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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Motivation 
 
As part of the efforts of governments to strengthen accountability toward their 
commitments to children, there has been an increasing demand for a global 
framework to measure and report on related public financial inputs. In response, 
UNICEF is developing a methodology that sets out guiding principles and recommendations 
on key parameters, taking into account different country contexts and public financial 
management (PFM) capacities. The methodological framework is expected to help 
governments to introduce or improve the measurement, monitoring and reporting of public 
spending for children, while facilitating comparability both within and across countries. 
 
The objective of this compendium is to document existing experiences in measuring 
public spending for children in order to inform the development of the global 
framework. In total, it presents 13 initiatives from around the world that involve child-
focused public expenditure measurement (C-PEM). The key findings and lessons are 
reflected in the companion document, “Toward better Monitoring and Reporting of Public 
Spending for Children: A Methodological Note.” 
 

1.2. Defining C-PEM 
 
C-PEM is defined as the identification and routine reporting of child-focused public 
expenditure by government stakeholders. A C-PEM initiative is thus characterized by two 
essential features: (i) the use of a methodology that explicitly measures “child-specific” 
spending; and (ii) government ownership. It is important to note that both criteria must be 
satisfied in order for an initiative to qualify as C-PEM. For example, a rapid desk review 
indicates that around 100 child budget analyses or studies have been carried out since 2000. 
Because the vast majority was commissioned by non-government actors1 and use highly 
aggregated, publicly available budget information, they are not considered C-PEM. Similarly, 
while most governments measure and track overall social expenditures, including through 
national education and health accounts, the lack of a child-focused methodology means that 
such initiatives also fall outside of the scope of C-PEM. 
 

1.3. Global trends 
 
Argentina was the first government to undertake a C-PEM exercise, which initiated a 
regional trend. Argentina’s Ministry of Economy and Production, together with UNICEF, 
devised a methodology to quantify total public spending on children and adolescents, which 
was applied to budget information over the 1995-2003 period; the findings were published 
in a 2004 report entitled, “Public Expenditure on Children in Argentina.”2 This was followed 

                                                        
1 Mainly UNICEF and Save the Children. 
2 Translated from Spanish: Gasto Público dirigido a la Niñez en la Argentina. 
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by a second effort in 2009, which improved the methodological approach. These efforts 
subsequently piqued the interest of governments and development partners elsewhere in 
the region. In addition to giving rise to its origin, this compendium confirms that the majority 
of C-PEM experiences are also found in Latin America (eight of the 13 case studies 
surveyed3). 
 
C-PEM has taken root in contexts outside of Latin America, but no common trends 
emerge. This includes a low-income country (Uganda), a high-income territory (Wales), 
several fragile countries in the Middle East and North Africa region (Egypt and Yemen), as 
well as large, emerging economies (India and Mexico). If anything, the great diversity of 
existing experiences indicates that C-PEM is not bound by income or geographical 
boundaries, nor levels of PFM capacity (as discussed below). 
 

1.4. Structure 
 
This compendium is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the methodology, Section 
3 discusses high-level findings, Section 4 offers concluding remarks, including implications 
for the development of the global framework, and the Annexes present 13 case studies, 
which are organized first by region and then chronologically. 
 
 

2. Methodology 
 
This compendium is based on a desk review of resources available in the public 
domain as well as from interviews with select UNICEF country offices. Existing C-PEM 
initiatives were identified through two primary sources. The first is State Party Reports 
submitted to the Committee on the Rights of the Child. This involved a meta review of text 
related to Article 4 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), which describes the 
commitments of governments to devote their “maximum available resources” to support 
child rights. The second is UNICEF’s experiences in supporting governments in this emerging 
area of work. This involved canvassing available documentation, the majority of which is 
captured by a series of regional seminars on investing in children in Latin America and the 
Caribbean. Since 2013, these annual events have been organized by UNICEF and hosted by 
Ministries of Finance on a rotating basis: 
 
 “International Seminar: Toward a model of allocation, implementation and monitoring of 

public spending on children” held in Bogotá, Colombia on 26-27 June 2013; 
 “International Seminar on Investment in Children: A commitment to equity and the 25th 

anniversary of the CRC” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October 2014; and 
 “International Seminar on Investing in Children in Latin America and the Caribbean” held 

in Quito, Ecuador on 26-27 May 2015. 
 

                                                        
3 Argentina, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Honduras, Mexico and Peru. 

http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/TBSearch.aspx?Lang=en&TreatyID=5&TreatyID=10&TreatyID=11&DocTypeID=29&DocTypeCategoryID=4
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/policies_28119.htm
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/policies_28119.htm
http://www.unicef.org/ecuador/resources_29936.htm
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This survey of C-PEM initiatives was compiled and documented using a standard 
template. As such, the information for each case study is presented according to the 
following structure: (i) context (background information on the initiative); (ii) methodology 
(the parameters for qualifying an expenditure as “child-specific”); (iii) information and 
reporting (the types of indicators and analyses produced as well as how they are used to 
inform decision-making processes, where applicable); and (iv) sources. 
 
It is important to highlight several caveats. First, this compendium reflects information 
that is available in English and Spanish. As a result, initiatives that are documented in other 
languages (Arabic, French, Russian, etc.) are not captured. Second, the desk review was 
hindered by a lack of information on methodologies and impacts reported, which reflects the 
general state of poor documentation and reporting of initiatives in this emerging area. This 
challenge is at least partially explained by a third caveat: Many of the initiatives are at an 
early stage of application thus limiting the availability of information on analytical outputs 
and impacts. 
 
 

3. High Level Findings 
 
3.1. Main actors and processes 
 
The Ministry of Finance (MoF) and the Ministry of Planning are the main guardians of 
C-PEM. In Argentina, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, India, Mexico, Peru and Uganda, the 
finance ministry organized and/or managed the development of the methodology, while the 
planning ministry oversaw the process in Honduras and Yemen. However, C-PEM efforts are 
not universally controlled by the traditional power ministries. In fact, C-PEM was initiated 
by legislative bodies in Egypt and Wales, while it was managed by the Executive Office in El 
Salvador (the Technical Secretary of the President) and by the Department for Social 
Prosperity in Colombia. 
 
In terms of external actors, UNICEF is the most common and indeed lone partner 
supporting C-PEM. UNICEF country offices played significant roles in advocacy around 
introducing the measurement initiatives and technical advisory on developing the 
methodology in three-fourths of the cases surveyed.4 Although other UN agencies, including 
the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), and the World 
Bank are connected in terms of their support to broader PFM reforms and processes that 
enable C-PEM, to date UNICEF is the only development partner active in this specific space. 
 
In terms of process, the development of the methodology is always characterized by 
widespread stakeholder participation. Most initiatives involved the creation of some type 
of multisectoral steering committee to oversee and advise on the process, ensure national 

                                                        
4  All except Egypt, India and Wales. 
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ownership of the methodology, and facilitate access to the requisite data and information. In 
this regard, Peru’s step-by-step process is illustrative:  
 
1. Form inter-institutional working group 
2. Identify child-related policies and goals 
3. Define concepts and criteria 
4. Analyze budget information 
5. Identify all child-focused spending 
6. Determine weights/partitioning criteria for non-specific spending 
7. Sum amounts and generate analytical outputs 
8. Link the budget for children and adolescents according to objectives and policy goals 

 
3.2. Overall and methodological objectives 
 
A review of existing initiatives reveals that C-PEM is undertaken to achieve four high 
level objectives. These are summarized below, with the specific objectives for each case 
study presented in Table 1.  
 
1. Guide decision making and the allocation of resources, thereby increasing the priority 

afforded to childhood; 
2. Track specific expenditures down to line agencies and frontline service providers 

whose behavior is critical to ensuring greater and more equitable results for children; 
3. Facilitate impact evaluation of public expenditures and the identification of bottlenecks 

and barriers, thus promoting efficiency and effectiveness; and 
4. Monitor the overall financial efforts of the government to support children, thereby 

systematizing transparency and reporting on spending on child rights, especially in 
relation to Article 4 of the CRC. 

 
Table 1. C-PEM high level objectives, in select countries 

Country Initiative Stated objectives 

Argentina 
Public expenditure 
on children 

 Quantify the government’s efforts to support children 
 Make budget information on children available to influence 

allocation decisions, monitor the priority of children in the budget, 
and evaluate the quality of spending on children  

 Enhance initiatives to improve and protect investments in children 

Colombia 
Public audit of 
spending on child 
rights 

 Public accountability review of consistency of political, technical, 
administrative and financial decisions across all levels of 
government, in regard to domestic law on children 

Dominican 
Republic 

Public investment in 
children 

 Quantify specific and cross-cutting policies to protect and support 
child rights 

 Establish a baseline for routine monitoring 

Ecuador Equity classifier 
 Track public investments against national goals to reduce poverty 

and inequities, of which children is a priority theme 

Egypt 
Resources for the 
rights of the child 

 Estimate the size of allocations in the state budget on the 
implementation of the rights of the child 
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Country Initiative Stated objectives 

El Salvador 
Measuring public 
investment in 
children 

 Guide decisions regarding the allocation and quality of public 
resources spent on children 

 Allow for standardized and regular monitoring of public 
investment in children 

Honduras 
Budget classifier on 
public investment in 
children 

 Improve the resource allocation to the public policy framework 
related to fulfilling the rights of children 

India 
Budget provisions 
for schemes for the 
welfare of children 

 Identify child-focused programs supported by the national budget 

Mexico 
Child spending 
markers 

 Estimate and create a baseline of government spending on children 
 Generate information for various sectors of Mexican society 
 Lay the groundwork for analysis of quality of spending on children  

Peru 

Taxonomy to 
measure public 
investment in 
children 

 Track allocations related to the National Plan of Action for Children 
 Improve allocation and execution of expenditure on children 
 Make available timely information to inform decision making 
 Promote transparency and accountability on spending on children 

Uganda 
Public finance for 
children 

 Generate information to remove key implementation bottlenecks 
 Enhance transparency and accountability 
 Improve service delivery for programmes affecting children 

Wales 
Financial provision 
for children 

 Understand the resources which are spent on children 
 Inform policy development 
 Comply with CRC reporting requirements  

Yemen 
Child budget 
analysis 

 Assess the size and trends of child-focused expenditures 
 Identify gaps between related allocations and expenditures 
 Ensure attention is given to children’s issues and that these are 

prioritized in future budgets 
 Make information available for decision-makers 

 
Turning to the underlying methodologies, the main objective is to quantify the level 
and composition of child-specific expenditure. All of the initiatives had an explicit 
objective to understand the size of investments in children and the priorities there within. 
Mexico and Peru also indicated an intention to benchmark relevant spending as well as to 
improve the efficiency and equity of spending. Uganda is another noteworthy example. Its 
approach is considered a partial C-PEM since it currently looks at child-specific spending 
within three priority sectors (education, health and water) and not the entire budget; 
however, the information generated is heavily disaggregated intended to improve the 
quality of spending on children. An overview of the methodological objectives is presented 
below in Table 2 (note that most initiatives have multiple). 
 

Table 2. Main methodological objectives of C-PEM initiatives, in select countries 

Objective 
# of initiatives 

addressing 
# of initiatives 

intending to address 

Size 12 1 
Composition 12 1 

Benchmarking (intra-country) 3 2 

Quality (effectiveness and equity) 1 2 
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3.3. Defining “child-focused” expenditures 
 
Although the scope of “child-focused” varies significantly across C-PEM initiatives, a 
“direct” or “specific” category is universally applied (Table 3). Of the 13 cases, only three 
use a single criteria when delineating the boundaries of what is considered “child-focused.” 
This domain is commonly defined as those programs and initiatives that are targeted 
exclusively to children and adolescents. Such examples are straightforward and include, for 
instance, primary education services, breast feeding or vaccination campaigns, pediatric 
services, daycare centers and police training on children in contact with the law.  
 
In addition to direct spending, three-quarters of the initiatives surveyed include a 
category of “indirect” or “non-specific” to determine qualifying expenditures. This 
domain captures a portion of expenditure intended for families or other child rights agents 
which has a clear impact on the welfare of children and adolescents. Common examples 
include food support, cash transfers to families and foster care grants.  
 
Six initiatives include additional categories of “child-focused” expenditure, often 
labelled “expanded expenditure” and/or “expenditure on public goods.” The 
“expanded” category covers expenditure that benefits wider population groups of which 
children are a sub-group. Such spending could support public housing projects to improve 
living conditions of poor families, water and sanitation projects targeted to areas with high 
incidences of diarrhea among children, public transportation systems that have schedules to 
support school attendance. In terms of “public goods,” the use of this category was not 
widespread (only 3/13 surveyed initiatives). Nonetheless, this classification was used to 
capture services that are provided openly to society which have been at least partly designed 
to meet the specific needs of children. Here, examples of qualifying expenditure could include 
parks with playgrounds and public space rescue programs that have dedicated areas for 
children. 

 
Table 3. Categories of qualifying “child-focused” expenditure, in select countries 

 

Country Expenditure categories used 

Argentina 

1. specific 
2. indirect 
3. expanded 
4. public goods 

Colombia 
1. direct 
2. indirect 

Dominican 
Republic 

1. direct 
2. indirect 
3. investment support 

Ecuador 1. specific 

Egypt 
1. directly targeted 
2. partially targeted 
3. public goods 
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Country Expenditure categories used 

El Salvador 
1. direct 
2. indirect 
3. general 

Honduras 
1. specific 
2. indirect 

India 1. specific 

Mexico 

1. direct 
2. agent 
3. expanded 
4. public goods 

Peru 
1. specific 
2. non-specific 

Uganda 
1. direct 
2. indirect 

Wales 
1. direct 
2. indirect 
3. statistical 

Yemen 1. specific 

 
3.4. Reporting frequencies and sustainability 
 
When looking at the frequency of reporting child-specific budget information, the 
average time lag is about two years. This is to say that if a report is released in 2014, it 
likely reflects budget data from fiscal year 2012. The vastness of the average reporting gap 
is concerning because it signals that the information from many C-PEM initiatives is not 
being used to inform current budget planning. In some cases, however, the lagged 
information is fed into longer-term budgeting processes, such as the Medium Term 
Expenditure Framework (MTEF) in the case of Yemen. Although this review did not reveal 
any evidence per se, the dated information could also be of value for identifying operational 
and strategic gaps and thus policy setting.  
 
