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Glossary of Key Terms Used in the County Budget

Transparency Survey

Wailuhiling Survey — In the CBTS 2020, rwo official
county websites - the County Executive and Assembly

wiehsites were considered for the survey,

e Dawilivanon They kead couwnry-level cvic
engagements in the budger process in their counties and
FEEIOnNE,

Cormmumity influencers whe

muobilize citizens and support collecrive learning, analyss,

and pencration of citizens” proposals related o budper
decisions, expecially ar the Ward level. Budger champions
are recruited and teamned by budget facilimtors,

Bvidiet veur) Fiscil Your/ Finuncial Yeir — Af crtic
povernment buder reportmg penod covenng mwelve
months friom Dse July of each calendar vear 1o 3ikh June

of the subsequent calendar year,

i o

The second parr of

the CH l".:r lha'r cht chs the comprehensiveness of the
budger informaton made available in published budger
documents. A set of prederermined questions is used 1o
derermine the extensveness of the budger informanon

prroncinded,

L3 e lasgraii T N Expendirure
vcurred w0 buy, improve, or extend the life of capinal

e fied assers Le. roads, buildings, equipment, enc.

Easmmmnig ol Parpose which the fiends
arc unilized on. Foouses on recorrent expendirurne

[personnel emaluments, operations, and maintenance)
andd development expenditure thar includes purchases,

rransfers o individuals o the programme level,

Flapslvip Project /4 apital oot £l &I
prropent = They are Ainanced through development/
capital expendinere and usually lnst ae least 2 financial
vear, They are projects. thar are meant to benefir several
wands or the whole county, and that is how they differ

from ward specific projects,

Funcoonal classitican The sectoral class or group
tor which expendinure belongs i.e. health, education,
agniculire, et cetera, Expendimure at a programme and
subs-programme level falls under functional classificanon,

Mulvivear = This referred 1o information that refers o a
penod thar is more than one financial vear. This coubd be

vears i the past or coming vears

These are addinonal research
pleces on mranspagency in certain thematic budger areas
that coubd not be measured through a standardized !
yuestionnaire. Examples here incluwde public participation

and eqquiry.

Mhinliiliar fescarch

Pubdicly availalle = indicares the availabilicy of a
basclgrer on the official county government websites and
.'leL'l.'FrithllIE:r' :Iuri.-ug thie SUEVEY [ wl, For the CHTS
20210, pas ofhicial county websites were examined —the
legistatve arm of government (the County Assembly)
and the cxecutive anm's official website (the Counry

Executive).

Mot = Caregories of spending thar are piven
precedence over the medm term, They could b
sectors, departments,/ ministrics or programmes

and sub-programmes or projects determined by the
povernment to be of higher imponanee, thus recenve
a higher budger allocation or share than the previous

yenr{sk,

Frogranm = A group of independent bur closely
related acnvities designed to achieve an expecred
outcome. In some instanees, counties may refer to
PO rRMITICs 0 sub-sectors

Hoadahie Fornon = The contents of the budger

document should be provided in ordinary document

formarts such as the open Pormable Document Formuan

(P or the popular, readily availuble word processing

formats (oo and (docs) be downloadable. Where s i
diwenloaded document cannot be downloaded or opened

by P and DHOC file viewers such as Adobe Acrobar !
and Microsoft Office, respectively, the budper document »
wis considered not o be accessible, 1

Bovenne Tnlormanion = Information on the income

l'l‘ft'l'ﬂ.'d h}' CORInTY p,:m:mrrunr P l.-.lril::ll.ls Ve

sources, including intergovernmental transfers, which

comprises cquitable share and conditonal prants and

lscal revenues)” Crhwn Source Revenue, which is income

from taxes, charges, and levies imposed and collecred by ‘
the: couney,

VI Kenva Cisiney H-ulh:ﬂ Trsmgunency Sy X000



Regular expendirure incursed
For the ongoing operation of a county government. [
inchudes expenses such as compensation o employees,
purchase of goods, services & operatons, and
muaintenance and does not include development/ capital
COSIS,

Hedureenn i W[ [0 ENdg

senior Beviewers = A panel of individuals who are
experts in public finance and survey methodologies, whao

provided overall guidance duning the survey process.

