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The Children’s Act came into full operation on 1 April 2010 and obliges the provincial MECs for 
social development to provide and fund a range of social services for children. These services include 
early childhood development centres and programmes, drop-in centres, prevention and early 
intervention and protection services for vulnerable children, foster care, adoption, and child and 
youth care centres.  
 
Section 4(2) of the Children’s Act obliges government to prioritise budgetary allocations and 
expenditure on these services. Monitoring the changes in budget allocations and expenditure for the 
delivery of these services tells us whether government is giving effect to its obligations under the new 
Act as well as to its obligations in the Bill of Rights to provide care and protection for vulnerable 
children. The provincial departments of social development are responsible for funding and 
delivering more than 83% of these services. Analysing their budget allocations and expenditure 
therefore provides a good indication of government’s progress and plans.   
 
This paper analyses the sub-programmes within the social development budgets that cover the 
majority of Children’s Act related services.  We look at the three sub-programmes that most closely 
match the services listed in the Children’s Act, namely child care and protection, HIV/AIDS, and family 
care and support. Child and youth care centres, adoption and foster care services, protection services, 
some prevention services, partial care and early childhood development programmes all fall into the 
child care and protection sub-programme. Home- and community-based care and other orphans and 
vulnerable children (OVC) support projects fall under the HIV/AIDS sub-programme, while the family 
care and support sub-programme appears to include family counselling services but should be including 
the full range of prevention programmes listed in the Children’s Act.  We also look at crime prevention 
and support separately as this sub-programme contains some funding for the Children’s Act but also 
includes funding for adult services. The Children’s Act services that fall under this sub-programme 
are diversion, probation officer assessments and secure care centres.  
 
The diagram on the next page shows the social development budget structure. The four sub-
programmes containing Children’s Act related services are emphasised by lighter shading and a 
dotted line outline. 
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An analysis of each sub-programme’s share of the social welfare services programme budget, and 
changes in this share over the years, indicates the priority that is being given to the services that fall 
within that sub-programme, as well as the relative cost of the services provided under that sub-
programme.  Child care and protection’s share of the budget has grown from 35% in 2009/10 to 37% in 
2010/11 while the share for crime prevention and support has grown from 9% to 10%. On the other 
hand, HIV/AIDS share has dropped from 10% to 9%; and family care and support has dropped from 
3% to 2%. Child care and protection accounts for a total of R2 610m (R2,6billion) across the nine 
provinces in 2010/11, while HIV and AIDS accounts for R628m, family care and support for R168m, 
and crime prevention and support for R673m. 
 
An analysis of trends in budget allocations to each sub-programme in the MTEF (2010/11- 
2012/13) gives us an indication as to whether the services funded under these programmes will be 
able to grow and expand to reach more children, maintained at current levels of delivery, cut-back or 
closed down. All reported increases below are not corrected for inflation, which National Treasury 
assumed would be at 6,4% for 2010/11, 5,9% for 2011/12 and 5,7% for 2012/13. Over three years, 
this gives an annual average of exactly 6,0%. This means that where increases are below about 6% 
for any year, or the average across the three years is below 6%, the estimates reflect a decrease in real 
terms i.e. in what the money will be able to “buy”. Decreases or small increases above inflation 
indicate that the services in the relevant sub-programme will almost certainly not be able to be 
expanded to reach more children.  
 
For the child care and protection sub-programme the picture looks fairly promising given the recessionary 
environment in which the budgets were drawn up, in that the average annual increase across the nine 
provinces for the three MTEF years is 13%. However, the average annual increase is lower than the 
20% recorded as a three-year average in our analysis of the 2009/10 MTEF, and the 28% three-year 
annual average recorded in our analysis of the 2008/09 MTEF. Further, the province-specific annual 
averages range from -1% (a decrease even in nominal terms) in North West to 24% in KwaZulu-
Natal. To some extent these extreme values balance large swings in the other direction in previous 
years for these two provinces. Three provinces – North West, Western Cape and Eastern Cape 
– have 3-year average annual increases below or only slightly above inflation and need to be 
watched carefully in respect of this sub-programme. 
 
