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I. Rationale

The Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991 paved the way for greater local autonomy in an effort to bring government closer to the doorsteps of the people.  The promulgation of the said code was actually in accordance with a 1987 constitutional provision that declared, "the state shall ensure the autonomy of local governments." It was toward making this policy operational that the Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines mandated Congress to legislate a local government code that would devolve substantial political and administrative authorities to LGUs long held in check by central government authorities.  

At the forefront, the Local Government Units (LGUs) have the direct responsibility and accountability in attaining the eight major goals embodied in the MDGs, namely: 1) eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; 2) achieve universal primary education; 3) promote gender equality; 4) reduce child mortality; 5) improve maternal health; 6) combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other major diseases; 7) ensure environmental sustainability; and 8) develop a global partnership for development through good and effective governance.

RA 7160 or the Local Government Code (LGC) tasks the LGUs to be primarily responsible for providing basic social services to their constituents. As frontline institutions, the LGUs have significant roles to play to realize the goals. For the most part, the achievement of the MDG targets largely depends on the delivery of devolved basic social services. The LGUs make a significant portion of public expenditure decisions at the local levels.

As local governments take on greater roles in the provision of public services, they require greater resources and the means to generate these or getting it from different sources. At the same time, greater decentralization brings with it the need to strengthen mechanisms for transparency and accountability in local government budgeting and spending. 

As such, there is a need to understand the spending behavior of LGU , especially on how they provide and allocate funds for the delivery of social welfare services.

The importance of inquiry on LGUs expenditure on basic social services cannot be over emphasized for it is the core of LGU existence and responsibility to provide these basic services.  The Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) Regional Field Office VI, would like to have a clearer understanding of LGU expenditure on basic social welfare services as basis for policy review and advocacy work.  An evidence-based policy development will be crucial in attaining the goals of the department.  This will also guide programs and projects in partnership with LGUs to be more responsive to their needs.  The result of this study will have important implications on regional advocacy plan to be more attentive to the needs of LGUs and other partners.  Information from this research will be utilized in tapping support to fund social welfare services.

II. The Research Problem

The main objective of the study is to review the investment priority profile of LGUs in Western Visayas to focus on LGUs budget allocation and expenditures along social welfare services.  The LGUs’ revenues and expenditure will be assessed, and observe behavior of budget allocation and expenditure on social welfare services. Using descriptive and comparative statistics, the study will explore investment programs and expenditure of various LGUs (Provinces, HUCs, CCs and MLGUs).

III. Review of Related Literature

IV. 
Objectives of the Study

The specific objectives of the study are as follows:

1. Determine and compare the allocations and spending for the implementation of basic social welfare services against the total budget and expenditures per LGU category  when grouped as a whole and classified according to income class per LGU category;

2. Find out and assess differences in the percentage of allocations and spending for the implementation of basic social welfare services against their Supplemental Budget per LGU category  when grouped as a whole and classified according to income class per LGU category; and   
3. Identify the specific basic social welfare services programs, projects and activities funded classified according to program beneficiaries per LGU category per LGU category.    

4. Identify parameters used in the prioritization of programs, projects and activities implemented when grouped as a whole and classified according to income class per LGU category.

5. Construct policy recommendations and framework for advocacy in encouraging LGUs to give priority to the implementation of social welfare service programs, projects and activities.
V.         Methodology

A. Research Design
The study will be a descriptive study that will look into the allocations and spending priority given by the LGUs for the implementation of basic social welfare services.  Likewise, the research study will attempt to find out differences in the allocations and spending among provinces, cities and municipalities of different income class. 
The study will utilize primary and secondary data to respond to the study objectives.  Secondary information from Bureau of Local Government Finance in Region VI (2004-2009) will be gathered. In addition, Annual Investment Plan (AIP) will also be gathered from LGUs as source of their appropriation for social welfare services.  Records of expenditures from the Treasurer’s Office, Office of the Budget Officer and Accounting Office of the LGUs will also be examined.  
To provide qualitative information, primary data will be generated through the conduct key informant interviews (KII) with people involve in preparation of the investment program and disburse funds in the LGUs. The respondents in the interview will include the MSWDO, Budget Officers, SB members and Local Chief Executives. 