scerar/ Deparmem | Minisiry = These are a group of
institunions that contmbure rowards a commaon function
such as health, educaton, agreulire crc service delivery.
Kenyan counties use the rerms secrors) departments
and ministries interchangeably, although some may
distinguish when distnbating or reporting their budger
cxpendinures,

I

Sewtinl Lasthinges

the maxamum bodger diserbunon
allocanions 1o cach secror/ depariment / minisiry.

sybeprogramme = It i€ the part of the programme
crcated o deliver services and activines that contmbute

tor achioving a program’s objectives Le, projeces,

strvey tenls — The survey mols for this sady included
a derailed questonnaire, a carlogue with informacon
upon which the gquestionnaine was generared and a
questionnaire with sample information w help gusde the
researchers

Eoenva Couniy |!-|.|..i:r|'|.'nr|.l|:.|lm| Suryey I il
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Executive Summary

An active citizenry is an essennal component of
democracy. Such active public parscipanion begins
with access to timely and comprehensive informarion
and aceessble opporunities for citizens o contmbure
te palicy decisions, When governments provide
I:'E'II'FI-;'II'L‘hL"I‘IriI"n.', scccssille, and nmely informanon

anvd formal engagement spaces, they creare room for
micaningful and well-informed citizen engagement as
well as oversight by legislanres and independent audis
IFELMIEH HES,

Since 2015, the Inrernanonal Budger Partnership
keenya (IBP Kenya) has been carrving our
1 bi-anmual survey o assess the public
availabiliry of key budget documenrs

at kenya's sub-nanonal level. In

2020 TBP Kenya rolled oot o

more in-deprh survey which 1s

caroed out topether wath envil

The County Budget
Transparency Survey
(CBTS) 2020

i8 33 our of 100, Thes is a clear indicanion thar counties
dor ot provide sulficient budser informarion, and
where budger documents are published, they often lack
essential budipet information required for meaningful
CILZET EOEAgeTrient.

A majority of Kenya's counties are not
publishing their budget documents
consistently

The CIFTS 2020 shows that counmnes are ol consistent
in the documents they make available 1o the public
as many countics stopped publishing some
budger documents which they had
previously published. For msance,
the Programme-Based Budgen is
the premaer budger document
thar prves all informanon
regarding allocanons for cach

SOCICTY Drgankzations thar are reflects an assessment of | programene o be carried our
based in the counnes assessing the kﬂj’ hl-FdﬂE't documents im the couney budger, Owver
the public availability of key requirﬂd to be prﬂdumﬂ the last three consecutive
-:r-un:' budiret documenis by counties through the CBTS' (2018-20200, only five
and the comprehensvencss p counnes: Elgevo-Marakoer,
of the contents of the budger 2019/20 FFI'I'.EI'I.I:IHI Wﬁr‘ﬂﬂd Laikipia, Kilif, Nyen, and

i Ligeane r|:|:l|.|t: a-r;-u;ihhlu !_'.3.' th& ty’pﬂﬂ- ﬂf I“fﬂmmﬁ M HI-:ullI, have consistent |:|.'
countics. The County Budger disclosed. published their approved

Transparency Survey (CHRTS) 2020

reflects an assessment of the key buadper

documents required to be produced by counries
through the 20019/ 20 Financial Year and the ypes of
informmanion disclised, The research foe CETS 20200
cowvered I-'.-u.'i::.'a'x 4T counties and was :il_lE!iI'lﬂ[[l.,'q_‘I h!.' 21
rescarchers devon from cvil sociery organizations across
19 counnes.

Citizens still have limited access to budget
information in the counties.

The CBTS 20200 finds a manginal increase in the numbser
of documents published by countics on their official
websites, which implics that Kenyva's subnational budger
transparency has sgnated in general. A consolidamon
of the resulis on the availabibity of budper dotuments
and their comprehensiveness reveals a bleak picrure as
the average County Budges Transparency Index score

Progrrammie-Based Budgers online,
Budger implementation informaton suffers
a simular fare, Chnly five counties: Baringo,
Elgevo Marakwer, Kiambu, Laikipia, and West
Pakot, consistentdy published their quarterdy budget
implementaton reports across all four quarters,

Budget documents frequently lack specific
details of budget information needed to
monitor service delivery.