There are, however, several examples of near real-time reporting. The two most 
impressive cases are Mexico and Peru, whereby the C-PEM exercise is applied during the 
preparation stage of the budget cycle. As such, planned child-focused expenditures are 
known prior to budget approval, which—at least in theory—allows this information to 
influence allocation decisions before the budget is operationalized. Although still at an early 
phase, the partial C-PEM exercise in Uganda is expected to take place every six months, thus 
holding strong potential for near real-time use. India also appears to generate child-specific 
information during the preparation stage of the budget, but it remains unclear if or how the 
information is used within decision-making processes.  
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3.5. Indicators and benchmarking 
 
This survey reveals a common set of indicators that are generated through C-PEM. A 
list of general and thematic-based indicators are summarized below:  
 
Overall indicators 
 Total expenditure on children 
 Per capita expenditure on children (and daily per capita) 
 Per child expenditure on children (and daily per child) 
 Expenditure on children as a percent of total budget 
 Expenditure on children as a percent of total social expenditure 
 Expenditure on children as a percent of GDP 
 
Thematic indicators 
 Composition of expenditure on children by function, institution, ministry and/or sector 
 Composition of expenditure on children by life cycle (e.g. ages 0-5, 6-12 and 13-17) 
 Composition of expenditure on children by group of rights (e.g. to survival, development, 

protection, participation) 
 Category of expenditure on children (direct, indirect, expanded, etc.) 
 Type of expenditure on children (recurrent and capital) 
 Execution rates of expenditure on children (allocated versus actual expenditure) 
 
Building on the set of common indicators, one of the potential benefits of a global 
framework for C-PEM is cross-country analysis. For example, putting forth a “portfolio 
approach” would allow for comparing the composition of overall spending on children, such 
as by function or group of rights, thus illuminating key priorities and gaps in different 
contexts. As earlier discussed, the diversity of approaches used to measure qualifying 
expenditure across existing C-PEM initiatives (e.g. from counting only direct expenditure to 
also including expanded expenditure or on public goods) precludes cross-country 
comparison at this time. However, it is possible to plot the most recent data points from 
available studies to illustrate the potential value added of a global framework.  
 
Figure 1 presents the functional composition of child-focused expenditures for nine C-
PEM reports, with the average values depicted in Figure 2. If using this data as an 
indication of current investment trends in children across this sample of countries, 
education receives the lion’s share of public resources (56%) followed by health (18%) and 
social protection (15%). On the opposite end of the spectrum, nutrition (1.0%), sports, 
recreation and culture (0.2%), and child protection (0.2%) are areas that tend to receive very 
limited investment. 
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Figure 1. Child-specific spending by function, latest available in select countries

 
Note: The scope of public expenditures included in each function varies widely across countries and should not 

be directly compared 
Captures child-specific public expenditures related to, inter alia:  

   *  Direct social assistance, social justice, social policy coordination, social subsidies and social works 
 **  Economic issues, the environment, gender equality, sanitation, technology, transport and urban planning 
*** Abuse, discrimination, exploitation and violence against children 

 
Figure 2. Common portfolio approach: Child-specific public spending by function, 

average values in select countries

 
See notes in Figure 1 
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Lastly, it is worth noting one of the more innovative indicators that emerged from the 
review. El Salvador, in particular, developed a child targeting index, which attempts to gauge 
the extent to which social spending has a pro-child or pro-adult bias. Based on information 
from the 2011 budget in the country, the index value amounted to 114.2. This indicates that 
general social expenditure—and social policy more broadly—slightly favored child 
populations in that fiscal year when compared to adult populations (Box 1 presents the 
equation). 
 

 

Box 1. Calculating the child targeting index in El Salvador 
 

Child targeting index = direct spending in children / total social spending 
           0-17 population / total population 
 
Note: If index >100, there is a pro-child bias; if index <100, a pro-adult bias exists 
 

 
3.6. Impacts 
 
The most obvious impact of existing C-PEM initiatives is improved transparency of 
child-focused public spending. All of the initiatives surveyed have published relevant data 
and/or reports on public websites, often hosted by the MoF. While in some instances this 
happens on an ad hoc basis (e.g. the release of a one-off report as in the cases of Argentina 
or the Dominican Republic), elsewhere it takes place more routinely, such as part of budget 
preparation in India, Mexico and Peru or during budget monitoring in Uganda. 
 
Another potential impact of C-PEM is an overall increase of public investment in 
children. Mexico and Peru are the clearest examples, which show steady increases in 
relevant spending after the C-PEM initiatives were introduced. For example, based on their 
latest analyses, total public investment in children increased by 4 percent in Mexico and 10 
percent in Peru between 2014 and 2015.5 Unfortunately, despite these optimistic findings, it 
is impossible to determine whether the generation and use of child-focused budget 
information directly contributed to higher spending levels or whether this resulted from 
economic, political or other factors. 
 
There is, however, scant evidence that C-PEM has maximized the efficiency or equity 
of spending for children. One possible explanation is that several initiatives were not fully 
embedded within PFM processes, which precluded the generation of actionable information 
that could lead to improvements in the quality of relevant spending. In the cases of Argentina, 
Egypt and Wales, for example, analyses were performed only once or twice before the C-PEM 
initiative fizzled out. Another explanation is the lengthy time gap in reporting, as earlier 
discussed, which limits the potential of this new type of information to affect current 
spending patterns. Finally, many of the initiatives were introduced very recently (e.g. within 

                                                        
5  See UNICEF Mexico (2015), and MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2015), respectively. 
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one or two years of this review), thus making it too early to tell if quality of spending has 
been improved.  

 
3.7. Lessons learned 
 
The biggest lesson emerging from the early C-PEM adapters is the importance of 
having the best possible policy “hook” when introducing an initiative. Indeed, this 
review revealed a variety of “hooks,” which characterize how a C-PEM initiative is 
institutionally anchored during the design phase. In essence, the “hook” sets the foundation 
for the methodology, which ultimately determines how the new information will be used. 
The four most prevalent “hooks” identified include: (i) a specific child policy framework; (ii) 
a broader policy framework of which children are a subset; (iii) PFM reform processes; and 
(iv) accountability on Article 4 of the CRC. Table 4 presents the category best associated with 
each initiative alongside information on reporting frequencies. 
  

Table 4. Average time lag for reporting on C-PEM, in select countries 

Country Policy hook* 
Year of 
origin 

Latest analysis 

year produced last year of data time lag 

Argentina: 
national 
provincial 

category 4 
category 4 

2004 
2011 

2011 
2015 

2009  
2013  

2 years 
2 years 

Colombia category 1 2009 2013  2011 2 years 
Dominican Republic category 4 2015 2015 2013 2 years 
Ecuador category 2 2014 … … … 
Egypt category 4 2005 2010 2006 4 years 
El Salvador category 3 2014 2014 2011 3 years 
Honduras category 4 2014 2014 2013 1 year 
India category 2 2008 2015 2015 < 1 year 
Mexico category 1 2013 2015 2015 < 1 year 
Peru category 1 2014 2015 2015 < 1 year 
Uganda category 3 2015 2015 2013 2 years 
Wales category 4 2006 2009 2010 < 1 year 
Yemen category 4 2015 2015 2013-15 (MTEF) 3 years 

Source: Desk review 
*  Category 1: Explicitly connected to monitoring a child policy framework 

Category 2: Broader policy framework, of which children are a subset 
Category 3: Part of PFM reforms 
Category 4: CRC 

 
Available evidence suggests that the potential for real time reporting and longer-term 
sustainability is maximized when a C-PEM initiative builds on an existing child rights 
policy framework. For instance, such prospects are significantly increased if there is a 
domestic legal framework that requires the government to account for child-specific policy 
implementation, such as in Colombia and Mexico (category 1), or for a priority policy agenda 
of which children are included, such as in Ecuador (category 2). Even if the policy framework 
is not in place, C-PEM can still flourish if introduced as part PFM reform processes, such as 
in El Salvador, Honduras and Uganda (category 3). However, all of the C-PEM initiatives that 
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were anchored in CRC accountability are no longer operational, which includes Argentina at 
the national level along with Egypt and Wales (category 4), thus suggesting that Article 4 is 
a relatively weak incentive. In short, the stronger the policy “hook,” the more likely the C-
PEM initiative will generate useful information and be sustained over time. 
 
Other lessons shed light on operational aspects of C-PEM to ensure that information is 
made actionable. Two higher level lessons were particularly evident. The first is to build C-
PEM within existing PFM processes—and ideally within budgeting monitoring processes—so 
that child-specific information is generated as part of routine reporting processes as 
opposed to producing random, one-off reports. And the second is to minimize the time lag for 
reporting as much as possible—and ideally to less than one year—so that the new 
information is able to influence budget planning processes. 

 
3.8. UNICEF’s value added and contributions 
 
UNICEF played a prominent role in 10 of the 13 C-PEM initiatives surveyed. Below are 
some of the key factors that may explain why UNICEF’s involvement in C-PEM is viewed as 
important in so many diverse settings: 
 
 Expertise and credibility (on budget work): UNICEF country offices have extensive 

experience working across the budget cycle and contributing unique systemic (social 
policy) and sector-based perspectives and knowledge. They are also able to showcase the 
organization’s experience of supporting other governments in similar endeavors.  

 
 Mandate (the CRC and Article 4): UNICEF’s objectives and motivations are very clear, 

which help distinguish it from other organizations that are also active in the PFM space. 
The mandate thus drives UNICEF’s concern for how public investments affect the “whole” 
child (beyond education and health) and the most disadvantaged populations (the 
importance of sub-sector spending patterns and at subnational levels) as well as how 
they address critical cross-sector challenges (early childhood education, child marriage, 
violence against children, malnutrition, child labor, youth unemployment, etc.). 

  
 Role of convener (especially for cross-sector areas): Many UNICEF country offices work 

closely with key financial decision makers in government (MoF, Ministry of Planning) as 
well as with social sector line ministries (education, gender, health, justice, water, 
sanitation and hygiene), making it well positioned to bring together actors to discuss 
cross-sector issues and tools. 

 
 Strategic partnerships (technical and political): UNICEF country offices have strong 

relationships with key ministries as well as parliamentarians, which facilitates access to 
spaces that are often closed and/or highly political, including public finance. 
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At the same time, UNICEF has played a very specific role in supporting the 
development of C-PEM and the use of findings. These efforts can be summarized as 
follows:  
 
 Generating demand: UNICEF addresses unique challenges to get the measurement 

issue on the agenda of the main stakeholders. For instance, from the perspective of the 
executive branch, C-PEM is commonly viewed as a difficult and intricate topic by the main 
actors that are traditionally involved with child rights issues (ministries of education, 
health, social affairs and so). Here, UNICEF often makes the initial pitch by explaining the 
value added (investing in all child rights or the “whole” child creates important synergies 
and maximizes potential returns), demonstrating that it is feasible, and, in some cases, 
delivering capacity building activities at different levels of government. From the 
perspective of the MoF, which is the natural candidate to conduct the exercise, C-PEM is 
generally perceived as a “soft” topic with unclear benefits. As a result, UNICEF regularly 
plays the role of convincer, highlighting that C-PEM is a vehicle to improve overall 
transparency by starting with children, and showcasing the reputational benefits of being 
associated with greater or better spending on children. 

 
 Building consensus: UNICEF brings different ministries and other stakeholders 

together to dialogue and agree on a common vision for the initiative.  
 
 Providing technical assistance to develop the methodology: This involves examining 

the feasibility of different options based on the availability of budget data, selecting the 
most appropriate criteria for determining qualifying expenditures, and helping to 
identify useful reporting practices and analytical products. Here, UNICEF staff can be 
directly involved or help to recruit consultants to support the processes. In some settings, 
such as Mexico, UNICEF develops the methodology with civil society partners and then 
advocates for it to be endorsed by different government counterparts. 

 
 Providing quality assurance as C-PEM is operationalized within the budget system: 

UNICEF—either alone or through a steering committee—ensures that the technical 
application of codes or tags within the government’s financial management information 
system reflects the purpose and criteria as established in the methodology. This can 
include double checking information after it is inputted and also providing judgment 
calls, as needed. 

 
 Advocating around the findings: Once new information is generated, this can include 

putting together summary notes targeted to different audiences, working with line 
ministries to design budget proposals, presenting information to parliamentarians 
during budget debates (or helping them prepare), promoting and/or participating in 
media, etc.  

 
 Extending to subnational levels: UNICEF has played an important role in helping to 

channel national C-PEM momentum to the local level, as experiences in Argentina, 
Colombia, Honduras and Mexico have shown. This has included organizing information 
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sharing events, providing capacity development and directly engaging with officials to 
establish C-PEM in subnational governments (thus involving most of the above roles).  

 
 Using C-PEM as a springboard to address issues on the quality of spending: Once 

child-specific information is being routinely produced, UNICEF often supports additional 
analyses that look at the efficiency and equity of spending, such as distributive impact 
evaluations or costing exercises to identify priority gaps between different population 
groups or programme areas. 

 
 Providing forums for benchmarking, discussing and motivating: As evident in Latin 

America, UNICEF has played an important role in organizing annual meetings where 
governments, including representatives of finance and other ministries, compare notes 
on their efforts to measure and improve spending on children. Not only has this 
facilitated the sharing of innovations and good practices on how child-focused 
information can be generated and used, but it has also inspired other governments to 
adopt C-PEM. 

 
3.9. Future research 
 
This rapid review highlights a number of areas for future research. An obvious starting 
point is to identify and analyze C-PEM initiatives that may be documented in languages 
beyond English and Spanish. In terms of strengthening current and future applications, 
perhaps the greatest need is to gain a deeper understanding of how the information 
generated by C-PEM can effectively influence public finance decisions in favor of children, 
which should include interviewing both ministerial staff who are responsible for managing 
budget information systems as well as key decision makers. There is a similar need to 
identify “add on” features that can enable C-PEM to more easily capture information on 
quality issues, which have emerged in several initiatives. A final area of investigation is to 
look at the enabling environment factors that have driven the rapid expansion of C-PEM 
across Latin America and explore how those could be replicated to build critical masses of C-
PEM in other regions. 
 
 

4. Concluding Remarks  
 
This rapid stocktake demonstrates that an increasing number of governments has 
taken deliberate efforts to measure and monitor their investments in children. 
Although initially taking root in Latin America and the Caribbean, C-PEM initiatives are now 
rooted across all regions and in very diverse country contexts. This momentum is likely to 
intensify. With children featuring prominently across the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) framework, coupled with the demographic growth occurring in many developing 
regions, governments will be increasingly concerned about the size and performance of their 
spending on children. 
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The increasing demand for C-PEM means that documenting existing know-how and 
developing a global methodology is a priority. This survey has shown that country level 
criteria and practices vary widely, as do the institutional contexts in which C-PEM initiatives 
operate. As a result, such a methodology should incorporate flexible design options so that 
it can be easily adapted to different levels of PFM capacity as well as different budget 
classification systems. At the same time, however, it will also be desirable to have a set of 
core definitions and indicators that allow for some degree of financial benchmarking of 
different thematic areas across countries. Striking the appropriate balance between 
customization and comparability thus becomes one of the key challenges to be addressed by 
a global methodology.  
 