Over the three MTEF years, the child care and protection sub-programme’s share of the total social 
welfare programme allocation increases from 36,7% to 38,7%. While this shows improvement, the 
improvement is less than the 2009 budget books suggested would happen. 
 
Comparison of the total amounts allocated suggests severe under-provision in KwaZulu-Natal 
compared to Gauteng in that the former allocates less than the latter despite having more children in 
the province – and a greater proportion who are poor. However, the gap between KwaZulu-Natal 
and Gauteng is less than it was in 2009/10. 
 
In three provinces – Free State, Mpumalanga and Western Cape – the adjusted estimate for 2009/10 
was less than the original allocation voted for that year i.e. the amounts for these sub-programmes 
were decreased mid-year. In Free State, the adjusted estimate was as much as 10% less than the 
original estimate. In contrast, in Eastern Cape the adjusted estimate was 15% higher than the original 
allocation for 2009/10. 
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For the care and support for families sub-programme Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga and North West record 
high average annual increases over the MTEF period, while Free State shows a small decrease – of 
2% - even in nominal terms. Overall, the average annual increase is 5% in nominal terms over the 
MTEF period, which is lower than expected inflation. In addition to Free State, Western Cape and 
Gauteng also have average increases of 3% or less. Further, the national average for 2010/11, which 
reflects the estimates that will be voted into law, is only 5%, below the National Treasury’s 6,4% 
estimate of inflation for this year. 
 
Two provinces – Mpumalanga and Western Cape – had adjusted budgets for 2009/10 that are 18-
19% smaller than the original allocations. In the case of Mpumalanga, this reduces the significance of 
the high average annual incrase of the MTEF period. 
 
The care and support for families sub-programme accounts for 2,4% of the social welfare 
programme budget in 2010/11, and  this percentage decreases to 2,2% in the following two years. 
Overall, then, this sub-programme fares very badly. Yet the sub-programme could provide for a 
range of cost-effective early intervention and prevention services that could contribute, over time, to 
a reduction in the large numbers of children in need of more expensive tertiary services such as 
children’s court inquiries and state alternative care.  
 
With this sub-programme, the provinces that are of most concern are Free State, Western 
Cape and Gauteng. However, the allocations for this sub-programme are also worrying at 
the national level, with a below-inflation average increase for all provinces combined. 
 
For the HIV and Aids sub-programme, the average annual increase over the MTEF period is 7% in 
nominal terms, which should translate into a small increase in real terms. For 2010/11 the allocation 
for HIV and Aids amounts to 8,8% of the total allocation for the social welfare programme, but this 
slips to 8,3% in each of the following two years. The relatively larger allocation in 2010/11 reflects a 
one-year conditional grant which has been introduced for 2010/11 to allow provision of subsidies to 
NPOs with home-based care programmes for volunteer stipends. 
 
Western Cape has allocated 62% less in 2010/11 that it allocated for 2009/10 while Limpopo has a 
smaller, but still substantial, decrease of 9%. Western Cape records a negative average annual 
decrease of 25% in nominal terms for the MTEF period as a whole. KwaZulu-Natal, as in 2009/10, 
is the best performer on this measure, with an average annual increase of 24% and an increase for 
2010/11 of 73%. However, KwaZulu-Natal has seriously underspent on this sub-programme for two 
consecutive years. Allocations are not effective if they are not spent. 
 
Limpopo’s adjusted budget for HIV and Aids for 2009/10 was 21% lower than the original 
allocation, more or less reversing the exceptionally high increase recorded by Limpopo for this sub-
programme in the 2009 budget book. In addition to Limpopo, adjusted estimates for 2009/10 are 
lower than original allocations in all provinces except Free State, Northern Cape and Western Cape.  
 
