951

106,713,774

7,643,000

17,435,000

13,231

69,482

25,160,713

28,012,000

91,000,000

236,956

413,765

119,662,721

15,122,000

26,162,000

8,600

248,250

41,540,850

30,500,000

100,996,000

246,680

981,675

132,724,355

17,100,000

38,499,000

32,820

130,000

55,761,820

33,736,000

112,000,000

271,010

1,027,180

147,034,190

19,053,000

43,500,000

38,120

145,000

62,736,120

36,946,000

124,000,000

293,900

1,130,885

162,370,785

20,802,000

50,000,000

43,680

160,000

71,005,680

2013
AE

2014
RE

2015
BE

2016
Projections

2017

Table 2: Recurrent and Capital Expenditure (National)

(Rs.’000)

Note: Participation budget has been excluded due to lack of information on Recurrent/Capital Expenditure
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PROVINCIAL BFC (2012-2015)

SECTOR 2012 AE
Total Expenditure on Genaral Education 
Total Expenditure on Health
Total Expenditure on Protection*
Total BfC in the Southern Province (BfC-SP)
Total Southern Provincial Expenditure 
(TSPE)
Gross Domestic Product of the Southern 
Province (GDP-SP)
BfC-SP as a % of the TSPE
BfC-SP as a % of the GDP-SP
TSPE as a % of the GDP-SP
General Education Expenditure as a % of 
the BfC-SP 
Health Expenditure as a % of the BfC-SP 
Child Protection Expenditure as a % of 
the BfC-SP*
General Education Expenditure as a % of 
the GDP-SP 
Health Expenditure as a % of the GDP-SP 
Child Protection Expenditure as a % of 
the GDP-SP*
General Expenditure Education as a % of 
the TSPE
Health Expenditure as a % of the TSPE
Child Protection Expenditure as a % of 
the TSPE*

9,245,934
3,521,641
79,617
12,847,192
17,895,445

872,399,000

71.79
1.47
2.05
71.97

27.41
0.62

1.06

0.4
0.01

51.67

19.68
0.44

9,935,222
4,065,124
90,511
14,090,857
20,347,920

N/A

69.25
N/A
N/A
70.51

28.85
0.64

N/A

N/A
N/A

48.83

19.98
0.44

10,137,574
4,520,728
97,693
14,755,995
21,523,823

N/A

68.56
N/A
N/A
68.7

30.64
0.66

N/A

N/A
N/A

47.1

21
0.45

10,153,979
5,465,938
83,260
15,703,177
26,804,396

N/A

58.58
N/A
N/A
64.66

34.81
0.53

N/A

N/A
N/A

37.88

20.39
0.31

2013 AE 2014 RE 2015 BE

Table 3: BfC - Southern Province

(Rs.’000)

*Figures given are for 2012 AE, 2013 RE, 2015 BE and 2016 projections

SECTOR
2012
AE

RECURRENT EXPENDITURE
Education 
Health
Child Protection*
Total Recurrent
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
Education 
Health
Child Protection*
Total Capital

9,100,497

3,348,337

64,548

12,513,382

8,389

4,164

904

13,457

9,437,722

3,852,824

71,411

13,361,957

5,500

4,431

100

10,031

9,641,194

4,104,978

77,663

13,823,835

1,380

1,750

30

3,160

10,153,978

4,859,188

83,259

15,096,425

20,250

1,750

 -   

22,000

2013
AE

2014
RE

2015
BE

Table 4: Recurrent and Capital Expenditure (Southern Province)

(Rs.’000)

*Figures given are for 2012 AE, 2013 RE, 2015 BE and 2016 projections
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APPENDIX 3: WELFARE SPENDING ON CHILDREN

EXPENDITURE ON KEY WELFARE PROGRAMS (FISCAL MANAGEMENT REPORTS 2012-2016)

2012

HEALTH CARE AND NUTRITION
Free Medicine for All

Thriposha Programme

Infant Milk Subsidy

Poshana Manpetha

Poshana Malla

EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT
Free Text Books

Free Uniforms

School Season Tickets

School Nutritional Foods

Mahapola Scholarships

Bursaries

Dhamma School Text Books

Dhamma School Uniforms for Teachers

Library Allowance for Dhamma School 

Teachers

TOTAL WELFARE SPENDING ON 
CHILDREN 

Total Welfare Spending

Welfare Spending on Children as % of 
Total Welfare Spending
YoY % Change in Child Based Welfare 
Spending

CAGR

-

916

124

-

195

848

822

-

1708

-

164

-

-

-

4777

49704

9.61%

17.26%

-

1174

-

-

-

3194

1143

2750

-

-

-

-

-

8261

65521

12.61%

72.93%

19742

912

147

10

101

1519

1431

1072

2100

64

226

59

116

141

7582

79035

9.59%

-8.22%

25402

1365

112

-

278

1961

1956

1695

1473

87

285

101

161

157

9212

93964

9.80%

21.50%

2013 2014 2015
(Rs.Mn)

*Figures given are for 2012 AE, 2013 RE, 2015 BE and 2016 projections