B. Study Area 
Total enumeration or census of all the LGUs in the region will be done in the study.  The study will cover all the 6 provinces,   2 highly urbanized cities, 14 component cities and 117 municipalities in Region VI.  

C. Data Processing and Analysis

Descriptive and inferential statistical tools will be used to analyze the data gathered.  Frequency count, percentages, averages and measures of dispersion will be employed to describe the allocations and spending of the LGUs for the implementation of basic social welfare services; identify the specific basic social welfare services programs, projects and activities for various beneficiaries; and parameters  used in the prioritization of programs, projects and activities implemented.    

The t-test and analysis of variance will be undertaken to find out difference in the   allocations and spending of the LGUs for the implementation of basic social welfare services when classified according to income class per LGU category.

VI.
Results and Discussions
Table 1 presents the profile of the respondents of the study.    Almost all (98.50%) the respondents from the Local Social Welfare Development Office were City/Municipal Social Welfare and Development Officer.  The remaining small percentage of the key informants from the LSWDO were Social Welfare officer 2 (0.75%) or Clerk (0.75%).

Nearly three fourths (74.20%) of the key informants from the Budget/Accounting Office were budget officers.  About one fifth (19.70%) were city/municipal accountants and the remaining small proportion were  City/Municipal Social Welfare and Development Officer (4.50%) or Administrative Assistant (1.50%).

All (100.00%) of the key informants from the LSWDO have permanent positions.

Table  1.
Profile of Respondents

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Percent

	Position LSWDO  KI:

 CSWDO/MSWDO

SWO2

Clerk
Total
	133

1

1

135
	98.50

0.75

0.75

100.00

	Position Budget/

Accounting KI:

 Accountant

Budget Officers

MSWDO

Adm. Asst.

Total
	26

98

6

2

132
	19.70

74.20

4.50

1.50

100.00

	Employment Status LSWDO KI:  

 Permanent

Casual/Contractual

Total
	135

0

135
	100.00

0.00

100.00


The profile of the local government units included in the study is found in Table 2.   More than one third (35.60%) of the local government units included in the study were 4th class municipalities.  About one fourth (24.40) of the LGUs were 3rd class municipalities.  More than one eight (15.60%) were 2nd class municipalities and another more than one eight (15.60%) were 1st class municipalities and the remaining small proportion were either 5th class (7.40%) or highly urbanized cities (1.50%).

In terms of level, more than eight for every ten (85.90%) LGUs in the study were municipalities.  One for every ten were cities and the remaining small proportion were provinces (3.00%).

As to provincial breakdown, about one third (32.00%) of the LGUs in the study were from the Province of Iloilo.  About one fourth (23.00%) were from Negros Occidental.  About one eight of the LGUs in the study were from the provinces of Antique (14.10%), as well as from Aklan (13.30%), and Capiz (12.60%).  The remaining less than one tenth (4.40%) were from the Province of Guimaras.

Of the 135 LGUs surveyed, more than three fourths (77.80%) had Annual Social Welfare Development/Investment Plan in 2009 while nearly eight for every ten had Annual SWD/Investment Plan in 2010.  

Table  2.
Profile of Local Government Units 
	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Percent

	Class:

Highly Urbanized City

1st 

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
Total
	2

21

21

33

48

10

135
	1.50

15.60

15.60

24.40

35.60

7.40

100.00

	Level:

City

Municipality

Province

Total
	15

116

4

135
	11.10
85.90
3.00
100.00

	Province:

    Aklan

    Antique

    Capiz

    Guimaras

    Iloilo

    Negros Occidental

    Total
	18

19

17

6

44

31

135
	13.30

14.10

12.60

4.40

32.00

23.00

100.00
	
	98.50

0.75

0.75

100.00

	Annual SWD /Investment Plan 2009:

    With Plan

    Without Plan
	105

30

135
	77.80

22.20

100.00
	
	

	Annual SWD /Investment Plan 2010:

    With Plan

    Without Plan
	107

28

135
	79.30

20.7

100.00
	
	