In summary, Western Cape is the most worrying province for this sub-programme, but five 
other provinces – Limpopo, Free State, Eastern Cape and Mpumalanga – have three-year 
average annual increases that are below or only slightly above predicted inflation.  
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For crime prevention and support the average annual increase over the MTEF period is 9%. In 2010/11 
this sub-programme accounts for between 9,5% of the social welfare programme budget, but the 
share drops to 9,0% and 8.8% respectively in the outer years of the MTEF. 
 
Limpopo continues the disappointing pattern revealed in last year’s analysis and has allocated less in 
2010/11 than for 2009/10 for this sub-programme, while Western Cape has allocated almost exactly 
the same nominal amount as in 2009/10 despite inflation. In contrast, KwaZulu-Natal, North West, 
Gauteng, Mpumalanga and Free State have increases that are more than double inflation.  
 
For four of the provinces – Gauteng, Limpopo, Mpumalanga and North West – the adjusted 
allocations for 2009/10 are lower than the original allocations, and in three of these provinces – all 
except North West – the difference is substantial. Northern Cape is the only province with a 
substantially higher adjusted estimate than original allocation. For the provinces combined, the 
adjusted allocations are 1% lower than the original allocations. 
 
In summary, Western Cape is again the most worrying province for this sub-programme. 
Gauteng and Limpopo also need careful watching given the substantial reductions that 
occurred mid-year in 2009/10 in the allocated budgets and their relatively small real average 
annual increase over the three years of the MTEF. 
 
Provinces get 95% of their money from national government and most of this is from the equitable 
share. The Constitution has a list of factors which Treasury must consider when devising the 
formula. One of these factors is the obligations imposed on provinces by national legislation in that 
the equitable share is intended to ensure that provinces receive enough money to fulfil their 
obligations. On this factor, the Children’s Act would qualify as national legislation that imposes 
obligations on the provinces. Nevertheless, the equitable share formula continues to be without a 
factor in respect of social development. Government and the Financial and Fiscal Commission have 
promised for some years to review the formula. The review is meant to be finished in time for the 
2011 division of revenue. Strong advocacy is urgently needed to ensure that the new formula includes 
a factor relating to social development services especially in light of a number of new laws on social 
development services that have come into effect in 2010.  
 
In 2010, as in previous years, in their discussion of infrastructure many provinces refer to 
construction or expansion of secure care centres. In KwaZulu-Natal, in particular, there seems to 
have been very little progress from last year. Limpopo’s report is confusing as it reports on plans for 
2009/10, the financial year which has already come to an end. Gauteng continues in 2010/11 to 
make provision for construction of ECD centres. This area of service delivery is not mentioned by 
other provinces when discussing infrastructure. 
 
One of the major challenges preventing rapid budget growth and service delivery expansion in 
Children’s Act service areas is the lack of sufficient numbers of social service practitioners. These 
practitioners include social workers and auxiliaries, child and youth care workers, early childhood 
development practitioners, community development workers and home-based carers. The majority 
of these workers are employed by NPOs and their salaries and conditions of service are therefore not 
affected by the improvements reported below in relation to government employees. Thus while 
improvements to government personnel numbers and conditions of service are to be welcomed, 
without a concurrent improvement to NPO funding, the main outome is movement of practitioners 
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within the existing pool rather than an increase in practitioners available to provide services to 
children.  
 
Seven provinces report on the number of staff employed or planned for the social welfare 
programme over the period March 2007 to March 2013. Mpumalanga, Gauteng and Eastern Cape 
show more or less constant staff numbers over the MTEF period. Northern Cape and Eastern Cape 
have sharp increases planned for the year ending March 2013. Where numbers are static, there 
should be increased allocations to NPOs so that they can provide additional services to meet the 
requirements of the Children’s Act and other recent legislation. But this is often not the case. 
 