It will also be important to maximize the potential impact of C-PEM once operational. 
As mentioned earlier, this is one of the areas where further research and understanding is 
critical. Nonetheless, this rapid study does offer some initial insights. These include 
anchoring C-PEM to the right policy “hook,” embedding C-PEM within existing PFM 
processes, especially budget monitoring, and minimizing reporting time as much as possible. 
As in many of the ongoing C-PEM initiatives, UNICEF can continue to play an important role 
to this end. This includes providing technical assistance to build and operationalize the 
methodology, ensuring that new information is made actionable across different sectors and 
administrative levels, and organizing platforms for sharing good practices and inspiring 
others.  
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Annex 1. C-PEM Initiatives from High-Income Countries 
 
 

Wales (2006): Financial provision for children 
 
Context 
 
Wales is the only territory in the European Union to attempt a child-focused budget analysis 
to date. Interest in this type of analysis was peaked after Save the Children published A Child’s 
Portion: Public Spending on Children in Wales in 2003 which was followed by Righting the 
Wrongs: The Reality of children’s rights in Wales in 2006. In response, the Welsh government 
acknowledged the importance of being able to identify how much spending was allocated to 
children and subsequently commissioned an analysis of financial provision for children 
within its 2005 budget (National Assembly for Wales 2007). This was justified in “response 
to a requirement to understand the resources which are spent on children, in order to inform 
policy development, and to comply with a responsibility under the UN CRC to report on the 
amount and percentage of national budgets spent on children.” Another analysis was carried 
out in 2009, which looked at the financial provision for children over the 2005-10 fiscal 
period. Then, in 2010, the child-focused analysis was extended to cover broader population 
groups. 
 
In 2009, the Children and Young People Committee of the National Assembly for Wales 
issued Children’s Budgeting in Wales, which recommended that the government publish 
Children and Young People’s Budget Statements. This called for a child budget analysis to be 
carried out at least every three years that presents past and projected spending amounts and 
includes, among others: (i) presentation of planned and actual percentage of each 
expenditure line that has direct or indirect impact on children, including those on transport, 
planning and housing, and also identifies different groups of children (e.g. by age, disability 
status, poverty status, gender); and (ii) a detailed account of actual outcomes of each 
expenditure line against their stated and anticipated outcomes. Despite the call for routine 
reporting, the Welsh government’s latest contribution to the United Kingdom’s State Party 
Report to the Committee on the Rights of the Child (Government of Wales 2013) makes no 
reference to any budget statement for children, indicating that this exercise is no longer 
being carried out.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology builds on Budget Expenditure Lines (BELs), which were used to estimate 
the financial provision for different population groups within the Welsh Assembly budget. 
One of the unique features of the Welsh approach is that—although it started by exclusively 
focusing on children—it was expanded to capture how public expenditures impact all age 
groups, including 0-17 year olds, 18-25 year olds, 26-64 year olds and those aged 65 and 
over. In terms of the methodology, each BEL was considered individually, with policy 
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areas/business units deciding who benefitted from each BEL (see below). The proportion of 
each BEL was then attributed in one of three ways: 
 
 Directly: Those BELs which are directly aimed at a population group are assumed to 

benefit that population group 100%, so the whole of that BEL expenditure is attributed 
to that population group. For example, Food and Nutrition in Schools is aimed at 0-17 
year olds, so all of the corresponding expenditure is attributed to this group.  

 
 Indirectly: Those BELs which are aimed at the population in general, use a population 

breakdown to ascertain how much of the particular BEL is attributable to the different 
age categories. For example, the BEL relating to Town Centre Regeneration Programme 
is aimed at the community. Therefore, a proportion of the expenditure associated with 
this BEL is attributed to those aged 0-17, 18-25, 26-64 and those aged 65 and over 
respectively based upon population data. 

 
 Using statistical data: Those BELs for which data, with a population breakdown, is 

available. For example in health, the BEL for Trusts and Central Budgets uses a statistical 
breakdown to ascertain the proportion spent on those aged 0-17, 18-25, 26-64 and those 
aged 65 and over. From statistical data it is known what proportion of patients are aged 
0-17, 18-25, 26-64 and those aged 65 and over. Therefore, the proportion of the 
expenditure associated with the BEL for Trusts and Central Budgets is attributed to those 
aged 0-17, 18-25, 26-64 and those aged 65 and over respectively based upon these data 

 
The decision of who benefits from each BEL was agreed with policy areas/business units 
through a consultation exercise. The benefit group definitions are presented in Table 5, while 
the overall mapping process is summarized in Figure 3.  
 

Table 5. Benefit Group Allocations 
 

 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2010) 
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Figure 3. Process Map of the Population Group Budgeting Exercise 

 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2010) 

 
Information and reporting 
 
A sample of the output tables from the latest analytical report are presented below. This 
includes: (i) the distribution of overall spending by population groups (Figure 4); (ii) the size 
of spending on population groups over time (Figure 5); and (iii) ministerial spending by 
population groups (Figure 6). However, it is unclear how this information was used to inform 
decision making. Although the methodology and outputs are viewed as rudimentary, the 
process demonstrated the willingness of the Welsh government to take forward the 
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recommendations of the Committee on the Rights of the Child to report on the amount and 
percentage of national budgets spent on children. It also validated that a child rights budget 
analysis was feasible to implement, despite the repeated claims by the British government. 
Moreover, the Welsh government showed great initiative and innovation to extend the initial 
child-focused methodology to other age groups, which has clear value added.  
 

Figure 4. Proportion of Welsh Assembly Government and Local Authority 
Expenditure attributable to population groups, 2007-08 

(as a %) 

 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2010) 

 
Figure 5. Welsh Assembly Government and Local Authority expenditure attributable 

to population groups 
(per capita spending in £000’s) 

 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2010) 

  



 

  

20 

 

PF4C Working Paper, No. 2 

Figure 6. Comparison of the Proportion of Welsh Assembly Government outturn 
expenditure attributable to population groups, by Ministerial Portfolio 

(per capita spending in £000’s) 

 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2010) 
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Sources 
 
National Assembly for Wales (2007) Financial Provision for Children within the Assembly 
Government Budget: A technical note, Wales: National Assembly for Wales. 
 
National Assembly for Wales (2009a) Children’s Budgeting in Wales, Children and Young 
People Committee, Wales: National Assembly for Wales. 
 
National Assembly for Wales (2009b) Financial Provision for Children within the Assembly 
Government Budget: A summary, Wales: National Assembly for Wales. 
 
National Assembly for Wales (2010) Welsh Assembly Government and Local Authority 
Expenditure – Population Group Analysis, Wales: National Assembly for Wales. 
 
Government of Wales (2013) The Welsh Government Contribution to the 5th UK State Party 
Report for the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, Wales: Government of Wales. 
 
 
 
 
  

http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/090119childrensbudgettechen.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/090119childrensbudgettechen.pdf
http://www.assembly.wales/Laid%20Documents/CR-LD7749%20-%20Children%20and%20Young%20People%20Committee's%20Report%20on%20Children's%20Budgeting%20in%20Wales-19102009-148251/cr-ld7749-e-English.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/090119provisionsummaryen.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/090119provisionsummaryen.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/statistics/2010/100727expenditureanalysis.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/statistics/2010/100727expenditureanalysis.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/dsjlg/publications/cyp/131120-cyp-periodic-report-en.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/dsjlg/publications/cyp/131120-cyp-periodic-report-en.pdf
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Annex 2. C-PEM Initiatives from Latin America 
 
 

Argentina (2004): Public expenditure on children 
 
Context 
 
In 2002 the government of Argentina and UNICEF signed a Master Plan of Operations for the 
2002-04 period by which UNICEF assumed responsibility for monitoring the compliance of 
different levels of government and civil society with the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
(CRC). In this context, the Economic Policy Secretariat of the Ministry of Economy and 
Finance, acting through the Directorate for Analysis of Public Expenditure and Social 
Programs, agreed to develop jointly with UNICEF an analysis of the government’s financial 
commitment to children. The main purpose of the exercise was to devise methodological 
procedures for quantifying public investments in children and, in the process, to estimate 
the extent of such expenditures at national, provincial and consolidated levels of 
government. 
 
Due to the lack of prior experience in this area coupled with the fact that the government’s 
budgetary classification system contained no specific category under which child-focused 
expenditure was recorded, the first step involved consulting internationally defined criteria. 
Following consultations, the various budgetary programs benefiting children and 
adolescents were defined, taking into account whether the concerned expenditure was 
specific, indirect or expanded. 
 
The Argentine approach can be translated as, “Public Expenditure on Children and 
Adolescents.” Operationally this involved identifying and making budgetary and fiscal 
information readily available to inform allocation decisions and allow for financing public 
policies that improve the life conditions and opportunities of children and adolescents. 
Quantifying—in financial terms—the efforts of national and provincial governments to 
improve the situation of children and adolescents through various sectors was viewed as 
essential information, both as an input to designing public policies as well as guidelines for 
related activities of civil society organizations.  
 
Methodology used 
 
A double classification of social investment directed to children and adolescents was used, 
which analyzes outlays based on the degree of specificity of the policies, programs and public 
initiatives that include the expenditure in question, and from the point of view of the 
functions involved. The classification by “type of expenditure” includes the following four 
categories: 
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1. Specific expenditure: Expenditure on programs and initiatives that specifically address 
children and adolescents as their target population (daycare centers, initial, primary and 
secondary educational institutions, vaccination, promotion of breast-feeding, etc.). 

2. Indirect expenditure: The proportion of expenditure that benefits children and 
adolescents in programs and initiatives addressed to the family or other agents, with 
clear repercussion on the welfare of children and adolescents (food programs directed 
to families, income transfers to families, etc.). 

3. Expanded expenditure: The proportion of expenditure that benefits children and 
adolescents in programs and initiatives addressed to wider population groups of which 
children and adolescents are a sub population (vulnerable-group assistance programs, 
actions for the improvement of living conditions of the population, programs for the 
construction of dwellings, etc.). 

4. Expenditure on public goods: The proportion of expenditure that benefits children and 
adolescents in the provision of the denominated public goods according to economic 
theory (defense, security, government administration, etc.).  

 
To determine the proportion of resources that benefit children and adolescents included in 
the “indirect,” “expanded” and “public goods” expenditure categories, different indices are 
used to identify the corresponding outlays and allow for the apportioning of different line 
items to each affected age group. The definition of those indices depends on the 
characteristics of each initiative or programme (e.g. target population, degree of targeting, 
type of benefit), and its estimation is based on the availability of information. 
 
The second classification of the programs and/or activities destined to children and 
adolescents, which form the proposed methodological definition to analyze public spending 
addressed to that age group, corresponds to the analysis according to the functional thematic 
areas of the government. According to this “functional” criterion, 11 expenditure categories 
were identified: 
 
1. Direct assistance: This includes the transfer of income or subsidies to families with 

children under the age of 18 with the aim of promoting social development, health and 
the permanence of children in the education system and avoiding the social exclusion of 
poor families. It also includes initiatives that provide assistance to populations affected 
by emergencies (climatic, sanitary and other disasters) through the transfer of funds 
and in-kind payments (delivery of mattresses and sheets, etc.), as well as family 
allowances and universal child allowances. 

2. Living conditions: This includes programs that contribute to the improvement of basic 
infrastructure (e.g. housing, potable water and sewage systems). 

3. Sports, recreation and culture: This includes athletic programs, maintaining 
recreational parks and programs to promote cultural activities like libraries, theaters, 
museums, choruses, artists, etc. 

4. Development and integration: This includes initiatives and programs oriented to the 
integration and development of vulnerable groups, such as disabled, aborigines, 
displaced persons and immigrants. 
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5. Education: This includes educational programs for under 18 populations (e.g. basic 
education, compensatory programs, educational quality, curriculum management, 
teacher training).  

6. Nutrition and food: This includes programs that provide school meals, community and 
family cafeterias, food vouchers, distribution of food bags, etc. 

7. Protection of children and adolescents: This includes programs targeted to at-risk 
children and adolescents, as well as initiatives to protect their rights, eradicate child 
labor, prevent and assist cases of violence, and actions to strengthen the civil registry 
and adoption systems. 

8. Health: This includes maternal and infant health programs, disease prevention, 
vaccines and medicines, school sanitation, outpatient service and hospitalization 
services, sexual and reproductive education and health, prevention and treatment of 
HIV-AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases, etc.  

9. Medical insurance and social aid institutions: This includes expenditures of the 
social insurance institutions that constitute the contributive Social Security System (the 
National Institute of Social Services for Retirees and Pensioners along with national and 
provincial health insurances within the social security system).  

10. Science and technology: This includes research and development, technology transfer, 
post-graduate education for the training of researchers, and promotion of scientific and 
technological activities, among others. 

11. Other urban services: This includes urban services, such as cemeteries, markets, 
lighting, urban cleaning and maintenance, etc.  

 
The 11 functional categories can be combined and mapped against the four types of 
expenditure earlier defined (Table 6). 
 

Table 6. Types, categories and subcategories of public expenditure directed to 
children and adolescents 

Type of 
expenditure 

Categories Sub-categories 

1. Specific 
expenditure 

Sports, recreation and culture 
Sports and recreation (specifically targeted to 
children) 
Culture (specifically targeted to children) 

Education 

Initial, elementary and secondary education 
Compensatory programs 
Educational quality, educational curricula and 
teacher training 

 
Nutrition and food 

School cafeterias and “school restaurant” programs 
Food programs for children 

Protection of the child 
Children “at risk” 
Eradication of child labor 
Family violence 

Health 

Maternal-infant 
Pediatric vaccines and school health 
Outpatient services and hospitalization, and 
pediatric hospitals 
Sexual and reproductive health of the woman 
HIV-AIDS and sexual transmission diseases 
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Type of 
expenditure 

Categories Sub-categories 

2. Indirect 
expenditure 

Direct assistance 

Income transfers to families 
Family allowances 
Non-contributory pensions 
Emergencies 

Nutrition and food Provision of tickets/food bags 

3. Expanded 
Expenditure 
 

Direct assistance 
 

Non-contributory pensions 
Emergencies 

Living conditions 
Drinking water and sewage systems 
Housing 

Development and integration Assistance to vulnerable groups 

Nutrition and food 
Community and/or family cafeterias 
Emergency food programs 

Health 

Prevention of diseases and specific risks 
Medicines 
Ablation and implants 
HIV-AIDS and sexual transmission diseases 
Outpatient services and hospitalization 

Sports, recreation and culture Sports and recreation 
Social security insurance 
institutions 

Social security insurance institutions 

4. Expenditure 
on public goods 

Sports, recreation and culture Culture 
Science and technology Science and technology 
Other urban services Other urban services 

 
Monitoring and reporting 
 
The Ministry of Economy and Finance, with UNICEF’s support, carried out four analyses 
using the aforementioned methodology. These include:  
 
 In 2004, covering the 2001-02 period for the consolidated public sector (national and 

provincial governments) and the 1995-2003 period for the national government;  
 In 2006, covering 2001-04 for the consolidated public sector and 1995-2005 for the 

national government;  
 In 2009, covering 2001-07 for the consolidated public sector, 1995-2007 for the national 

government and 2006-07 for selected local governments; and  
 In 2011, covering 2001-09 for the consolidated public sector and the national 

government.  
 