The profile of the LGUs in terms of revenues and budget is shown in Table 3.  The average total income of the LGUs in 2009 was Php 131.37 million which increased to Php 143.98 million in 2010 or a 9.60 percent increase.  Average total internal revenue allotment was Php 112.96 million in 2009 which increase by 9.17 percent at Php 123.32 million on 2010.  The total 20% development fund in 2009 increased by 11.65 percent or from an average of Php 22.642 million in 2009 to 25.279 million in 2010.  On the other hand, average supplemental budget of the LGUs had reduced by 25.67 percent from Php 31.517 million in 2009 to Php 23.426 million in 2010.  Of the average supplemental budget of the LGUs, Php 1.609 million or 5.10 percent was spent for Social Welfare Services in 2009.  There was an increase of 15.12 percent in the average supplemental budget spent for Social Welfare Services by the LGUs in 2010 at Php 1.852 million.  This makes the average amount spent for Social Welfare Services 7.91 percent of the total supplemental budget in the same period.     
Table  3.
Profile of Local Government Unit Revenues and Budget 
	Characteristics
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Total Income
	131,370,000
	263,265,000
	143,980,000
	285,501,000

	Total IRA Fund     
	112,960,000
	189,435,000
	123,320,000
	201,590,000

	Total 20% Devt. Fund 
	22,642,000
	40,282,500
	25,279,000
	44,741,700

	Supplemental Budget
	31,517,000
	77,263,600
	23,426,000
	70,647,700

	Spending for Social Welfare Services from Supplemental Budget
	1,609,000
	5,024,840
	1,852,300
	5,500,420


Table 4 shows the average budget allocation per sector/item of the LGUs in 2009 and 2010.  The average budget allocation for Social Welfare in 2009 was about Php 9.064 million or an increase of 38.20 percent in 2010 at about Php 12.53 million in 2010.  Comparing the average budget allocation for social welfare program and services to other items/sector, it ranked 8th having the highest budgetary allocation in 2009 and became the 7th priority in terms of budget allocation in 2010.      
Table  4.
Local Government Unit Budget Allocation Per Sector 
	Sector/Item
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation

	  Infrastructure
	12,864,000
	5
	36,353,000
	13,714,000
	5
	31,750,400

	  Economic/Livelihood
	12,835,000
	6
	46,065,200
	17,417,000
	4
	55,365,200

	  Health
	9,108,595
	7
	22,840,000
	12,623,617
	6
	41,770,000

	  Education
	2,747,378
	13
	5,306,878
	3,765,954
	13
	10,020,000

	  Social Welfare 
	9,064,789
	8
	49,080,000
	12,527,263
	7
	69,460,000

	  Agriculture
	2,632,517
	14
	2,982,204
	3,036,750
	15
	4,952,767

	  Personal Services
	48,481,756
	1
	75,720,000
	52,241,672
	1
	86,590,000

	  MOOE
	29,368,992
	3
	46,850,000
	42,872,635
	2
	87,870,000

	  Supplementary Fund
	17,098,782
	4
	35,310,000
	11,606,062
	8
	15,550,000

	  Others:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Capital Outlay
	8,356,742
	10
	14,410,000
	10,004,727
	9
	17,700,000

	   Calamity Fund
	3,329,337
	12
	2,056,392
	3,601,679
	14
	2,154,199

	   Subsidy to MEEDD  
	362,000
	15
	-
	3,805,000
	12
	

	   Aid to Different
    Barangays
	177,200
	16
	242,625
	382,774
	16
	698,184

	   20% Development 
     Fund
	8,498,271
	9
	9,154,579
	8,763,766
	10
	9,894,531

	   Mayor’s Office
	3,544,428
	11
	4,394,850
	4,565,313
	11
	4,970,532

	   Others
	35,492,440
	2
	78,630,000
	34,372,898
	3
	82,640,000

	  Grand Total   
	135,610,000
	267,927,000
	159,830,000
	331,984,000


The average budget utilization per sector/item of the LGUs in 2009 and 2010 is reflected in Table 5.  In 2009, the average budget utilization for Social Welfare was about Php 4.988 million with an increase of 31.39 percent in 2010 at about Php 6.554 million in 2010.  The budget utilization for social welfare program and services ranked 9th having the highest budgetary allocation in 2009 and lowered to 10th in terms of highest budget utilization in 2010.      
It can be observed that the total budget allocation for Social Welfare is not being efficiently utilized because about half was expended in 2009 (44. 96%) and about the same percentage was not utilized in 2010 (47.68%).  
Table  5.
Local Government Budget Utilization Per Sector 
	Sector
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation

	  Infrastructure
	10,327,000
	6
	30,352,500
	9,548,900
	7
	18,137,900

	  Economic/Livelihood
	8,259,000
	7
	17,960,200
	13,438,000
	6
	43,258,700

	  Health
	12,427,972
	5
	42,000,000
	16,432,039
	5
	57,730,000

	  Education
	2,903,970
	10
	9,248,237
	3,663,131
	11
	10,690,000

	  Social Welfare 
	4,988,747
	9
	11,580,000
	6,554,651
	10
	22,210,000

	  Agriculture
	2,418,877
	12
	2,869,931
	3,147,714
	12
	5,258,404

	  Personal Services
	49,867,053
	2
	82,990,000
	53,016,158
	2
	94,170,000

	  MOOE
	34,298,216
	3
	113,500,000
	44,953,037
	3
	133,900,000

	  Supplementary Fund
	15,146,916
	4
	30,150,000
	8,324,500
	8
	11,450,000

	  Others:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Capital Outlay
	6,344,686
	8
	12,970,000
	7,207,880
	9
	14,610,000

	   Calamity Fund
	276,000
	15
	352,139
	752,573
	15
	1,051,854

	   Subsidy to MEEDD  
	2,884,921
	11
	-
	28,840,121
	4
	-

	   Aid to Different       

     Barangays
	214,900
	16
	261,684
	457,087
	16
	742,228

	   20% Development Fund
	2,310,885
	13
	1,118,592
	1,834,825
	13
	769,049

	   Mayor’s Office
	436,800
	14
	-
	823,415
	14
	193,090

	   Others
	54,150,555
	1
	186,500,000
	55,718,262
	1
	205,500,000

	  Grand Total
	124,810,000
	346,242,000
	142,400,000
	391,184,000


As to manpower resources of the Local Social Welfare and Development Office, Table 6 shows the profile of the employees.  The LSWDO has an average permanent employee of 7 and average non-permanent employee of about 4.   It has a total employee of about 11.  It has an average of one (1) Social Welfare Officer III,  one (1) Social Welfare Officer II,  and one (1) Social Welfare Officer.  As for the Clerk in the LSWDO, there is usually one (1) permanent clerk and one (1) non-permanent clerk or an average of two (2) clerks in the office.  The average number of Administrative Aide is one (1) which usually holds a permanent position.  For Day Care Workers,  there are usually four (4) Day Care Workers, with tow (2) usually holding permanent position and the other two (2) are non-permanent.  Not all LSWDOs have casual employee hired by the LGUs nor have permanent Youth Development Officer.  The average total monthly salary of non-permanent employees assigned in the LSWDO is Php 15,287.83 while the permanent employees is Php 103,888.28. 
Table  6.
Profile of Local Social Welfare Office (LSWDO) Employee 

	Characterisitics
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Number of Permanent Employee
	7.22
	13.15

	Number of Non-Permanent Employee
	3.42
	8.33

	Total Employee
	10.52
	15.96

	Permanent: 

 CSWDO/ MSWDO 

 SWO III

 SWO II

SWO
	1.00

1.47

1.09

1.09
	0.09

1.62

0.29

2.32

	Clerk:

   Permanent

   Non-permanent

   Total
	0.69

1.53

2.22
	1.54

2.01

2.52
	
	

	Adm. Aide:

   Permanent

   Non-permanent

   Total
	0.97

0.16

1.13
	3.26

0.80

3.32
	
	

	Day Care Workers:

   Permanent

   Non-permanent

   Total
	2.16

1.78

3.92
	8.17

8.53

12.70
	
	

	Casual LGU Link
	0.18
	0.66
	
	