A majonry of the assessed county badpet document
chich svent imvclude crbwal mformanon, sueh as desails

on revenue and non-financial informanon on budget
mmplementanion. Other documents Bibed w incorporane
thi: basic minimum accounting standards, such as

the disagprogation of recurrent and development
expenditune derails. A key challenge i this area was also
inconsisencics in the provision of budper nformmanon
by comnmes, For example, a county would provide

X Buenya County Budget Trampunency Savey 3041
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revenue informaton in their approved Programme-
Based Budger and fail to report revenue performance
progress in the subseguent documents such as the
Quarterly Budger Implemenation Repart,

The level of information on public
participation in budget documents is
extremely low.

The CETS 2020 results show thar most counoes fail
tor report on the formal opportunines provided o
the public to participate in budger processes, The
average transparency score about the informanon

on public participation i only 6 out of 100 pants
Thiz= informanon was r|1:|~:5i1:||g entirely im almsse all
the assessed Programme-Based Budgess despite this
hr-'lil}': the mose Sratepee Cpperminary foor thie pl.lhhl.' fia

contnbute o and influence public spending decisions.

Faster progress is possible.

Althoweh many county governments did nor engage
dircetly with our rescarchers, 22 counties leveraged the
opporuniry presented when TSP kenya shared the draft
AUTVEY resuliz for review and rlul'rllihhi 6% axdchissmal
budger documents online, This shows thar a substantal
pamount of badger informanon coubd be made available
by couney governments in a relarvely shore ime frame.
Rather than waitng for enal zocety calls o adope more
Iransparcnt |1-lllh!r.'|:|.l'li.",'| [rEACTCCS, COUNEY HRCrInens can
realize significant transparency wins by uploading the
documents on their websites as soon as they are hnalized
and rabled in their County Assemblics as requaned by the
Cosanty PFM Regulamnon 7(3)

1 avalarr chupmpvan SroskTaed 4 TN BT (YR prisetiey dinees apiferang et anrreee O fraes o [peds dligwwsarp Munaily Comtrad IF nd,

N s Kk Cnanry, N0
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SECTION 1:
Introduction

Budper transparency is the provision of amely and
comprehensive buadger informanon o cinzens. Whibke
not 3 poal in iself, open budgenng practices strengthen
government accountabality and allow effecove dialogue
an the spending poornnes, revenues, and allocations o
deliver public services between a povernment and irs
people. In Kenva, the Consotution of Kenva, 2000 and
the core implemennng bows and regralations such as the
County Governments Act, 2012, the Public Finance
?'rIHII:I.;I,"l'm-I.‘I'II .r"m:l1 Z‘]ll :Iu.i ud]:l;:r 5-:|||1u||'|,|.1'a ry |¢'Hi.'§lm'i||n
mandate a certamn level of mnsparency, accountabaliry,
anil public parucipasion in bedger formulamen,
implementaton, evaluation, and asdinng. Although

mandared by kv, budper transparency and o

access o information remain key
challenges both ar the natonal and
county bevel. Governments have
been slow vy instmsnomalize '
consistent and rimely
pul:ﬂixhing ::lf k-l.'_'l.' |:H.IIJ|.'J:I!

informarion, amd the level f

Decentralized governance
has become widely recognized
as essential to strengthening

Assessing fiscal transparency

Soimie intermational organizations have come up with
ways o measure fiscal ransparency . However, most

of these are conducted ar the natonal kevel, wirh dhe
well-knoram Open Budget Survey (OBS) conducred by
the Inrernational Budger Partnership being the most
comprehensive ~ it is currently conducred globally across
117 Counries,

Decenmralized governance has become widely recogmized

as exsential to strengthening democranc pracrices

globally, and subnational governments are receiving
ncreased responsibility for allocarng amd