Although the reports and expenditure information were publicly available on a central 
government website (http://www.gastopubliconinez.gov.ar/), this service was 
discontinued in 2011 and is now being hosted by UNICEF 
(http://inversionsocialninez.unicef.org.ar/). Examples of reporting on the findings of the 
approach may be seen from figures published on the website, which presents public 
expenditure on children at national and provincial (consolidated public sector) levels by 
total amounts, (Figure 7), by type of spending (specific, indirect, expanded, expenditure on 
public goods) (Figure 8) and by category of spending (Figure 9). 

http://www.gastopubliconinez.gov.ar/
http://inversionsocialninez.unicef.org.ar/
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Although routine measurement no longer takes place at the national level, UNICEF continues 
to support provincial governments in measuring their financial commitment to children. 
Currently, seven provinces are measuring their child-focused expenditures, which include 
Buenos Aires, Chaco, La Rioja, Salta, San Juan, Santa Fe and Tucumán. Several of these are 
also working with UNICEF to look into issues around the quality of spending, including 
benefit incidence analysis in Buenos Aires, Salta and Santa Fe (Buenos Aires Ministry of 
Economy and UNICEF Argentina 2015). Examples of reporting from subnational initiatives 
are also provided below, including overall spending on children in per capita amounts across 
different provinces (Figure 10) and by evolution over time and spending theme in Salta 
(Figures 11 and 12).  
 

Figure 7. Public expenditure on children, consolidated public sector, 2001-09 
(in millions of current pesos, as a % of total expenditures or GPC, as a % of social 

expenditures or GPS, and as a % of GDP or PIB) 

 
 Source: Directorate for Analysis of Public Expenditure and Social Programs and UNICEF Argentina (2011) 
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Figure 8. Public expenditure on children, consolidated public sector, by type, 2001-09 
(as a percent) 

 
Source: Directorate for Analysis of Public Expenditure and Social Programs and UNICEF Argentina (2011) 
Note: Specific Expenditure (Gasto Específico), Indirect Expenditure (Gasto Indirecto), Expanded Expenditure 
(Gasto Ampliado) and Expenditure on Public Goods (Gasto en Bienes Públicos) 
 

Figure 9. Public expenditure on children, by spending theme and level of government, 2009 
(as a percent) 

 
Source: Directorate for Analysis of Public Expenditure and Social Programs and UNICEF Argentina (2011) 
Note: Direct assistance (Ayuda directa), Living conditions (Condiciones de vida), Sports, recreation and culture (Deporte, 
recreación y cultura), Development and integration (Desarrollo e integración), Education (Educación), Nutrition and food 
(Nutrición y alimentación), Child protection (Protección del niño), Health (Salud), Social security insurance institutions 
(Obras sociales), Science and technology (Ciencia y técnica), Other urban services (Servicios urbanos) 
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Figure 10. Public expenditure on children, in selected provinces, 2013 
(in current pesos per child) 

 
Source: UNICEF Argentina based on the estimates of provincial governments 

 
Figure 11. Public expenditure on children in Salta, 2001-14 

(in millions of constant 2001 pesos) 

 
Source: Salta Department of Statistics and UNICEF Argentina (2014) 
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Figure 12. Public expenditure on children in Salta, by spending theme, 2001/07/14 
(in millions of constant 2001 pesos) 

 
Source: Salta Department of Statistics and UNICEF Argentina (2014) 

 
Sources 
 
Buenos Aires Ministry of Economy and UNICEF Argentina (2015) La Inversión en Niñez de la 
Provincia de Buenos Aires, Buenos Aires: Government of Buenos Aires and UNICEF Argentina.  
 
Government of Argentina (2009) State Party Report to the Committee on the Rights of the 
Child: Third and fourth periodic reports of States parties due in 2004, Report No. 
CRC/C/ARG/3-4, Geneva: United Nations.  
 
Ministry of Economy and Finance and UNICEF Argentina (2009) Gasto Público Social Dirigido 
a la Niñez en la Argentina, 1995-2007, Buenos Aires: Ministerio de Economía y Finanzas 
Públicas and UNICEF Argentina. 
 
Salta Department of Statistics and UNICEF Argentina (2014) Estimación y Análisis del Gasto 
Público Social Dirigido a la Niñez y Adolescencia en la Provincia de Salta, Salta: Government 
of Salta and UNICEF Argentina. 
 
UNICEF Argentina (2015) Public Expenditure on Children in Argentina web portal, available 
at: http://inversionsocialninez.unicef.org.ar/.  

http://www.unicef.org/argentina/spanish/MONITOREO_Unicef_ISPBA_R5.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/argentina/spanish/MONITOREO_Unicef_ISPBA_R5.pdf
http://docstore.ohchr.org/SelfServices/FilesHandler.ashx?enc=6QkG1d%2fPPRiCAqhKb7yhslwvqis5RMG7jra4gAQREZJWA1ZKemDoegOioV8Vc3rwoH4viSuMiVDzHtAv5VUm8x5wYXR0cUvBDr1mSWvSgFAcJa1iGgc%2fEnHk%2bx5YJ9SK
http://docstore.ohchr.org/SelfServices/FilesHandler.ashx?enc=6QkG1d%2fPPRiCAqhKb7yhslwvqis5RMG7jra4gAQREZJWA1ZKemDoegOioV8Vc3rwoH4viSuMiVDzHtAv5VUm8x5wYXR0cUvBDr1mSWvSgFAcJa1iGgc%2fEnHk%2bx5YJ9SK
https://unicef.sharepoint.com/teams/Communities/PF4C/Documents/1.%20Child%20Budget%20Analysis/UNICEF%20Examples/UNICEF%20Argentina%20--%202010%20--%20Social%20Expenditures%20on%20Children%201995-2007.pdf
https://unicef.sharepoint.com/teams/Communities/PF4C/Documents/1.%20Child%20Budget%20Analysis/UNICEF%20Examples/UNICEF%20Argentina%20--%202010%20--%20Social%20Expenditures%20on%20Children%201995-2007.pdf
https://unicef.sharepoint.com/teams/Communities/PF4C/Documents/1.%20Child%20Budget%20Analysis/UNICEF%20Examples/UNICEF%20Argentina%20--%202014%20--%20Estimation%20and%20Analysis%20of%20Public%20Spending%20on%20Children%20in%20Salta%20(Spanish).pdf
https://unicef.sharepoint.com/teams/Communities/PF4C/Documents/1.%20Child%20Budget%20Analysis/UNICEF%20Examples/UNICEF%20Argentina%20--%202014%20--%20Estimation%20and%20Analysis%20of%20Public%20Spending%20on%20Children%20in%20Salta%20(Spanish).pdf
http://inversionsocialninez.unicef.org.ar/
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Colombia (2009): Public audit of spending on child rights 
 
Context 
 
Colombia has a strong legal framework in support of social spending, child rights and 
accountability. For example, the Constitution gives social expenditure priority over any other 
budget item, and a 1996 law declares that the budget for social investment cannot decrease 
as a percent of the total budget. Colombia’s Constitution further calls for all public officials 
to be open to public scrutiny and accountability for their actions, which was recently 
extended to the child rights arena. Specifically, Article 204 of Law 1098 of the Code of 
Children and Adolescents (2006) makes the president, governors and mayors responsible 
for carrying out routine public accountability reviews of policies to support children and 
adolescents. Based on this mandate, the first ever audit of public spending on child rights 
was carried out in 2011 at the national and department level, which looked at trends over 
the 2005-11 period. 
 
In 2013, the legal basis for reviewing public policies and budgets that impact child rights was 
extended to the subnational level. Based on this new mandate and building on the lessons 
learned from the previous audit at the national level, the government initiated a process to 
develop guidelines for reviewing budgets that support child rights at the local level. 
 
The guidance was initially requested by the Office of the Attorney General. However, it was 
led and managed by the Colombian Family Welfare Institute in the Department for Social 
Prosperity, which gathered inputs from a wide variety of processes and stakeholders, 
including UNICEF. For example, it was informed by three Technical Committees: (i) on 
indicators (to define indicators for infancy, childhood and adolescence); (ii) on public social 
spending (to select and suggest criteria and indicators for analyzing social investment in 
infancy, childhood, adolescence and young adults); and (iii) on capacity development (to 
develop technical, operational and methodological guidelines). Inputs were further collected 
through roundtables (e.g. attended by 21 national entities, the Colombian Federation of 
Municipalities and the National Federation of Departments), a National Meeting of Social 
Departmental Secretaries (in April 2014 to provide a participatory space review 
expectations, proposals and recommendations) and the Nation-Land Bureau Constitution (in 
October 2014, represented by 11 local authorities, to analyze and validate the process for 
developing the different accountability tools). Lastly, a web platform was created for online 
reporting, which is overseen by the Office of the Attorney General. 
 
The guidance was finalized in August 2015: “Guidelines to Account for Territorial Budgets 
that Support the Rights of the Child, 2012-15.” It allows for reviewing the consistency of 
political technical, administrative and financial decisions across all levels of government and 
is expected to be used by governments to analyze their public investment to support child 
rights over the 2012-15 period. To date, it has been applied in at least one of the 32 
Departments (La Guajira). 
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Methodology used 
 
The first public audit of spending on child rights, which covered the national level over the 
2005-11 period, was developed as follows:  
 
1. Review of implementation of national budget on programs and projects 
2. Selection of sectors associated with child rights 
3. Exclusion of general budget items 
4. Classification of each project based on its objective 
5. Review of selected projects 
6. Estimation of overall and thematic amounts 
 
In terms of identifying child-focused expenditure, the approach looked at both direct and 
indirect spending on children 0-17: 
 
 Direct: Programs that exclusively benefit children (vaccines, basic education, school 

feeding) 
 Indirect: Programs that have children as their main beneficiary group, which include 

those that support agents (families, teachers, relations with child rights groups) and 
public goods (establishments, infrastructure, public spaces that benefit significantly 
benefit children, including parks, schools, libraries) 

 
The process also identified a number of challenges associated with measuring spending on 
child rights, which included:  
 
 Disaggregating the budget in different parts of the budget cycle 
 Identifying children as beneficiaries 
 Unifying criteria and institutionalizing monitoring  
 Identifying spending at the subnational level 
 Linking budgets and results  
 
For the second public audit of spending on child rights that is currently under way and 
examining the 2012-15 period, the guidance presents a summary table of budget codes and 
programs that capture spending on children under 18 years. It is noteworthy that the second 
audit looks at spending on children (0-17) as well as on young adults (18-28). While Table 7 
presents the spending applicable to the 0-17 age cohort, the guidance also includes an 
expanded table for young adults which captures additional areas, including superior 
education, income generation, health, justice and participation. 
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Table 7. Budget categories for estimating expenditure on children (0-17) 

Code Name 

Education 
A.1.1  
A 1.2  
A 1.3 
A 1.5  
A.1.7.2 

Coverage  
Quality: enrollment 
Quality: free access 
Special education 
Cross-cutting education projects 

Health 
A.2.1.1  
A.2.1.5  
A.2.2.2.1  
A.2.2.2.3  
A.2.2.3  
A.2.3.7  
A.2.3  
A.2.4.13  

Health insurance subsidies* 
Infant health 
Maternal health 
Sexual and reproductive health 
Oral health 
Nutrition 
Provision of nutrition services to populations not covered by subsidies* 
Health promotion* 

Sports and Recreation 
A.4.1  
A.4.5  

Development and implementation of sports, recreation and free time activities  
Payment to contracted instructors 

Culture 
A.5.6  
A.5.7  

Library maintenance 
Artistic and cultural infrastructure 

Services for Vulnerable Groups 
A.14.1  
A.14.2  
A.14.3  

Infant protection 
Integrated child protection  
Comprehensive protection of adolescents 

Justice and Security  
A.18.3  
 
A.18.9  

Payment of family commissioners, doctors, psychologists and social workers within 
family commissions 
Construction of peacebuilding and coexistence facilities 

          *weighted by the proportion of under 18 out of the total population enrolled in the scheme 

 
Information and reporting 
 
The first public audit of spending on child rights focused on the national level and was 
carried out in 2011. It found a significant increase in child-focused expenditure (31% real 
growth over the 2005-11 period), with the nearly all spending concentrated in education and 
health (Figures 13 and 14).  
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Figure 13. Total spending on children, in millions of pesos, 2005-11 

 
    Source: Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familias (2014) 

 
Figure 14. Distribution of spending on children across sectors, as a %, 2005-11

 
 

Source: Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familias (2014) 
Key (translated): pink = education; black = other sectors; orange = education (SGP); red = health, social 
protection and employment; light blue = school meals (SGP); and green = early childhood (SGP) 
Note: The General Participation System (SGP) (in Spanish: Sistema General de Participaciones) refers to 
central government transfers to local authorities—including departments, districts and municipalities—
intended for general health, education and WASH purposes. 
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In terms of the second public audit of spending on child rights, it is expected that each 
territorial unit will report information according to the following structure:  
 
1. Analysis of territorial context 
2. Spending indicators (overall level, as % of total budget, as a % of GDP, per capita) 

 Total social spending 
 Spending on children (0-17 years old) 
 Spending on young adults (18-28 years old) 

3. Analysis of information  
 Conditions that determine behavior across the life cycle 
 Policy actions proposed by the governor or mayor to change this situation 
 Programs and strategies under development  
 Social investment across the life cycle 
 Financial commitment of municipalities or departments to guarantee child rights 

4. Institutional architecture 
 Analysis of information 
 Early childhood 
 Childhood 
 Adolescence 
 Young adults 

5. Good practices 
 
Sources 
 
Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familias (2015) Lineamientos para el Proceso de 
Rendición Publica de Cuentas Territorial Sobre la Garantía de los Derechos de la Primera 
Infancia, la Infancia, la Adolescencia y la Juventud 2012-15, Bogotá: Government of Colombia. 
 
Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familias (2014) “Gasto Público en Niñez en Colombia: 
Desafíos para su medición,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional: Inversión en la 
Infancia: Una apuesta por la equidad a 25 años de la CDN” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October.  
 
Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familiar (2012) Informe de Implementacion de la ley 1098 
de 2006 y Rendicion Publica de Cuentas Nacional Sobre la Garantia de Derechos de la Infancia, 
la Adolescenia y la Juventud, 2005-12, Bogotá: Government of Colombia.  
 
MoF and Public Credit (2013) “Modelo Presupuestal Colombiano: Hacia la efectividad del 
gasto público,” presentation from the “Seminario Taller Internacional: Hacia un modelo de 
asignación, ejecución y seguimiento del gasto público en niñez” held in Bogotá, Colombia on 
26-27 June.  
 