	Permanent Youth Development Officer
	0.13
	0.36
	
	

	Total Salary of Permanent Employee
	1000117.46
	185898
	
	

	Total Salary of Non-permanent Employee
	15287.83
	30781.82
	
	

	Total Salary of LSWDO Employees
	103888.28
	104935
	
	


The budget allocation and utilization for Social Welfare and Development Programs and Services by sector in 2009 and 2010 is found in Table 7.   Among the non-mandatory allocations, the programs and services for children had the biggest share in the Social Welfare and Development Programs and Services budget allocation for 2009 and at an average of Php 480,287 and P593,823, respectively.  Programs and Services for persons with disability had the least budget allocation in 2009 and 2010 at Php79,806 and Php 77,147, respectively.  

For the mandatory allocation,  the 5% Calamity Fund had the biggest average allocation in 2009 and 2010 at Php 2.849 million and 3.107 million in 2009 and 2010, respectively.  The least budget allocation was for 1% Provision for RA 9344 in 2009 at Php 26,483.  However, the 1% Provision for RA 9344 is the 2nd to the least budget allocation in 2010 at Php 34,909 while the 5% for Persons with Disability had the least budget allocation at Php 33,767.        

Table  7.
Budget Allocation and Utilization for Social Welfare and Development 

                             Programs and Services, By Sector 

	Sector/Item
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation

	Allocation for:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Youth
	263,282
	3
	1,377,450
	263,645
	3
	1,223,150

	   Children
	480,287
	1
	899,252
	593,823
	1
	1,224,570

	   Older Persons
	119,088
	4
	172,662
	165,174
	4
	341,207

	   Persons with Disabilities
	79,806
	6
	192,242
	77,147
	6
	118,441

	   Women
	86,120
	5
	169,361
	88,443
	5
	169,778

	   Family
	454,096
	2
	308,117
	464,844
	2
	2,898,290

	Total Non-Mandatory Allocation
	1,491,900
	4,723,480
	1,671,100
	4,623,220

	   5% Calamity Fund
	2,849,600
	1
	4,598,190
	3,107,100
	1
	5,131,940

	   5% Older Persons
	68,549
	4
	241,341
	68,967
	4
	24,981

	   5% Persons with 

         Disabilities
	34,761
	5
	89,964
	33,767
	6
	86,482

	   5% GAD Fund
	1,688,500
	2
	5,892,740
	2,138,400
	2
	7,251,300

	   1% Provision for RA 9344
	26,483
	6
	102,425
	34,909
	5
	120,136

	   Aid in Crisis Situation
	715,989
	3
	1,993,500
	818,784
	3
	1,918,810

	Total Mandatory 

        Allocation
	5,371,200
	10,993,800
	6,195,000
	1,281,300

	  Grand Total       
	7,084,500
	15,025,100
	8,000,900
	16,277,300

	Utilization for:
	
	
	
	