T spending public resources. While bocal

“, or subenational povernments are
%, entrusted with many complex
."“-_ service delivery funcoons in

b MANY COUMIMes, thefe o
hardly any empincal smudics
that address subs-nanonal

frsil iransparency-. Even

e 2 hu-:l;.:-u:l. I democratic practices | where subnational smdics
EXCCUTIMI FeMains wantng, giﬂhﬂ“:f,. and subnational e e rramqur;unn'

| ; | )
The Internanional Budgper ! governments are receiving | have been conducted, they
Partnership Kenya (1BP increased responsibility for have been piblo stadies and
kienya) has spene the Last allocating and spending public only covered a imited scope
VR VEALS SUKDOETINE reSOUrces S i.e. major citles, rEEIons, 45 thee
open and inclusive budgering : : A case of Brazl capirals’ .
priscesses at the namonal amd ™ =
county levels in Kenya. IBP Kenva N kenya’s Counry Budges

recognizes that meenng the legal e ——
stipularions on budget tiinsparency reguires a
commanmient by cownny gowvernmentz w hooor their duiy
o avall comprehensive budger information prompaly.
We suppart the open budgeting apenda theowgeh our
countey-wide rescarch and advocacy programme o
promote public access o budget information and adopt
inchusive and accountable budger systems — the Kenya
County Budper Transparency Survey (CBTS). The CBTS
is an objecnve measure of the disclosure of key county-
bevel budget informarion and seeks o amplify citizens”
demand for subnaronal fiscal information,

Transparency Survey (CBTS) studics
the measure of transparency ar the

subnatiomal level. Launched in 200 5, the CHTS
i Kenya's only independent, comparative, and fact
based measure of budget transparency at the counry
government level, In past rounds, the survey has been a
bi-annual snody focused solely on the public avatlabalire
of key budger documents across Kenva'’s 47 counties

Y e age the Pulds: t.'\.[ltrhl.hmr atul Firisswial Secomnesinksy

IPEFEN Framowork, the T ermaneial Smetary P (5 anad Wikl

Biank’s Erpwans cn the Cservance of Standunds amd Cocdles (RO, and

the Imarmamcenal Badger Pemmership’s ©pen Budger Suney (084

Kragh, v (201 2) Sedtwations] Beslges Transpageacy: A Analyvis of

Tem Pibest Stualies. Irierrestional Bodger Parmeship Ligs
mpiris sl neabsoore s copien weboady salmsstoiil s
apsr_Sroal pali

" Tenziiuie (o Soctal asd Ecomcmc Snidies (15 FSC), Teard Taabpee
transparrncy af Feraeliom Capirks baps s s mallnale o
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This indicator pave critical insighes on the direcronal
trend in releasing timely budger information, Sll, ir did
not address the quality of budger informanon released
b the counmes, whether the informanon in the key
budger documents is enough for cinzens w contrbute to
policy decisions and ensure robust iversagh.

I this round of the CBTS, borrowing mainly from the
OBS methodology, IBP Kenva added an assessment

in ome addinional area essential for budger
accountahility: the comprehensiveness of
the informarion provided bw counties in
their publizhed budger documenes”.
The CHTS 2020 was, therefore,

done in rwo phases, First, we &8
comducted the availabiliry f
survey that evaluared the

The timely availability of
key budget information

tor understand how thear ocal governments unlize funds
through their county budgers and further distribure the
resources within the counties. Subnantional transparency
s a vital component in civic engragement in public
finance management.

The umely avatlability of key budger informanon

1 crucial for public participation, particubarly in

beveragng key entey poanrs within the budger process
10 influence budpet decisinns and monitor budger
implementanion to ensure thar budger

T allocanion reflects public service delivery

prchtes. Oversight insrinmons also
require budger information fuor

S mitoring the implementanon

%,

of public resources,

availability of eleven key is crucial for public l'-l | ::mx'w:. u'hitfl c n.lm:in.-:».'
budger documents that, [ participation, particularly in document pu Il.nfﬁ._nnn |
by larw;, are requised 1o be leveraging key entry points l;“'"““; '::; o 'mF““'”!!L
published on their offical | within the budget process to i R R
county websites. The | : p = o be comprehensive; thar
influence budget decisions /s, they should meet the
second phase assessed the I ok :
comprehensiveness of the and monitor hudgut /- basic standards in pnninhng
informarion contained in the implementation the '“'-‘:"r_’“‘f'”“ as l"‘"IU'“'L"'-EI_
budgeet documents made publicly by the public finance lws. We
A T A T have gathered crncal msighrs from
CBTS will be structured as an annual —— comphementary programs in this

exercise Foecusing on budget transparency
through each financial year, feauring the availabiity and
comprehensiveness components evaluated in this year's