Ministry of Health and Social Protection (2014) “Rendición Pública de Cuentas de los 
Recursos para la Garantía de los Derechos de la Niñez y Juventud en Colombia” presentation 
from the “Seminario Internacional: Inversión en la Infancia: Una apuesta por la equidad a 25 
años de la CDN” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October.  

http://www.procuraduria.gov.co/portal/media/file/LINEAMIENTO.pdf
http://www.procuraduria.gov.co/portal/media/file/LINEAMIENTO.pdf
http://www.procuraduria.gov.co/portal/media/file/LINEAMIENTO.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/GastoPublicoNinez-Colombia.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/GastoPublicoNinez-Colombia.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Bienestar/SNBF1/1%20Resumen%20ejecutivo.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Bienestar/SNBF1/1%20Resumen%20ejecutivo.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Bienestar/SNBF1/1%20Resumen%20ejecutivo.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/MHCP-DGPPN.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/MHCP-DGPPN.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/3._Colombia_Rendicion_de_Cuentas_.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/3._Colombia_Rendicion_de_Cuentas_.pdf
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National Planning Department (2013) “¿Cómo Se Asigna el Presupuesto a los Programas de 
Infancia y Adolescencia?” presentation from the “Seminario Taller Internacional: Hacia un 
modelo de asignación, ejecución y seguimiento del gasto público en niñez” held in Bogotá, 
Colombia on 26-27 June. 
 
UNICEF Colombia (2015) “Avances en Indicadores de Gasto Público Social en Niñez y 
Juventud para la RPC Territorial en Colombia,” presentation from the “Seminario 
Internacional de Inversión en la Niñez en América Latina y el Caribe” held in Quito, Ecuador 
on 26-27 May.  
 
 
  

http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/COLOMBIA_SIDSAGE-UNICEF-j27.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/COLOMBIA_SIDSAGE-UNICEF-j27.pdf
https://www.unicef.org.ec/sunicef/documentos/PANEL_4A_MODERADOR_MARIA_ALTAGRACIA_MENDOZA/J_AVILA_presentacion_AVANCES_EN_INDICADORES_GPS_EN_RPC_COLOMBIA.pdf
https://www.unicef.org.ec/sunicef/documentos/PANEL_4A_MODERADOR_MARIA_ALTAGRACIA_MENDOZA/J_AVILA_presentacion_AVANCES_EN_INDICADORES_GPS_EN_RPC_COLOMBIA.pdf
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Mexico (2013): Child spending markers 
 
Context 
 
In 2014, ‘child spending markers’ were approved by the National Congress. This means that 
each ministry is required by law to apply a methodology to their respective budgets and 
submit a report on child-focused expenditure to the MoF as part of the annual budget 
process. Overall, the marker system identifies budget lines that support the four main child 
rights: (i) development; (ii) participation; (iii) protection; and (iv) survival. It further allows 
each right to be decomposed into thematic areas (e.g. access to information, birth 
registration, child protection, early childhood development, education, health, nutrition, 
social assistance, sports and recreation, etc.) and specific programs as well as identify 
whether there is a gender component.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology was developed by UNICEF Mexico together with a national think tank, 
Fundación IDEA. Following engagement and advocacy efforts, the methodology was 
accepted by each of the different social sector ministries and the MoF. The methodology was 
developed according to the following steps.  
 
First, a list of budgetary programs was developed. This is based on a review of the 2008-10 
Federal Expenditure Budget and of reports of the Account of the Federal Public Treasury for 
2011, as well as information from public websites of different federal agencies and 
institutions. 
 
Second, all child-focused programs were identified. A budget programme was determined to 
advance child rights if it met any of the following three characteristics: (i) its goals directly 
promote the fulfilment of child rights; (ii) its benefits were determined or designed taking 
into account child welfare and child rights; or (iii) it strengthens the ability of agents to act 
on behalf of child rights. At the same time, agencies and institutions of the Federal 
Government were invited to identify operational programs (initiatives or services) which 
have the explicit purpose of supporting the fulfilment of the rights of children and 
adolescents. This is particularly relevant in the Mexican budgetary context, where there is 
not necessarily a one-to-one relationship between programs and the budget lines that 
finance them. 
 
Third, each child-focused programme was classified by topic. The thematic classification 
reflects the four main groups of child rights, and breaks them down into specific themes to 
maintain consistency with the functional classification of the budget (Table 8). 
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Table 8. Thematic classification 

 
Source: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) 

 
Fourth, sub-categories of expenditure were identified:  
 
 Direct expenditure: Investment aimed at financing operational programs (or parts of 

programs) that deliver benefits directly to children, or their agents (parents and 
caregivers, or else professionals dedicated to the care of children and adolescents, such 
as teachers and pediatricians) —e.g. Oportunidades (scholarships, basic health package), 
Multiple Contributions Fund for Basic Education Infrastructure; National Pediatrics 
Institute 

 
 Agent expenditure: Spending used to describe programs (or parts of programs) that 

promote the strengthening of the agents who act on behalf of children (parents and 
guardians and professionals exclusively focused on the care of children under 18 years 
old, e.g. teachers and pediatricians)—e.g. Day-care Program, National Programme for 
Continuing Education and Professional, Priority Zones Development Programme 
(replace dirt floors with solid floors) 

 
 Expanded expenditure: Spending used to fund programs (or parts of programs) that 

serve vulnerable population groups in which children are over-represented, and which 
have elements that serve them—e.g. Agricultural Worker Care Program 

 
 Expenditure on public goods: Spending to finance programs (or parts of programs) that 

provide or fund services provided openly to society, and have been at least partly 
designed to meet specific needs of children—e.g. Public Spaces Rescue Program 

 
Fifth, the proportion allocated to children was determined. Two general approaches were 
used to calculate the ratio (or weight): (i) the proportion of children and/or their agents 
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represented among beneficiaries or the program’s target population; and (ii) the proportion 
of spending of a budget line according to the share of the cost of inputs, products or services 
that are related to activities that benefit children or their agents with respect to the total cost 
of the inputs, products or services. 
 
Information generated and reporting 
 
Child-focused line items are not coded in the financial management information systems, but 
rather an annex is generated that presents a list of programs that impact children along with 
the weighted value of expenditure. Once the budget is voted into law by Congress, this 
information is made public. A summary of these spending trends over time is also published 
online at Infoniñez (a website managed by UNICEF Mexico), which includes quarterly 
updates on budget execution as updated figures are released during the year. 
 
Information is reported in various ways. Some examples follow and include: (i) by groups of 
rights (Figure 15); (ii) by functional themes (Table 9); (iii) by the largest programs in terms 
of expenditure (Table 10); and (iv) by budget programme type (Figure 16). It is also 
noteworthy that overall public investment in children has been steadily rising since the 
methodology was adopted (Figure 17).  
 

Figure 15. Total expenditure on children by groups of rights, 2011 
(in millions of pesos) 

 
Source: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) 

 
  

http://www.infoninez.mx/inversion-social-e-infancia
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Table 9. Thematic breakdown of investment in children, 2010 
(in millions of pesos and as a %) 

 
Source: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) 

 
Table 10. Twenty largest programs that allocate resources to children, 2010 

(in millions of pesos and as a %) 

 
Source: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) 



 

  

40 

 

PF4C Working Paper, No. 2 

Figure 16. Breakdown of total investment in children by budget programme type, 2010 
(as a percent) 

 

 
                                  Source: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) 

 
Figure 17. Total public investment in children, by approved budget, 2012-15 

(in millions of pesos) 
 

 
        UNICEF Mexico (2015) 

 
Sources 
 
UNICEF Mexico (2015) Infoniñez: Online Database of Public Investments in Children. 
 
UNICEF Mexico (2015) “Uso de la Información Presupuestaria sobre Infancia y Adolescencia 
en la Toma de Decisiones,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional de Inversión en 
la Niñez en América Latina y el Caribe” held in Quito, Ecuador on 26-27 May.  
 
UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA (2012) Public Investment in Children and Adolescents in 
Mexico, Updated Version 2008-11, Mexico City: UNICEF Mexico and Fundación IDEA. 

http://www.infoninez.mx/datos
https://www.unicef.org.ec/sunicef/documentos/PANEL_4B_MODERADOR_JUAN_CANSIO/J_MENDEZ_Presentacion_Jose_David_Mendez_Ecuador_mayo_2015.pdf
https://www.unicef.org.ec/sunicef/documentos/PANEL_4B_MODERADOR_JUAN_CANSIO/J_MENDEZ_Presentacion_Jose_David_Mendez_Ecuador_mayo_2015.pdf
http://www.infoninez.mx/images/descargas/public_investment_in_children_and_adolescents_in_mexico.pdf
http://www.infoninez.mx/images/descargas/public_investment_in_children_and_adolescents_in_mexico.pdf
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Ecuador (2014): Equity classifiers 
 
Context 
 
The government of Ecuador has a long history of measuring and monitoring social spending. 
It began in the 1990s with the development of the Integrated System of Social Indicators 
(SIISE) to allow for routine monitoring of key social indicators; social sector spending 
categories were also incorporated into the system, including for education, environment, 
health, housing, recreation and culture, and social inclusion. During the 2000s, a variety of 
fiscal and budget observatories became operational—supported by UNICEF—which looked 
at the overall size of spending on different social areas and their relation to the overall 
progress social indicators. Most recently, Ecuador’s MoF developed a classification system 
that codes the budget according to different equity-based themes and policies, which are 
known as equity classifiers. The classifiers allow for disaggregation of expenditure according 
to a variety of categories. One of the classifiers is age specific and covers child populations, 
which was introduced in 2014.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The equity classifiers build on Ecuador’s national goals to reduce poverty and inequalities 
and reflect both equity-based themes and public policies. The system first classifies 
expenditure based on its contribution to five major equity themes. As shown in Figure 18, it 
also classifies specific priority groups within each theme. So, for example, one of the major 
equity themes is age, and priority groups within this theme include: (i) children and 
adolescents, (ii) young adults and (iii) adults and the elderly. 
 

Figure 18. Equity themes and priority groups 
 

 
Source: Consejo Nacional para la Igualdad Intergeneracional (2014) 

 
The system also classifies expenditure according to its contribution to equity policies. The 
Ecuadorian government approved a policy framework that addresses disparities in each of 
the five equity themes presented above. The classification system was thus designed to 
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identify how public investment supports these different objectives. In the child rights arena, 
equity-oriented general policies include survival, development, child protection, social 
protection, participation, and so on (Table 11). Classifiers are then decomposed into specific 
policy objectives and activities. Example activities under survival, for instance, include 
controlling the consumption of junk food in schools, training on healthy eating and providing 
micronutrients to malnourished children. Explanation notes further link each activity to 
specific articles in the National Constitution, the National Code of Children and Adolescents, 
and the CRC. 
 

Table 11. Classifying equity policies related to children and adolescents 
 

General policy Objective Example activities 

Survival 
Timely, comprehensive, high quality and free 
healthcare 

Breastfeeding campaigns 

Development Comprehensive, high quality ECD services Teacher training 
Child protection 
 

Protection of children in vulnerable conditions 
and restoration of any violated rights 

Promoting adoption/foster care 

Social protection 
 

Support children in conditions of poverty or social 
duress, affected by natural disasters, armed 
conflicts, emergencies 

Psychological and social services 
aimed at reducing forced migration 

Participation 
 

Involve children as key players in the design and 
implementation of public policies, programs, 
projects 

Facilitate spaces for dialoguing 

Social 
responsibility 

Promotion of social ownership and stewardship 
of children in the design, implementation, 
evaluation of public policies 

Meetings among children’s and child 
rights organizations to 
learn/exchange 

Research and 
communication 

Generation and dissemination of research on the 
situation of children 

Studies on child rights issues 

Generational 
approach 

Promotion of institutions and public policies that 
foster equity among children 

Planning and implementing public 
works projects that support 
children 

Justice 
Promote and encourage flexible and rapid justice 
for children in conflict with the law 

Support judicial institutions that 
apply non-incarceration principles 

Source: MoF (2014a-b) 

 
Information and reporting 
 
Within the financial management information system, classifiers are applied at the activity 
level (Figure 19). This allows for specific line items of the budget to be linked to public policy 
goals and facilitates the monitoring of budget execution, as presented in Figure 20.  
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Figure 19. Illustration of budget classifiers 

 
Source: Consejo Nacional para la Igualdad Intergeneracional (2014) 

 
Figure 20. Linking planning and budgeting 

 

 
Source: Consejo Nacional para la Igualdad Intergeneracional (2014) 
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Sources 
 
Consejo Nacional para la Igualdad Intergeneracional (2014) “Institucionalidad y Estrategias 
para el Seguimiento del Gasto Público en la Niñez en Ecuador,” presentation from the 
“Seminario Internacional: Inversión en la Infancia: Una apuesta por la equidad a 25 años de 
la CDN” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October.  
 
MoF (2014a) Clasificador de Orientación de Gasto en Políticas de Igualdad en Infancia, Niñez 
y Adolescencia, Quito: Ministerio de Finanzas. 
 

MoF (2014b) “Nota de Descripción de los Clasificadores de Orientación de Gasto en Políticas 

de Igualdad en Infancia, Niñez y Adolescencia,” Quito: Ministerio de Finanzas.  
 
Ministry of Public Health (2015) “Avances en Política Pública de Salud e Inversión en la Niñez 
y Adolescencia,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional de Inversión en la Niñez en 
América Latina y el Caribe” held in Quito, Ecuador on 26-27 May.  
 