	   Youth
	212,054
	4
	1,072,010
	118,587
	4
	296,846

	   Children
	429,623
	2
	969,816
	461,787
	1
	889,920

	   Older Persons
	97,978
	5
	163,391
	142,185
	3
	328,594

	   Persons with Disabilities
	3,836,500
	1
	43,487,500
	65,415
	5
	113,161

	   Women
	67,027
	6
	144,669
	63,314
	6
	130,234

	   Family
	410,323
	3
	2,771,330
	423,569
	2
	2,659,280

	   Total Non-Mandatory Allocation
	5,053,300
	44,141,900
	1,265,800
	3,214,820

	   5% Calamity Fund
	770,100
	2
	2,502,590
	836,660
	2
	3,020,590

	   5% Older Persons
	37,822
	4
	105,278
	43,640
	4
	114,772

	   5% Persons with 

         Disabilities
	21,789
	5
	61,460
	22,422
	5
	63,569

	   5% GAD Fund
	1,166,300
	1
	4,646,580
	1,276,800
	1
	5,280,130

	   1% Provision for RA 9344
	15,205
	6
	53,130
	16,048
	6
	56,291

	   Aid in Crisis Situation
	661,612
	3
	1,968,760
	774,940
	3
	1,860,960

	  Total Mandatory 

        Allocation
	2,662,500
	7,350,180
	2,958,600
	7,786,810

	  Grand Total      
	8,098,600
	49,680,200
	4,378,600
	10,588,800


Average percentage utilization for Social Welfare and Development Program and Services by sector is shown in Table 8.  Among the non-mandatory allocation, the services and programs for older persons had the most efficient utilization at 98.70% average utilization rate while the least efficiently utilized was the allocations for youth at 86.46% in 2009.  On the other hand, in 2010, the most efficient utilization was the allocation for children at 91.88% average utilization rate and the least efficiently utilized budget allocation was for persons with disabilities at 85.49%.  The average utilization rate of the budget allocation for non-mandatory Social Welfare and Development Program and Services was slightly higher in 2009 at 90.81% than in 2010 at 89.59% or an average of 90.20% for the last two years.

For the mandatory allocations, the highest utilization rate was for the Aid in Crisis Situation in 2009 and 2010 at 99.32% and 107.11% average utilization rate, respectively.  The lowest utilization rate was for the 5% Calamity Fund both in 2009 and 2010 at 51.72% and 45.12% average utilization rate, respectively.  The total utilization rate for the mandatory allocation was more or less the same at 54.53% in 2009 and 54.84% in 2010 or an average of 54.68% in the last two years.  The over-all utilization rate for Social Welfare and Development Program and Services is higher in 2010 at 72.64% compared to the 62.40% average utilization rate in 2009 or an average utilization rate of 67.52% for the last two years.         

Table  8.      Average Percentage Utilization of Budget Allocation for Social Welfare and 
                     Development Programs and Services, By Sector 

	Sector/Item
	Utilization Rate

	
	2009
	2010

	
	Percent
	Rank
	Percent
	Rank

	   Youth
	86.46
	6
	89.71
	3

	   Children
	88.97
	4
	91.99
	1

	   Older Persons
	98.70
	1
	91.99
	2

	   Persons with Disabilities
	90.52
	3
	85.49
	6

	   Women
	91.31
	2
	86.16
	5

	   Family
	87.76
	5
	88.95
	4

	Total Non-Mandatory Allocation
	90.81
	
	89.59
	

	   5% Calamity Fund
	51.72
	6
	45.12
	6

	   5% Older Persons
	90.20
	3
	94.18
	2

	   5% Persons with 

         Disabilities
	88.23
	4
	77.43
	4

	   5% GAD Fund
	91.36
	2
	80.13
	3

	   1% Provision for RA 9344
	78.98
	5
	73.25
	5

	   Aid in Crisis Situation
	99.32
	1
	107.11
	1

	Total Mandatory 

        Allocation
	54.53
	
	54.84
	

	  Grand Total       
	62.40
	
	72.64
	


The average percentage of the total budget allocations and utilization for basic social welfare services when LGUs are grouped according to income class is reflected in Table 9.  LGUs which belong to the 3rd class had the highest percentage allocation for social services out of their total budget in 2009 as well as in 2010.  The analysis of variance revealed that no significant difference in the mean percentage allocations for social services out of the total budget when local government units were grouped according to their income class with the computed p-values (p=0.442 and 0.803) all greater than 0.05 in 2009 and 2010.  Thus, regardless of their income class, the percentage of allocation for basic social welfare programs and services is more or less the same at about 5 percent.   

In terms of budget utilization for basic social welfare services, LGUs in the 2nd class had the highest percentage utilization of their total budget allocation in 2009 and 2010.  Likewise, the analysis of variance revealed that no significant difference in the mean percentage utilization for social services out of the total budget when local government units were grouped according to their income class with the computed p-values (p=0.290 and 0.411) all greater than 0.05 in 2009 and 2010.  Thus, regardless of their income class, the percentage of utilization for basic social welfare programs and services is more or less the same at about 6 percent.   