Many of the provinces refer to the occupation-specific dispensation (OSD) which provided for 
substantially increased salaries for social workers, social auxiliary workers and community 
development workers when explaining past or even present increases in compensation for 
employees. Limpopo reports that the compensation of employees item grows by 25,2% between 
2009/10 and 2010/11 and 13,3% over the MTEF to cater for the OSD for social workers. This 
reasoning does not make sense given that 2009/10 expenditure should have included backpay. 
 
Western Cape notes that it has “upgraded” salaries of social workers who are employed by NPOs as 
well as those employed by government. This statement is puzzling as NPOs report that they have not 
seen this reflected in the transfers they receive. None of the other provinces discusses the fact that 
the increases introduced by the OSD will exacerbate the gap between salaries of those employed by 
government and those employed by NPOs. 
 
All provinces rely heavily on the services of non-profit organisations (NPOs) to deliver services. 
The average percentage of the total social welfare programme budget that is transferred to NPOs for 
2010/11 is 51%. If NPOs were fully funded for their work, the percentage would be even higher. 
 
In 2006/07 transfers to NPOs accounted for an average of 60% of the total social welfare 
programme budget across provinces. The percentage declines to 51% in 2009/10 and 2010/11 with 
a planned increase after this. This is different from what was in the 2009 budget documents when the 
increase started in 2010/11. The share of the budget going to NPOs is lower in 2010/11 than in 
2009/10 for five of the provinces, namely Eastern Cape, Free State, Limpopo, North West and 
Western Cape. The decrease is most marked for Western Cape, at close to six percentage points. 
 
In 2010/11 the percentage of the social welfare budget allocated to NPOs varies between 34,3% in 
the Northern Cape and 61,7% in the Western Cape. Thus while Western Cape shows the biggest 
decrease in comparison to previous years, it still allocates the highest share to NPOs of all provinces. 
However, its lead in this respect is diminished. By 2012/13, Gauteng, Free State and Mpumalanga 
are set to overtake Western Cape in the share of the budget allocated to NPOs. 
 
Eastern Cape explains that the “negative growth of 10 per cent” in transfers in 2009/10 resulted 
from the province shifting funds from NPO transfers to compensation of employees. The province 
claims that the allocation “starts to pick up again in 2010/11”, but our analysis shows that the share 
of the total programme allocation going to NPOs continues to fall.  
 
Over recent years there has been an attempt to standardise subsidies in respect of ECD centres. 
Several provinces report on past and planned increases. However, it seems that there is still not parity 
across provinces. What is especially worrying is that Northern Cape and Western Cape, which 
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reported in 2009 that they planned to increase only to R9 i.e. lower than other provinces, do not 
report anything on this topic in 2010. Further, the continued emphasis on per capita subsidy funding 
ignores the need for greater recognition and support of non-centre-based ECD programmes that 
have the potential to reach many more vulnerable children.  
 
We can compare allocations with the estimates of the costing of the Children’s Bill, which 
provides estimates of what is needed to implement the Children’s Act. The costing provides 
estimates over a six-year period. For this comparison, like last year, we take 2009/10 as the first year 
of implementation. For the purposes of the comparison, we take the full allocations for the sub-
programmes on child care and protection, HIV and Aids and care and support services to families. 
To simplify matters, we consider only the highest and lowest estimates, namely the IP low and FC 
high. 
 
Eastern Cape performs worst in this comparison, with only 30% of the Year 1 estimate covered in 
2009/10 and an even lower percentage in the next two years. North West performs best at the start 
of the period, covering 84% of the IP low cost estimate for Year 1 but decreasing sharply to 40% by 
Year 4. By Year 4 Mpumalanga is the best performer, allocating 50% of the IP low estimate, and 
closely followed by Gauteng at 48%. None of the provinces increase the percentage of the IP low 
costs covered between Year 1 and Year 4. Overall, the allocations over the nine provinces cover only 
49% of the IP low cost estimates for Year 1 and only 38% for Year 4. 
 