ULV

Expanding our assessment of Kenya's
subnational budget transparency

The numbser of budger documents published in the
official county websites has prown over time, as shown
in the previows surveys conducted by IBP Kenaya'. With
the uprrend in availabiliy and accessibility, coupled wath
concerted awareness-raising and capacity-building efforts
from a strong neraork of public finance organizations,
we have observed a marked inerease m ommeen nferest

= R, 1* 03, B Slamrae, ML E3SG), Hiow Dheres Chal Sisiety Uie Budger
Imifiemation. Slapping Fiscal Tassparency Gaaps il Meeds in Developing
Conmieks, Wishingon, TR fmomational Bulge 'I"Jrlllrl-|ll[|. Labohal
levtiarive foa Fiscal Trasspareney, Dl | wionadilcsaikuiadbided
g i oo upkigls hee g -le s -om il sty s St
iilamipin 1= OV Lipwd]

* Imipymarional Bl Parinesship (o) Kenya Dloss Much Haadpes
Inframatem sie Countics Patsshing 4 mbne. lige,  wun
s o sk s Tnpkeot wodk-Rn coiniey . e Sl 1 CoMIIGE.
bt e veariings commiy Inachncts 18 aciia - Celaits, Uil il o i

bz

regard, IBP Kenya and Urna Trust jomnily run

a county budgeting program designed o baild
facilitators’ capacity around the country 1w understand
and train citizens and povernments on county budgers.
The program’s goal is 0 support cndc educators in
impraving their content knowledge and facilisation
skills ro suppor county-level onganizanons, cnzens,
and governments o effectvely engape around the
county budger process. Our rrined facilitators generate
evidence and mobilie their communities w advocare
foor open budger practices and budger accountability
utilizing the information macde avaikable by the counry
EOVETNITTTL
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These expenences from the fSeld show that there are
1ssues i the gquality of the informanon provided, which
has anformed the Eipinhit:ll:l. of the assessment sCeps bn
this 2020 survey, For instance, in many sinsagions, county
budget facilitators have found that even when a county
ha= pu|!||l'5|!u.'r] budger decuments, cnncal informarton
required fo monitor service delivery is often missing,
thus negammvely impacting public dialogue, Therefore,
these challengres have creared the demand 1o examine
the quality of budger informaton provided by county
pgovernments in pubbzhed budper documenis.

Structure of the report

This repaort presents the Counry Budger Transparency
Survey 2020 on the budger transparency in Kenva'’s 47
counties theoweh dhe 2009/ 20 Financial Year.

intresluction o the survey i assessing fiscal
transparcncy an the subnatonal kevel,

'|'I-:I'|.‘.‘~l|.'l'II!F [h-l.' MEXD KEL‘L‘_!.':J. l:'.ulml?.' ﬂm{p_-;'l:
Transparency Survey process and provides derailed
informarion on the devel wprnant of survey tools, all
the budger documents under evaluanon, and vanows
stakcholders” involvement through the survey process,

sumemanzes the ]-u.'_'!.' E.!lr]illgx froam the
CBTS 2020 and gooms inoon feedback recetved from
counties on the draft survey resulis

| Eamiies the in formation j1|;|.1_1|ixlu:d '|'_|-1
countes under seven key themanc arcas - revenue

This survey evaluated the comprehensiveness of
information in the four key budger documenes: County
Integrated Development Plan, Annual Development
Plan, Counry Fiscal Strategy Paper, and Approved
Programme Based Budgers, These are the key
documents around which counnes must have public
deliberanons in making decisions on planning and
priGnes,

imformanisn, expendioune information, the informanon
prowiced on public participation, information on
priontes, informanon on capital projects, and how
counties adhere o fiscal responsibilines.