 

  

http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/2._Seguimiento_Gasto_en_Ninez_Ecuador.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/2._Seguimiento_Gasto_en_Ninez_Ecuador.pdf
http://www.finanzas.gob.ec/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/04/Clasificador-categor%C3%ADas-Pol%C3%ADticas_F.pdf
http://www.finanzas.gob.ec/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/04/Clasificador-categor%C3%ADas-Pol%C3%ADticas_F.pdf
http://www.finanzas.gob.ec/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/03/INF_NI_Notas-Explicativas.pdf
http://www.finanzas.gob.ec/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/03/INF_NI_Notas-Explicativas.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CB4QFjAAahUKEwjs-7qTyp_IAhUHy4AKHTcXDdA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bibliotecaunicef.org%2Fwp-admin%2Fadmin.php%3Fpage%3Dmiwoftp%26option%3Dcom_miwoftp%26action%3Ddownload%26dir%3Dweb%252Fpresentaciones_seminario_inversion_ninez%252FPANEL_2B%2B_MODERADOR_NIEVES_RICO%26item%3DC_VANCE.pdf%26order%3Dname%26srt%3Dyes&usg=AFQjCNFfcVOewAL2EKI9O440_eyCgDpYUw&sig2=MQkLdgzx3c6h10Hq_Y8WUQ
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CB4QFjAAahUKEwjs-7qTyp_IAhUHy4AKHTcXDdA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bibliotecaunicef.org%2Fwp-admin%2Fadmin.php%3Fpage%3Dmiwoftp%26option%3Dcom_miwoftp%26action%3Ddownload%26dir%3Dweb%252Fpresentaciones_seminario_inversion_ninez%252FPANEL_2B%2B_MODERADOR_NIEVES_RICO%26item%3DC_VANCE.pdf%26order%3Dname%26srt%3Dyes&usg=AFQjCNFfcVOewAL2EKI9O440_eyCgDpYUw&sig2=MQkLdgzx3c6h10Hq_Y8WUQ
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El Salvador (2014): Measuring public investment in children 
 
Context 
 
In 2010, the Technical Secretary of the President (STP) started to measure overall social 
spending trends with technical assistance from the Economic Commission for Latin America 
and the Caribbean (ECLAC). This created interest for more detailed information, including 
from the Agency Committee of Social Public Expenditure, and in 2011 the government 
moved to develop a methodology for measuring child-focused expenditure, supported by 
UNICEF and assisted by the Central American Institute of Fiscal Studies (ICEFI). The pilot 
looked at child-focused spending in 2011 and was published in 2014, with the hope of 
institutionalizing the methodology in the annual budget process to allow for routine 
monitoring. 
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology was developed through a four-step process as summarized below:  
 
1. Reclassify budget information based on the Classification of the Functions of Government 

(COFOG), including categories and subcategories 
 
2. Identify institutions that deliver child-related services  
 
3. Distinguish between the direct and indirect spending:  

 
a. Direct: Spending on activities or projects specifically intended for children and 

adolescents (e.g. primary education, vaccination programs, pediatricians, child 
nutrition programs, campaigns targeted toward children, children’s hospital wards). 

 
b. Indirect: Spending on projects or activities with clear and important impacts on 

children and adolescents, but which also benefit wider population groups (e.g. care 
costs to the environment, security and justice, health care services, social security, 
subsidies, sports facilities, construction of housing, basic social services); specific 
amounts are estimated using complementary information, such as data from 
implementing agencies, operational plans, household surveys, etc. 

 
4. Calculate indicators and targeting index 
 
Information and reporting 
 
A variety of indicators are reported as presented in the list below and Table 12: 
 
 Direct spending, in US dollars (at current prices) 
 Direct costs, in US dollars (at constant prices) 
 Direct expenditure, as a % of GDP 
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 Direct spending, as a % of total budget 
 Direct annual per capita expenditure, in US dollars (at constant price) 
 Direct annual per capita expenditure, in US dollars (at constant prices) 
 Direct daily expenditure per capita, in US dollars (at current prices) 
 Direct daily expenditure per capita, in US dollars (at constant prices) 
 

Table 12. Main indicators of total public expenditure on children, 2011

 
Source: Technical Secretariat of the Presidency, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales 
and UNICEF (2014) 

 
There are, however, two noteworthy aspects of the Salvadoran approach. The first is the 
attempt to capture and report on qualifying expenditure at the national and subnational 
levels—and making the explicit and important distinction between them (Figures 21 and 
22). The methodology also traces child-focused spending at the local level by function to the 
corresponding financing sources, which include fiscal transfers from the central 
government, local revenue generation, international borrowing (although it equals zero in 
the year under study), domestic borrowing and donations (Table 13). The second is the 
calculation of a child targeting index, which tries to gauge the extent to which social spending 
has a pro-child or pro-adult bias. For 2011, the index value amounted to 114.2, which 
indicates that general social expenditure—and social policy more broadly—slightly favored 
child populations in that fiscal year (see Box 2). 
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Box 2. Calculating the child targeting index in El Salvador 
 

Child targeting index =  direct spending in children / total social spending 
    0-17 population / total population 
 
Note: If index > 100, there is a pro-child bias; if index < 100, a pro-adult bias exists 
 

 
Figure 21. Total expenditure on children by function (only national), 2011 

(as a %) 

 
Source: Technical Secretariat of the Presidency, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales, UNICEF (2014) 

 
Figure 22. Total expenditure on children by function (only local governments), 2011 

(as a %) 
 

 
Source: Technical Secretariat of the Presidency, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales, UNICEF (2014) 
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Table 13. Public spending on children by local governments according to financing 
source, 2011 

(as a %) 

 
Source: Technical Secretariat of the Presidency, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales, UNICEF (2014) 

 
Sources 
 
Technical Secretariat of the Presidency (2013) “Medición del Gasto Público Social y del Gasto 
Público en Niñez y Adolescencia, 2011,” presentation from the “Seminario Taller 
Internacional: Hacia un modelo de asignación, ejecución y seguimiento del gasto público en 
niñez” held in Bogotá, Colombia on 26-27 June.  
 
Technical Secretariat of the Presidency (2014) “Medición del Gasto Público en Niñez y 
Adolescencia, 2011,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional: Inversión en la 
Infancia: Una apuesta por la equidad a 25 años de la CDN” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October. 
 
Technical Secretariat of the Presidency, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales and 
UNICEF (2014) El Salvador: Medición del Gasto Público en Niñez y Adolescencia, 2011, San 
Salvador: Secretaría Técnica de la Presidencia, Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios 
Fiscales and UNICEF El Salvador.  
 
  

http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/ELSALVADOR_GPSYGPNNA-STjun27.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/ELSALVADOR_GPSYGPNNA-STjun27.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/1._Medicion_Gasto_Publico_Ninez_y_Adolescencia_El_Salvador.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/1._Medicion_Gasto_Publico_Ninez_y_Adolescencia_El_Salvador.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/elsalvador/Medicion_del_GPNNA.pdf
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Honduras (2014): Budget classifier on public investment in children 
 
Context 
 
The impetus to measure and monitor child-focused public investment emerged out of 
increasing collaboration with UNICEF on budget issues and processes to reform the 
integrated financial management information system (FMIS). In 2012, several government 
ministries started a cooperative relationship with UNICEF. This included the Ministry of 
Education on programme-based budgeting and monitoring administrative performance, the 
MoF on monitoring budget execution rates in social sectors, and the Ministry of Planning on 
linking budget information to planning processes. As a new FMIS was developed and rolled 
out during 2013, various ministries agreed on the need to measure and monitor child-
focused spending. 
 
As part of the new FMIS, it was decided to develop a specific module to identify expenditure 
items that support key policy priorities. Although three of the “priority policy” budget 
classifiers were linked to childhood—(i) early childhood, (ii) social protection and violence 
prevention, and (iii) policies and action plans to fulfill human rights—this did not include a 
specific classifier for investments in children. The new classifiers were ultimately applied to 
the government’s Strategic Plan for the first time in 2014. 
 
In the meantime, the government took a number of important steps to institutionalize the 
measurement and monitoring of public expenditure on children. A first achievement was the 
validation and approval of a roadmap to introduce such a framework, which included a wide 
variety of government and non-government actors. This subsequently led to the formation 
of an interinstitutional committee, which: (i) established a toolbox for measuring public  
investments in children; (ii) pulled out and classified budget information from more than 25 
government institutions; and (iii) analyzed and published the findings of spending on 
children for the 2013 fiscal year. Since then, the MoF has agreed to adapt a specific classifier 
for children—“Children Investment Budget Classifier”—which is expected to be introduced 
in the FMIS during 2016, thus automating the generation of such information moving 
forward.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology starts by defining public investment in children: The amount of public 
resources used to finance programs (or their components) that specifically or indirectly 
promote the wellbeing of children and the fulfillment of child rights, regardless of the 
administrative body, the sector, the funding source or economic classification (current or 
capital expenditures). 
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The measurement framework involves three distinct levels of analysis as summarized below 
and presented in Figure 23. 
 
1. Groups of child rights: development, participation, protection and survival 
 

2. Investment type: 
 

 Specific:  Expenditure to finance programs (or their components) that have been 
specifically designed to promote the welfare and realization of child rights; and 

 Indirect: Expenditure to finance programs (or their components) that, without 
having been designed specifically for children, have a clear impact on their welfare, 
child rights and/or a protective environment. 

 

3. The life cycle: early childhood (0-5), childhood (6-11) and adolescence (12-17) 
 

Figure 23. Framework for validating and classifying investment in children 

Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 

LEVELS

THE PROGRAM is the basic unit to classify child-focused public expenditure in the budget of each 

government institution

Types of 

Expenditure

Life Cycle

Rights 

Groups

What is the main purpose of the program?

 (Criteria of EXCLUSIVITY)

CRITERIA CLASSIFICATION

The rights group in which the main 

purpose falls more significantly

Does this 

Program feature 

components 

aimed 

specifically to 

children?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Specific expenditure

Indirect expenditure

Does any of its 

components 

visibly affect 

their welfare?

Can it be quantified?

Verify if other component 

visibly affects the welfare of 

children and adolescents

Yes

No

Can it be 

quantified?

There is no child-focused 

public expenditure

Can you develop criteria to determine what age group would 

receive the investment? 

(Just for SPECIFIC EXPENDITURE)

Yes

No

Indirect expenditure

There is no child-focused 

public expenditure

Yes

No

Life cycle distribution according to 

identified criteria

1)Assigned entirely to the majority group, 

or

2)Distribute based on the weight of each 

group population over the total of the 

children and adolescent population
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Information and reporting 
 
Reporting on public investment in children covers various themes. Some examples include:  
 
 By life cycle (0-5, 6-11, 12-17) (Table 14) 
 By child rights (survival, development, protection and participation) (also Table 14) 
 By function (education services, health services, social protection, defense and security, 

housing and common services, economic affairs, environmental protection, etc.) (Figure 
24) 

 By investment type (specific and indirect) (Table 15) 
 By financing sources, including internal and external (Figure 25) 
 By object of expenditure (salaries, transfers and donations, non-personal services, etc.) 
 
The overall amount is also presented in various forms, including annual and daily per capita 
amounts in both dollar and national currency formats (Table 16), along with the 
standardized indicators—e.g. as a % of GDP, as a % of the total budget and as a % of total 
social spending. 
 
Table 14. Expenditure on children by life cycle, child rights and investment type, 2013 

(in millions of lempiras and as a %)

 
Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 
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Figure 24. Public expenditure on children by function, 2013 
(as a %) 

 
                              Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 

 
Table 15. Public expenditure on children by investment type, 2013 

(in millions of US dollars and as a %) 

 
Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 
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Figure 25. Public expenditure on children by financing source, 2013 
(as a %) 

 
Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 

 
Table 16. Public expenditure on children, daily and annual per capita amounts, 2013 

(in US dollars and lempiras) 
 

 
Source: MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) 

 
Sources 
 
MoF (2014) “La Experiencia de Honduras en la Medición de la Inversión Pública en la Niñez 
y Adolescencia,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional: Inversión en la Infancia: 
Una apuesta por la equidad a 25 años de la CDN” held in Lima, Peru on 2-3 October.  
 
MoF and UNICEF Honduras (2014) La Inversión Pública Dirigida a la Niñez y la Adolescencia 
en el Año 2013, Tegucigalpa: Secretaría de Estado en el Despacho de Finanzas and UNICEF 
Honduras. 
 
MoF, Ministry of Planning and UNICEF Honduras (2013) “El Reto de Institucionalizar la 
Medición y el Seguimiento al Gasto Público Dirigido a la Niñez y Adolescencia en Honduras,” 
presentation from the “Seminario Taller Internacional: Hacia un modelo de asignación, 
ejecución y seguimiento del gasto público en niñez” held in Bogotá, Colombia on 26-27 June.  
 

  

http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/3._Medicion_Inversion_Ninez_y_Adolescencia_Hoduras.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/3._Medicion_Inversion_Ninez_y_Adolescencia_Hoduras.pdf
http://www.sefin.gob.hn/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/sefin-unicef-inversion-2013.pdf
http://www.sefin.gob.hn/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/sefin-unicef-inversion-2013.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/HONDURAS_Presentacion-SeminarioTallerGastoNA.pdf
http://www.icbf.gov.co/portal/page/portal/PortalICBF/Especiales/Seminario/Documentos/HONDURAS_Presentacion-SeminarioTallerGastoNA.pdf
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Peru (2014): Taxonomy to measure public investment in children 
 
Context 
 
The Peruvian government’s move to develop a methodology to measure public investment 
in children has its origin in public administration reforms, including a move toward results-
based management and budgeting. In 2008, the Public Budget Law established the 
implementation of strategic budgetary programmes specifically for children—including 
nutrition, maternal-neonatal health, basic education and access to identity—with the goal of 
achieving measureable results in child-related issues. Soon after, the National Action Plan for 
Children and Adolescents 2012-21 was designed by a multi-sectoral commission, which 
articulated the country’s child-oriented policy framework and further demonstrated the 
government’s commitment to prioritize policies aimed at guaranteeing child rights. The plan 
included four strategic objectives with a rights-based, life cycle, gender, intercultural and 
equity approach.  
 
The demand to measure and monitor public investment in children thus emerged out of the 
common interest of state institutions and civil society to contribute to improving budget 
allocations for children. The methodology was designed collectively during 2013-14 through 
collaboration between the Ministry of Economy and Finance, the Ministry of Women and 
Vulnerable Populations, the Ministry of Development and Social Inclusion, the Roundtable 
on Poverty Reduction and UNICEF Peru. Not only did the methodology incorporate inputs 
from a wide range of stakeholders, but it was also endorsed by international experts, civil 
society members and a host of ministries. In early 2014, the taxonomy was adopted as the 
official mechanism for tracking spending on children and for monitoring the implementation 
of National Action Plan for Children and Adolescents 2012-21.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The taxonomy was developed as follows:  
 
1. Form inter-institutional working group 
2. Identify child-related policies and goals 
3. Define concepts and criteria 
4. Analyze budget information 
5. Identify all child-focused spending 
6. Determine weights/partitioning criteria for non-specific spending 
7. Sum amounts and generate analytical outputs  
8. Link the budget for children and adolescents according to objectives and policy goals 
 
The taxonomy defines both “child-specific” and “non-specific” spending items:  
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Specific expenditure: 
 
 Any spending targeted at children (0-17); also includes expenditures dedicated to 

families and specific groups (e.g. teachers) that have a direct impact on children  
 Includes all costs of programmes, products, projects or activities directly related to 

children 
 Coded with number “2” in public budget database 
 
Non-specific expenditure: 
 
 All spending that indirectly contributes to improving children’s lives (those focused on 

communities or the entire population) 
 Includes a proportion of budgetary programmes, products, projects or activities 
 Uses weighting factors (below) 
 Coded with number “1” in public budget database 
 
A weighting system was also developed to delineate broader spending categories:  
 
 General weighting factors: applied when budget sequence covers the entire population 

(e.g. % of 0-18, % of 0-18 living in rural areas, % of 0-18 living in urban areas) 
 Determined weighting factors: applied based on the intention of spending for 

programme, product, project or activity where spending goes to sub-groups (e.g. % of 14-
17, % of 12-17, % of children per family, % of 0-14 with disabilities, % of 0-17 living in 
coverage area of a programme, % of children affected by family and sexual violence 
receiving treatment, % of 15-17 relative to population between the ages 15-29) 

 
To identify expenditure and criteria, both functional and programmatic budget 
classifications were analyzed, with this information also being cross-referenced. In cases 
where it was not possible to accurately identify whether or not expenditure is specifically 
directed to children, a more disaggregated analysis was performed, such as to the activity 
level. Overall, child-related expenditure items were identified in 15 functions and 35 results-
based budgetary programmes, covering more than 250 budget sequences. 
 