As expected, the picture is even more dismal when the comparison is done with FC high estimates 
rather than IP low. Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, Limpopo and North West plan to cover only 3-
4% of the estimated costs of implementation throughout the period. Northern Cape performs best, 
but still only reaches between 13% and 14% of the estimated costs of implementation. Overall the 
nine provinces combined cover only 5% of the FC high costs in Year 4. 
 
These figures indicate that the gap between services provided and services needed is likely to increase 
over time. This contradicts the principle of progressive realisation.  
 
In the past less than adequate allocations for implementation of the Children’s Act have sometimes 
been justified on the basis of under-spending i.e. the claim that the provincial governments are not 
able to spend the money that they currently receive. However, comparison of the revised estimates 
for 2009/10 with the original allocations show that all provinces except KwaZulu-Natal and Free 
State were likely to spend 98% or more of the original appropriation for child care and protection. 
Overall, across all provinces combined, spending was likely to be slightly more than the original 
allocation. For this, the most important sub-programme for the Children’s Act, there is thus not 
serious under-spending except in KwaZulu-Natal. For the small care and support to families sub-
programme only two provinces – Mpumalanga and Northern Cape – were likely to under-spend their 
budgets. Overall, revised estimates are once again – as for child care and protection  – slightly higher 
than original allocations. For HIV and AIDS, KwaZulu-Natal is a serious under-performer in terms 
of spending for the second year running, while Limpopo also shows serious under-spending. For this 
sub-programme, across all provinces combined, it seemed that nearly one-tenth of the original 
allocations would not be spent. The HIV and AIDS sub-programme is thus of concern in terms 
of under-expenditure. For crime prevention and support, three provinces – KwaZulu-Natal, 
Mpumalanga and Gauteng – were likely to spend less than 90% of the original allocation, with 
KwaZulu-Natal again the worst performer. Overall, provinces expected to spend 97% of combined 
original allocations for 2009/10. 
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South Africa does not mandate departments to include performance indicators in their budget 
votes. Instead, performance indicators are mandatory for the annual performance plans which are 
developed alongside the budget documents. In terms of accountability, it seems desirable that they 
should include at least some indicators for each sub-programme. 
 
For 2010 government developed a new list of standard indicators. The new list has fewer indicators 
than the old standard list, and appears to be missing key indicators. For example the child care and 
protection list does not include registered and or funded child and youth care centres as an indicator 
despite these centres being the main cost driver in this sub-programme. Further, comparison of the 
numbers reported for abused children across the provinces suggests that there are differing opinions 
as to whether one should be aiming at an increase or decrease in this indicator. 
 
Four of the provinces (Free State, Limpopo, Mpumalanga and Western Cape) have not included any 
performance indicators in the 2010/11 published budgets. At the other end of the scale, KwaZulu-
Natal includes the full set over four years – 2009/10 plus the three years of the MTEF. Gauteng and 
Northern Cape present a more or less full set, but only for the three years of the MTEF. Eastern 
Cape has a non-standard list of indicators, very few of which match the national list. 
 
There are several worrying aspects in respect of indicators where they are included. For example, in 
Eastern Cape there are unexplained fluctuations over the MTEF period in the crime prevention and 
support sub-programme. In Gauteng, most of the non-financial indicators do not change over the 
three years of the MTEF, implying no increase in delivery. Yet the narrative suggests that some of 
these same elements will be increasing. There are thus some glaring contradictions between the 
narrative and the list of indicators. In KwaZulu-Natal there are ambitious assumptions about the 
extent to which delivery will increase between 2009/10 and 2011/12. Some of these are mirrored in 
large increases in the rand value of funds transferred to NPOs. 
 
Overall, this year’s provincial DSD budgets are disappointing. In last years analysis we expressed 
cautious optimism that most provinces seemed to be moving forward – even if slowly – in expanding 
funding for Children’s Act services. The first day of the current financial year saw the Children’s Act 
come into operation. One would have hoped that the knowledge that this would happen would 
encourage provincial departments to plan a substantial step forward in implementation during the 
year and the outer two years of the MTEF period. This does not seem to have happened. 
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