Table  9.
Percentage of Total Budget Allocation and Utilization for Basic Social 

                             Welfare Services, By Class

	Class
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation

	Allocation for Social Services:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HUCs and 1st
	4.95
	3
	5.26
	5.45
	3
	6.20

	2nd
	5.49
	2
	7.51
	5.40
	4
	6.99

	3rd
	6.81
	1
	10.48
	6.76
	1
	8.14

	4th
	4.22
	4
	4.02
	5.61
	2
	6.17

	5th
	2.86
	5
	1.89
	3.81
	5
	2.99

	Total
	5.07
	6.81
	5.68
	6.61

	p-value
	0.442 ns
	0.803 ns

	Budget Utilization for Social Services:
	
	
	
	

	HUCs and 1st
	4.04
	4
	3.18
	4.47
	4
	4.32

	2nd
	10.71
	1
	22.94
	11.20
	1
	23.36

	3rd
	6.07
	2
	10.15
	6.28
	2
	8.70

	4th
	4.31
	3
	4.52
	5.46
	3
	8.73

	5th
	3.76
	5
	2.35
	4.47
	5
	3.28

	Total
	5.77
	11.22
	6.36
	11.70

	p-value
	0.290 ns
	0.411 ns


Table 10 presents the percentage of total supplemental budget utilized for Basic Social Welfare Services.  In 2009, LGUs in the 5th class have the highest mean percentage of supplemental budget utilized for basic social welfare services at 39.91 percent.  However, in 2010, LGUs in the 2nd class had the highest mean percentage of their supplemental budget spent for Basic Social Welfare Services at 15.73 percent.  The results of the analysis of variance revealed that no significant difference in the mean percentage utilization of supplemental budget for social services when local government units were grouped according to their income class with the computed p-values (p=0.520 and 0.652) all greater than 0.05 in 2009 and 2010.  Thus, regardless of their income class, the percentage of utilization of supplementation budget allocations for basic social welfare programs and services is more or less the same at about 10 percent.
Table  10.
Percentage of Supplemental Budget Utilization Against Allocation for 

                             Basic Social Welfare Services, By Class
	Class
	2009
	2010

	
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Rank
	Standard Deviation

	HUCs and 1st
	4.54
	5
	4.32
	7.16
	4
	9.46

	2nd
	14.78
	2
	31.48
	15.73
	1
	33.11

	3rd
	10.98
	3
	21.12
	10.67
	2
	13.30

	4th
	8.56
	4
	17.03
	8.96
	3
	17.64

	5th
	18.63
	1
	39.91
	4.26
	5
	2.28

	Total 
	10.06
	21.53
	9.91
	18.58

	p-value
	0.520 ns
	0.652ns



The parameters used by the LGUs in budget allocation prioritization are presented in Table 11.  Among the highly urbanized cities and 1st , 2nd ,  3rd and 5th class  municipalities, they allocate their budget based on the needs of their constituents while among 4th class municipalities, they allocate their budget based on the priority thrusts of the local government unit.    

Table  11.
Parameters Used in the Budget Allocation Prioritization, By Class  
	Parameters/Class
	Yes
	No
	Total

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Frequency
	Percent
	Frequency
	Percent

	Need

HuCs and 1st 

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
Total
	13

17

19

26

8

83
	15.70

20.50

22.90

31.30

9.60

85.60
	1

1

4

8

0

14
	7.10

7.10

28.60

57.10

0.00

14.40
	14

18

23

34

8

97
	14.40

18.60

23.70

35.10

8.20

100.00

	Priorities
HuCs and 1st 

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
Total
	11

16

17

32

7

83
	13.30

19.30

20.50

38.60

8.40

85.60
	3

2

6

2

1

14
	21.40

14.30

42.90

14.30

7.10

14.40
	14

18

23

34

8

97
	14.40

18.60

23.70

35.10

8.20

100.00

	Requirements
HuCs and 1st 

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
Total
	10

12

11

21

6

60
	16.70

20.00

18.30

35.00

10.00

61.90
	4

6

12

13

2

37
	10.80

16.20

32.40

35.10

5.40

38.10
	14

18

23

34

8

97
	14.40

18.60

23.70

35.10

8.20

100.00
	
	98.50

0.75

0.75

100.00

	Others
HuCs and 1st 

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
Total
	3

1

3

2

0

9
	33.30

11.10

33.30

22.20

0.00

9.30
	11

17

20

32

8

88
	12.50

19.30

22.70

36.40

9.10

90.70
	14

18

23

34

8

97
	14.40

18.60

23.70

35.10

8.20

100.00
	
	