In terms of qualifying criteria, the following parameters were used:  
 
 Central actions: Not considered because administrative expenses 
 Public goods: Only those related to delivering basic social services 
 Common actions: Either in their totality or as a % 
 Programme classification: Both projects and activities are counted in accordance with 

the budgetary programme classifier and the functional group to which they belong 
 Results-based budgetary programmes: If specific, all the projects are considered as a 

group; if non-specific, disaggregated to project or activity level and only those specific 
line items are selected 

 
The overall process for determining qualifying expenditures is summarized in Figure 26.  
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Figure 26. Flowchart of the analysis of spending on children

 
Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) 

 
Information and reporting 
 
Once spending estimates are obtained, the information is presented according to different 
categories, including: (i) implementation of the 25 results of National Action Plan for 
Children and Adolescents 2012-21 (Figure 27); (ii) the life cycle, based on three age groups 
(0-5, 6-11, 12-17) (Figure 28); and (iii) the fulfilment of children’s rights (survival, full 
development, protection, participation) (Figure 29). Information is also presented by 
administrative region (Figure 30), by sector (Figure 31) by the overall amount (Figure 32) 
and by budget execution rates (Figure 33), among many others. Moreover, all of the 
monitoring reports and presentations are made publicly available on the website of the 
Ministry of Economy and Finance. 
 
  

http://www.mef.gob.pe/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3849&Itemid=101531&lang=es
http://www.mef.gob.pe/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3849&Itemid=101531&lang=es
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Figure 27. Public investment in children by strategic objective of the 
National Action Plan for Children 2012-21, 2013 (as a %) 

 
Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) 

 
Figure 28. Public investment in children by age group, 2013-14 

(in millions of soles) 

 
Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) 

 
Figure 29. Public investment in children by rights, 2013 

(as a %) 

 
Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) 
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Figure 30. Public investment in children by administrative region, 2013 
(in millions of soles) 

 
    Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) 

 
Figure 31. Public investment in children by function, 2015 

(as a %) 

 
Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2015) 
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Figure 32. Public investment in children, 2013-15 
(in millions of soles) 

 
                                        Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2015) 

 
Figure 33. Regional government execution rates of budget allocations for children, 2014 

(as a %) 

Source: MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2015) 
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Sources 
 
MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2015) Gasto Público en las Niñas, Niños y 
Adolescentes en el Perú: Reporte semestral 2015, Lima: Ministry of Economy and Finance 
(MEF), Ministry of Women and Vulnerable Populations (MIMP), Ministry of Development 
and Social Inclusion (MIDIS) and UNICEF Peru. 
 
MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) Investing in Children in Peru: A 
Methodology and Monitoring Framework, Lima: Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF), 
Ministry of Women and Vulnerable Populations (MIMP), Ministry of Development and Social 
Inclusion (MIDIS) and UNICEF Peru.  
 
MEF, MIMP, MIDIS, MCLCP and UNICEF Peru (2014) Gasto Público en las Niñas, Niños y 
Adolescentes en el Perú: Reporte 2014, Lima: Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF), 
Ministry of Women and Vulnerable Populations (MIMP), Ministry of Development and Social 
Inclusion (MIDIS) and UNICEF Peru.  
 
Ministry of Economy and Finance (2015) “Presupuesto Público dirigido a Niñas, Niños y 
Adolescentes Perú - 2014,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional de Inversión en 
la Niñez en América Latina y el Caribe” held in Quito, Ecuador on 26-27 May. 
 
 
  

http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/GastoPublico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes-en-Peru-1erSemestre2015.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/GastoPublico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes-en-Peru-1erSemestre2015.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/Investing-in-Children-in-Peru.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/Investing-in-Children-in-Peru.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/GastoPublico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes-en-Peru-2014.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/GastoPublico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes-en-Peru-2014.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/gasto-publico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes_2014.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/peru/spanish/gasto-publico-en-ninos-ninas-adolescentes_2014.pdf
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Dominican Republic (2015): Public investment in children 
 
Context 
 
The demand for measuring and monitoring public investment in children originated from 
civil society as well as policymakers to prioritize childhood and adolescence. At the same 
time, reforms to national planning systems provided the operational opportunity, which 
included a move toward programme and results-based budgeting practices, the integration 
of budgeting and planning processes, and the development of new planning instruments. In 
2015, the country carried out the first-ever study of child-focused public spending, 
supported by UNICEF and coordinated by the Ministry of Economy, Planning and 
Development. It looked at investment over the 2010-13 period and serves as a starting point 
in designing a standardized methodology that will allow for routine estimations of 
investment in children using national accounts budget information.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology defines three categories of child-focused investment:  
 
 Direct investment: Spending that directly affects child populations (e.g. micronutrient 

programs) 
 
 Indirect investment: Spending that finances services to broader populations, including 

families and communities at large (e.g. education and training programs)  
 
 Investment support: Spending required for direct investment but which does not 

directly fund services to child populations (e.g. regulation and support to NGOs that 
deliver services for vulnerable children)  

 
Information and reporting 
 
Expenditure information is presented according to various themes, including: (i) rights 
(based on the CRC, the Constitution, and education and health laws); (ii) administration 
(institutions, policies, programs and projects, ministries, cross-sector policies); and (iii) the 
budget (by program). Examples of output analyses are presented below, including overall 
investment (Figure 34), the composition of overall spending by institution (Figure 35), 
direct, indirect and supportive investment by institution (Table 17), and a list of qualifying 
programs and activities by the Ministry of Women (Table 18). Since this was the first attempt 
at measuring public investment in children and the intention is to build on the methodology 
and integrate it as programme and results-based budgeting practices are mainstreamed, it 
is unclear how the information is currently being used. 
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Figure 34. Public investment in children, 2010-13 
(as a % of GDP) 

 

 
            Source: Ministry of Economy, Planning and Development and UNICEF Dominican Republic (2015) 

 
Figure 35. Public investment in children by institutions, 2013 

(as a %) 
 

 
           Source: Ministry of Economy, Planning and Development and UNICEF Dominican Republic (2015) 
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Table 17. Direct, indirect and supportive investment in children by 
institutions, 2010-13 

(in millions of pesos) 
 

 
Source: Ministry of Economy, Planning and Development and UNICEF Dominican Republic (2015) 
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Table 18. Programs and activities of the Ministry of Women with specific or indirect 
expenditure on children, 2010-13 

(in millions of pesos) 

 
       Source: Ministry of Economy, Planning and Development and UNICEF Dominican Republic (2015) 

 
Sources 
 
Ministry of Economy, Planning and Development and UNICEF Dominican Republic (2015) 
La Inversión Pública Destinada  la Niñez en la República Dominicana, 2010-13, Santo Domingo: 
Ministerio de Economía, Planificación y Desarrollo and UNICEF Dominican Republic. 
 
Ministry of Economy and Finance (2015) “La Inversión Pública Destinada  la Niñez en la 
República Dominicana, 2010-13,” presentation from the “Seminario Internacional de 
Inversión en la Niñez en América Latina y el Caribe” held in Quito, Ecuador on 26-27 May. 
 

  

http://www.unicef.org/republicadominicana/IPdN_Feb_12.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/republicadominicana/IPdN_FEDOMU_junio22.pdf
http://www.unicef.org/republicadominicana/IPdN_FEDOMU_junio22.pdf
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Annex 3. C-PEM Initiatives from the Middle East and North Africa 
 
 

Egypt (2005): Resources for the rights of the child 
 
Context 
 
A high-level government council prepared the first budget of rights in Egyptian society in 
2005. It dealt with the size of allocations in the state budget on the implementation of the 
rights of the child as stipulated in the CRC.  
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology to identify resources that support child rights is based on a model that 
links activities to rights and therefore allows for an appraisal of government policies for 
children. To make it easier to understand budget estimates, three categories of public 
entities were created. The first maintains full expenditure on children’s programs, while the 
second and third target children partially or as part of society in their overall activities. 
 
Information and reporting 
 
The financial statement by the government reflects the annual financial activities undertaken 
by ministries and attests to the provision of allocations to meet the commitments declared 
before Parliament. The report containing expenditure on child rights from 2002 to 2006 is 
correlated to the items in the state budget. Table 19 shows that full childhood expenditure 
grew by 32%, partial expenditure by 23% and overall expenditure by 83% over the time 
period. Figure 36 also shows the distribution of spending over time, with direct spending on 
childhood increasing from 9.3% to 12.0% of the budget between 2002 and 2006. Apart from 
the information contained in the State Party Report, which was submitted in 2008 and 
published in 2010, no other information is available on the specificities of the model used to 
estimate child-focused expenditure nor have any other reports or updates on additional 
attempts been made publicly available.  
 

Table 19. Childcare expenditure in the state budget, 2002-03 to 2006-07 
(in millions of Egyptian pounds) 

Item 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

Full childhood expenditure 15276.6 16569.7 17224.2 18673.6 20158.0 

Partial childhood expenditure 13851.2 14484.3 13977.5 15769.6 17983.1 

Rest of public expenditure 98191.8 114933.8 130409.1 153374.1 179133.7 

Total 127319.6 145987.8 161610.8 187817.3 217274.8 

Source: Government of Egypt (2010) 
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Figure 36. Relative distribution of public expenditure, 2002-03 to 2006-07 
(as a %) 

 

 
Source: Government of Egypt (2010) 

 
Sources 
 
Government of Egypt (2010) State Party Report to the Committee on the Rights of the Child: 
Third and fourth periodic reports of States parties due in 2007, Report No. CRC/C/EGY/3-4, 
Geneva: United Nations. 
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http://docstore.ohchr.org/SelfServices/FilesHandler.ashx?enc=6QkG1d%2fPPRiCAqhKb7yhso1Q2s755AxsWlLMpbBrBtuXpj1RrxXAkA2G47xPTwUVRXH6bOPYkW6uk%2feSoJeyycnXgT2OjiRRifu5bw0Qcqm9L2z9BR5IWaPqJYTcnZ0x
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Yemen (2015): Child budget analysis 
 
Context 
 
Yemen’s child budget analysis developed out of a successful partnership between UNICEF 
and the Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation (MOPIC) that began in 2013. The 
main interest in the intersection between budgets and children is that more than half of 
Yemen’s population is under the age of 18, most of which is affected by malnutrition, 
insufficient health and education services, and poor social protection. Moreover, there was 
virtually no political pressure to advocate for the needs of children, which was further 
challenged by the complete lack of spending information on this group. 
 
The need for greater advocacy and information ultimately led MOPIC to establish a multi-
ministerial Steering Committee to review child-focused budget allocations. The Steering 
Committee was comprised of representatives of government agencies, civil society 
organizations and UNICEF, and worked closely with a technical research team from 
academia and several ministries. The study adopted an active participation approach, which 
was characterized by widespread engagement of stakeholders, intensive meetings to review 
and provide feedback on the different drafts, and close follow up on the progress of the study 
team. 
 
The key objective of the subsequent child budget analysis was to understand the entire 
public budget’s programmes that have a direct impact on the life, opportunities and well-
being of the child. It sought to identify the extent to which child-related programmes and 
activities were a current priority as well as whether the size, pattern of allocations and actual 
expenditures promoted the fulfillment of child rights in Yemen, including future allocations 
within the MTEF. Although the study initially intended to review government allocations and 
expenditures over a ten-year period (2002-12), it ultimately covered fiscal years 2009-12—
the period in which the functional classification of the state general budget was introduced—
as well as the MTEF (2013-15). 
 
The child budget analysis was published in 2015. The study recommends a set of priority 
interventions to be included in future programmes, plans and budgets. It also provides a 
frame of reference and an important foundation for future efforts related to the child as part 
of the Development Transformation Framework, 2017-23 and in conformity with the 
National Dialogue Conference outcomes. The study further offers an example for other 
countries since it is based on actual financial data and the International Monetary Fund’s 
(IMF’s) budgeting manual. 
 
Methodology used 
 
According to the final report, the study combined descriptive and practical analysis and was 
informed by methodologies, tools and analytical conceptual frameworks used in previous 
child budget analyses carried out by UNICEF in other countries. The partnership with 
relevant government agencies, through the multisectoral steering committee, ensured 
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national ownership of the methodology and helped the study team to gain access to the right 
data and information. 
 
The study focused on analyzing expenditures of three ministries, namely the Ministry of 
Education, the Ministry of Public Health and Population, and the Ministry of Social Affairs 
and Labor, as well as a number of other agencies with a child-related mandate (e.g. Social 
Fund for Development, Public Works Programme, Ministry of Justice).  
 
Overall, it sought to answer the following five questions:  
 
1. Is there a match between the allocated resources and the Ministry’s/agency’s priorities, 

policies and strategies? 
2. Are the allocations adequate to meet children’s needs? 
3. Is the MTEF used to improve and develop the allocation of resources? 
4. What are the factors and reasons causing the deviation between budget allocations and 

actual expenditures? 
5. What are the lessons learned, current challenges and difficulties? What 

recommendations should be made to make the general budget more responsive to the 
situation of children in the future? 

 
In the process of answering these questions across relevant ministries and agencies, the 
study does calculate child-focused expenditures. However, the study does not provide 
describe the criteria that was used to identify those expenditures that have a clear aim to 
benefit children. Some description is offered in the footnotes. For example, in many of the 
health sector analyses, child-related expenditures by institutions and programmes are noted 
to be segregated from their total expenditures based on the ratio of beneficiary children. 
Elsewhere, for instance in the Ministry of Social Affairs and Labor, expenditures are noted to 
be all inclusive when they apply to family expenses, since “what serves the child also serves 
the family” (Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen 2015, p. 
91). Although an overall methodological approach is described, Figure 37 below presents the 
general logic that was applied in determining whether a given expenditure would be 
considered as contributing to progress in the child rights arena.  
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Figure 37. The relationship between the budget and progress in child rights 

 
                 Source: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2015) 

 
Information and reporting 
 
A variety of indicators and output tables are generated, including overall child-related 
expenditures (total amount, per capita, % of GDP, % of budget), their composition (by 
institution, programme), structures (current and capital), execution rates (planned versus 
actual spending) and trends over time, among others. A number of examples are provided 
below, including child-related expenditures by education cycle (Table 20), the distribution 
of child-related expenditure by the Ministry of Health (Table 21), child-related expenditure 
in the MTEF (Table 22) and the distribution of child budget allocations in the MTEF by 
component (Table 23).  
 