V. Conclusions
The following are the significant findings of the study:
1. Though there was an in crease in the average budget allocation for social welfare program from 2009 to 2010, implementation of social welfare program is not very much the priority of the local government units, it ranked 8th having the highest budgetary allocation in 2009 and became the 7th priority in terms of budget allocation in 2010.
2. The budget utilization for social welfare program and services ranked 9th having the highest budgetary utilization in 2009 and lowered to 10th in terms of highest budget utilization in 2010.      It can be observed that the total budget allocation for Social Welfare is not being efficiently utilized because about half was expended in 2009 (44. 96%) and about the same percentage was not utilized in 2010 (47.68%).  
3. Among the non-mandatory allocations, the programs and services for children had the biggest share in the Social Welfare and Development Programs and Services budget allocation while the programs and services for persons with disability had the least budget allocation.    For the mandatory allocation, the 5% Calamity Fund had the biggest average and the least budget allocation was for 1% Provision for RA 9344.

4. In terms of average percentage utilization of the budget allocation for Social Welfare and Development Program and Services, among the non-mandatory allocation, the services and programs for older persons was the most efficiently used in 2009 and the ones for children in 2010 while the least efficiently utilized budget allocation was for the youth and persons with disabilities.  For the mandatory allocations, the highest average utilization rate was for the Aid in Crisis Situation in 2009 and 2010 and the lowest utilization rate was for the 5% Calamity Fund in 2009 and in 2010.  The average percentage utilization rate of the budget allocation for the non-mandatory allocation is 90.20% and for mandatory allocation is 54.68% and the over-all utilization rate for Social Welfare and Development Program and Services is 67.52% for the last two years.       
5. LGUs which belong to the 3rd class had the highest percentage allocation for social services out of their total budget.  No significant difference in the mean percentage allocations for social services out of the total budget was found when local government units were grouped according to their income class.  Thus, regardless of their income class, the percentage of allocation for basic social welfare programs and services of LGUs  is more or less the same at about 5 percent.   In terms of budget utilization for basic social welfare services, LGUs in the 2nd class had the highest percentage utilization of their total budget allocation.  Likewise, no significant difference in the mean percentage utilization for social services out of the total budget was found when local government units were grouped according to their income class.  Therefore, regardless of their income class, the percentage of utilization for basic social welfare programs and services is more or less the same at about 6 percent.   

6. LGUs in the 5th and 2nd class have the highest mean percentage of supplemental budget utilized for basic social welfare services.  No significant difference in the mean percentage utilization of supplemental budget for social services when local government units were grouped according to their income class was found.  Hence, regardless of their income class, the percentage of utilization of supplementation budget allocations for basic social welfare programs and services is more or less the same which is about 10 percent.   
7. Among the highly urbanized cities and 1st , 2nd ,  3rd and 5th class  municipalities, their budget allocation was primarily based on the needs of their constituents while among 4th class municipalities, they allocate their budget based on the priority thrusts of the local government unit.    

VI. Recommendations

Based on the significant findings of the study, the following recommendations are forwarded:

1. Local Social Welfare and Development Offices must prepare an work and financial plan or annual investment plan to be presented and advocated to the local chief executives. 
2. Commitment of employees at the Local Social Welfare and Development Offices so that they can maximize the utilization of budget allocations for Social Welfare and Development Programs and Services so that the disadvantaged groups can fully benefit of the programs and services of government intended for them.

3. To keep track of their allocations and spending for efficient budget utilization in the implementation of Social Welfare Programs and Services, budget allocation and utilization must be regularly monitored by the Local Social Welfare and Development Office for each sector/item.  This will help the office in identifying which sector/item lag behind in the utilization of its budget so that proper interventions can be made.    
4. Updated and relation data and information on the situation of the disadvantaged group in the community must be prepared to be presented to decision makers so that they be aware and give more priority to Social Welfare Programs and Services in the allocation of budget of the LGUs.
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