One of the unique aspects of Yemen’s approach is that offers a series of concrete PFM-related 
recommendations, both overall as well as sector specific. Examples of general 
recommendations include:  
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 Include instructions in budget preparation guidelines on promoting the needs and rights 
of children; 

 Issue a cabinet decree to allocate more time for the Council of Ministers to discuss and 
review the financial ceilings and distribution of resources among agencies; 

 Provide the budget capital allocations in the initial period of the fiscal year; and 
 Scale up the use of computer-aided financial information and accounting systems to 

cover all ministries and governorates (Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation 
and UNICEF Yemen 2015, pp. 39-40). 

 
Examples from the health sector include:  
 
 Increase operational expenditures for healthcare centres to provide high-quality child 

health services;  
 Gradually shift from itemized budgets to programme- and performance-based budgets, 

using the Ministry of Health as a pilot and then scaling up to other agencies; 
 Improve the absorption capacity of health programmes and facilities to utilize allocated 

funds, especially the foreign funding component; 
 Allocate local financing in the budget to expand the scope of maternal and infant health 

services in homes and in communities; and 
 Provide more detailed statistical data and information, as done by the Taiz Governorate 

Health Office, and scale up the practice (Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation 
and UNICEF Yemen 2015, p. 86). 

 
The final report was viewed as a valuable tool to aid the government in planning, legislating 
and implementing interventions to improve children’s lives. What is yet to be seen, however, 
is if this new information led to any concrete changes in budgeting processes to benefit 
children. It is also evident the approach was viewed as a one-off exercise, which is not being 
incorporated into the budget cycle or within routine PFM processes. However, this may have 
more do with the broader challenges posed by the Yemeni context, in particular the 
recurrent conflicts and crises that lead to constant priority shifting. At the time of writing, 
the child budget analytical work had been placed on hold as the government and 
development partners were focused on responding to multiple economic and political 
emergencies. 
 

Table 20. Child-related expenditures by education cycle, 2009-12 
(in millions of Yemeni Rials) 

 

 
Source: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2015) 
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Table 21. Distribution of child-related expenditure by Ministry of Health and 
affiliated facilities, 2009-12 

(as a %) 

 
Source: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2015) 

 
Table 22. Child-related expenditure in the MTEF, 2013-15 

(as a % of budget and % of GDP 

 
   Source: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2014) 
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Table 23. Distribution of child budget allocations in the MTEF by component 
(education, health and social protection), 2013-15 

 
Source: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2014) 
 
Sources 
 
Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2015) Child Budget 
Analysis in Yemen 2015, Sana’a: Ministry of Planning & International Cooperation and 
UNICEF Yemen. 
 
Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation and UNICEF Yemen (2014) “Child 
Budget Analysis in Yemen,” presentation 27 October 2014. 
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Annex 4. C-PEM Initiatives from South Asia 
 
 

India (2008): Budget provisions for schemes for children 
 
Context 
 
The national government of India experimented with different approaches to measure child-
focused spending during the 2000s. In 2003, the Ministry of Women and Child Development 
undertook the first attempt at a child budget analysis, building on a methodology earlier 
developed by HAQ: Centre for Child Rights. Since then the Annual Report of the Ministry of 
Women and Child Development includes a chapter or a section titled “Child Budgeting.” 
 
In 2005, the government committed to carry out a child budget analysis at central and state 
levels in the National Plan of Action for Children. Then in 2008, the Finance Minister 
announced a separate Expenditure Statement (No. 22) for Children: “Budget provisions for 
schemes for the welfare of children.” Such initiatives were already undertaken at the national 
level for women, Dalits and tribal communities. The commitment to carry out a child budget 
analysis has since been reiterated in the Eleventh and Twelfth Five Year Plan documents 
(2008 and 2013, respectively) as well as in the National Policy for Children (2013). 
Expenditure Statement No. 22 is now presented as part of the annual finance bill and 
includes relevant spending at central and state levels by ministry. 
 
Methodology used 
 
Expenditure Statement No. 22 adopts a broad definition of child-focused activities, which 
include those related to development, health, education and protection. The methodology, 
however, has expanded significantly over time. When the statement was first introduced in 
the union budget, it captured child-specific schemes from ten different ministries and 
departments, including the Ministries of Women and Child Development, Human Resource 
Development, Health and Family Welfare, Labour and Employment, Social Justice and 
Empowerment, Tribal Affairs, Minority Affairs, Youth Affairs and Sports. In its current form, 
the statement now covers schemes from 21 ministries and departments, including Atomic 
Energy, Industrial Policy, Posts, Telecommunication, and Information and Broadcasting, 
among others (Ministry of Women and Child Development 2015). The expanded 
methodology means that the child-portion of the union budget has increased dramatically. 
 
Although the general schemes are evident, the criteria for including a particular programme 
in Expenditure Statement No. 22 is not publicly known or disclosed. For instance, it is not 
known why infrastructure development in minority institutions or amenities to staff in the 
Department of Telecommunication are included. It is also unclear if the whole amount of the 
programme is included (versus a portion) or based on what criteria.  
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Information generated and reporting 
 
Examples of budget tables are presented below in Tables 24 and 25 from the two most recent 
fiscal years (2013-14 and 2014-15). Expenditure Statement No. 22 presents qualifying 
outlays according to ministries and departments for the previous two years as well as 
allocations for the current year. Budget provisions for children are further listed as “plan 
expenditures” (funds that support either the union’s or a state’s five year plan) and “non-
plan expenditures” (all other funds). The other major challenge in terms of understanding 
the government’s financial commitment to children is the federal structure of the 
government. This means that the majority of allocation and expenditure takes place at the 
subnational level, but none of the 30 states has attempted to replicate the methodology used 
at the national level. 
 
Although the government of India has made big progress in terms of including a summary of 
its child-focused expenditures in its annual budgets, it is unclear how this information has 
been used and what results for children have been achieved. Without question, the 
generation of child-focused information and the expansion of ministries considered to have 
child-focused expenditures signal a growing recognition of the need to invest in children 
across all areas of government. At the same time, the budget share for children declined 
between 2008-09 and 2014-15 even though the number of ministries included in the 
methodology nearly doubled, while the share of budget for children has never exceeded 5% 
despite the recognition of the need to invest and budget for children in the recent five year 
plans (Figure 38). Moreover, looking at the distribution of the budget across the four main 
sectors (Figure 39), child protection and child health receive the lowest priority, which is a 
concern that was recently raised by the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child (Committee 
on the Rights of the Child 2014).  
 

Table 24. Expenditure Statement No. 22, 2013-14 national budget 

 
Source: MoF (2014) 
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Table 25. Expenditure Statement No. 22, 2014-15 national budget 

 
   Source: MoF (2015) 

 
Figure 38. Analysis of Expenditure Statement No. 22, 2008-09 to 2013-14 

 
Source: HAQ: Centre for Child Rights (2015) 
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Figure 39. Share of Sectoral Allocations in the Union Budget, 2008-09 to 2013-14 
(as a % of total spending) 

 
 Source: HAQ: Centre for Child Rights (2015) 

 
Sources 
 
Committee on the Rights of the Child (2014) Concluding Observations on the Combined Third 
and Fourth Periodic Reports of India, Geneva: United Nations.  
 
MoF (2015) “Expenditure Budget Vol. I, 2014-2015,” New Delhi: Government of India. 
 
MoF (2014) “Expenditure Budget Vol. I, 2013-2014,” New Delhi: Government of India.  
 
Ministry of Women and Child Development (2015) Annual Report: 2014-15, New Delhi: 
Government of India.  
 
HAQ: Centre for Child Rights (2015) Budget for Children in India, New Delhi: HAQ: Centre for 
Child Rights. 
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Annex 5. C-PEM Initiatives from Sub-Saharan Africa 
 
 

Uganda (2015): Public finance for children: Monitoring for results 
 
Context 
 
Uganda’s government spending patterns can be broken down into three phases over recent 
decades. A first phase took place during the 1990s, in which the government received 
international aid via budget support to increase spending on three priority social sectors 
(education, health, and water and environment). During the 2000s, a second phase was 
characterized by a shift toward deficit reduction and economic infrastructure, with greater 
reliance on external funding sources to maintain existing social sector investments. The 
third—and current—phase is associated with declining budget support and a focus on 
ensuring that money is well spent and maximizing allocative efficiency. 
 
To support the objectives of the current phase, the government set up the Budget Monitoring 
and Accountability Unit (BMAU) within the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic 
Development in 2008. This unit has spearheaded progressive steps to link performance 
monitoring with higher strategic outcomes, moving from a focus purely on the effective 
delivery of key outputs to capturing the impact of public investments and outputs on social 
outcomes. This is a change from traditional monitoring practices, which demands a clearer 
link in the results chain between spending and outcomes. In this regard, the government and 
UNICEF set out to develop a joint monitoring framework for more detailed analysis on child-
related spending, including its effectiveness. It is within this context that the government 
developed a methodology to measure child-focused expenditures. 
 
Building on BMAU’s existing monitoring framework, and based on the changing fiscal and 
service delivery landscape, the BMAU/UNICEF framework tracks direct expenditures on 
basic services affecting children. This new approach involves looking more closely at budget 
trends at the regional level and at ways to promote relationships between policymakers, 
service providers and citizens. The framework is intended to provide a basis for informed 
discussions on “better” spending and also to provide a platform to monitor the delivery of 
national programmes affecting children. Lastly, it is important to recognize that, as of 
writing, the methodology is not applied to the entire budget, but rather to three priority 
sectors. In this sense, Uganda’s approach is considered an example of a “partial” C-PEM. 
 
Methodology used 
 
The methodology builds on two stages. The first stage breaks down Uganda’s budget 
classification structure to identify direct spending on basic services affecting children, its 
composition and the geographical level of this spending for each of the three sectors. The 
second stage then drills down into the direct expenditures to identify variations in 
composition and trend analysis. This conceptual framework is intended to provide a basis 
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for informed discussions on ‘better’ spending and also to provide a platform for child-
sensitive budget monitoring. The two-stage approach is presented in Figure 4 and briefly 
described below. 
 

Figure 40. Two-stage approach for disaggregating child-related investments 

 
 
Stage 1: Defining direct and indirect spending on children  
 
This first stage involves mapping the key programmes and outputs in the budget based on 
those that are likely to have the largest positive impact on basic services affecting children. 
Table 26 summarizes the main sectoral definitions used in identifying direct expenditures 
on children.  
 

Table 26. Sectoral criteria to identify direct spending on child investments 

Sector  Criteria used to identify direct spending  

Education  

Direct spending is limited to the primary and secondary programmes. If the 
budget structure allowed, this would be expanded to early childhood as recent 
studies have found that these investments have a high rate of return. While 
vocational training is critical, these investments are likelier to support less 
poor children who use those services. It has been omitted from the mapping to 
account for this equity dimension.  

Health  

Output selection considers the interlinkages in health provision of mothers 
accessing services through the continuum of care – from pregnancy, to 
childbirth and to the post-childbirth period. Accessing antenatal care 
services is most likely to lock mothers into receiving relevant services for a 
healthy disease-free childhood, so figures heavily.  

Water 
The sector has made good progress in increasing access to safe water, but the 
functionality and maintenance of water points has proved challenging. 
Outputs selection is targeted to both of these areas.  

 
  

•Map budget classification
•Analyse composition of direct spending, e.g. 
levels of inputs, geographic disaggregation

Stage 1: Identify direct 
and indirect spending 

•Within direct expenditures, assess per capita 
trends in real terms 

•Identify possible areas affecting the delivery of 
basic services affecting children 

Stage 2: Examine 
specific expenditure 
trends 
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Stage 2: Identifying specific expenditures that are likely to address outcome variances 
 
The next step is to carry out deeper analysis of direct expenditure lines to see if there is scope 
for further fiscal adjustments that support investments in basic services for children. The 
basic information from the first stage does not inform, for example, the extent to which 
qualifying spending is addressing service delivery challenges nor the input composition of 
spending, which can have important implications for service delivery. Budget allocations 
also need to for other factors, such as inflation and per capita trends.  
 
Information generated and reporting 
 
The information generated is presented in various forms. The most basic is distinguishing 
between direct and indirect spending on children, both the overall amounts and within the 
three priority sectors (Figures 41 and 42). More detailed analyses present spending by 
different administrative levels across each sector (Figures 43, 44 and 45). The monitoring 
framework further produces information that is operational in nature and specific to each 
sector. Some examples include salary versus non-salary spending trends in the education 
sector (Figure 46), expenditure on drugs and medical supplies (Figure 47), and allocations 
to decentralized health and sanitation services (Figures 48 and 49).  
 
New information is generated as the methodology continues to be piloted in the education, 
health and water sectors during bi-annual monitoring visits by the MoF. In terms of 
reporting, all of the information is published on the website of the MoF. Moreover, child 
sensitive monitoring has been integrated in BMAU’s workflow by drawing clear linkages and 
policy issues affecting children and child related outcomes through budgetary outputs.   
 
UNICEF recently conducted a training with over 30 MoF monitoring officers. During this 
training, through the gradual application of the issues based monitoring methodology 
developed over the past few months in partnership with the MoF, pilot monitoring templates 
were also developed. These link child policy issues to monitorable budget outputs and child 
related outcomes through the scrutiny of sector and district approved work-plans.  
  

http://www.finance.go.ug/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=57&Itemid=94
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Figure 41. On average over the period, 
more than three-quarters of the budget 

allocation directly affects children  

Figure 42. Direct spending has been 
highest in the health sector and lowest 
in the water sector, with education in 

between 

 

 

Source: BMAU/UNICEF (2015a) 
 
 

Figure 43. In education, 
approximately three-quarters 
of the budget directly benefits 

basic services for children – 
mainly at the decentralized 

level 

Figure 44. On average, 
cumulative direct spending 
on health was approx. 90%, 
with approx. 50% driven by 

central allocations 

Figure 45. In water and 
environment, the proportion 

of the budget directly 
affecting children has grown 

from half to approx. 60%, 
driven by growth in the 

centralized budget 

   

Source: BMAU/UNICEF (2015a) 
Note: Figures reflect only direct spending allocations and therefore do not add up to 100% 
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Figure 46. Per capita (US$) non-salary 
spending has fallen and been offset by 
salary increases for teachers – which 

have also declined since the mid-2000s 

Figure 47. Real per capita (US$) 
expenditure on the provision of drugs 

and medical supplies has fallen and 
stagnated in recent years 

  

 Source: BMAU/UNICEF (2015a) 

 
 

Figure 48. Real per capita allocations to 
decentralized health services  

(in billions of Ugandan shillings) 

Figure 49. Real per capita allocations in 
sanitation services  

(in Ugandan shillings) 

 

 

Source: BMAU/UNICEF (2015a) 
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