lesoks at each badger document availed
by counties and assesses the comprehensiveness of
their contents, The resulis on the comprehensiveness
of the following assessed documents are presenned:
Couney Integrated Development Plan (CIDP), Annual
Dievelopment Mlan (ADP), Approved Programme-Based
Budget (PBB), County Fiscal Strategy Paper (CF5P),
County Cuarterly Budger Implementation Review
“l:'pu.er, {me'r}' I!-ur]grl Beviea and Ouilook |"',1.'|1-c[
(CBROPY, Cinzens Budger and Finance Act,

summarties the survey's key findings and
recommendations o improve budger rransparency m the
countes,

3 Ky Conmry Budeet Trassparency Survey 20010
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SECTION 2:

Assessing budget transparency in Kenya's counties: The 2020 Kenya
County Budget Transparency Survey process

The 2020 Kenya County Budger Transparency Survey (CBTS) follows a simple but robust methodalogy imvolving key
actors who leverage their budger knowledge and a elear understanding of the budget process w advocare for improved

service debivery ar the grassroots level,

The CETS 2020 follows q'iiu;!ll kl.':.' SHeps

reh Procacs

Py Mocdyd Fadnton dnimw fros Coppier op €301 sordmy germag
Fraaiadk am gy Sl Maredke X120

ﬂ wyelopment and standardization af budget
gy. TBP Kenya
adopred a collaborative approach wo the development of

transparency tools and methodok

the ool used oo carey out the survey. This involved the
development of the questonnaire and other supporting
gousls auch as the H‘uidﬂ. that were wsed '|1-:|.' the rescarchers
and reviewers during the different stages of the survey,
At this srage, we invited ¢l society onganizanons

(050, officials from county povernments, and

manonal povernment mstinutions o provide feedback

on the survey desipn, Their feedback and views were
meorporated in refining and standardizing the tools.
Besides, senior reviewers drawn from public policy
practitioners and academia also provided useful guidance
on the tools and methodobogy throughout the survey

period.

The survey toals were applicd o assess the availability
and comprchensiveness of the content of all the budger
documents thar countics are legally required 1o have
published through the 20019720 financial year.

county budger documents in the county execurive and

ity Survey. Checking the avalabibioy of key

county assembly welbsires

The CBTS 2020 assesses the public availability of key
county budpet documents as mandated by the Public
Finanee Management Act, 2012 for the inancial year
2009/20. A complete financial vear in Kenya begins on
15t July of the current cabendar year and ends on the
3hth of June of the subsequent calendar year, Because

Eaenya Comniy Badpct Teans padcsy SUivey 300 "1



Loounty Budger Beview and Outlook Paper (CBRON)
200 was now vet released ar the period of our survey,

legnskaove arm of government (the County Assembly)
ard the executive arm's website (the Counry Execurive),

I!hﬂ.' '::HRI I 200 s cvaluated .l|-:|||ghi|:||.' all I!II]Il_"r fen
|:|-U|.|.;|.;\-|.'1 documenis= I'allln"_lL under I 20092100,

Biosth wene cxamined,

Table 2 below mdicanes the 11 |:||.||:|p||.'1 driionents
For the purpase of this survey, a budger documene is
considered o be "publicly available” if it is published
on the otfcial county povernmient's websiies and was
accessible during the survey period. A majority of

assessed in the survey accompanied by information
regarding the legal requirements regarding their
publishing and the dmelines, The survey was conducred
berween Awgust and Seprember 2020

beenya’s counties have oo official couney websines, the

Documents far

| County Integrated  Though the b is not elear when this docoment CIDP 2018-2022 1
Development Plan  should be published, a CIDP details the
(CIDP core framewnrk thar puiches each swcceeding l

government in planning 1_‘||:'|.'-I_'1Il]'ll'“|_"ﬁl in the
county over five years. Therefore, logically it
should be published at the end of each preceding
COnty Hﬂ"-'l."[ﬂmt'ﬂl:l.‘; [efLre pl.'t'lllll.‘l.

2 Anmual Counry Bxecutive Committee Member for ADFP for the Y 2009-2020 {The
Development Plan - Planning tables the ADP of the next financial Annual Development Plan should
(AD™ year before the Counry Assembly by Seprember have been made available 1o the pruabdic

1 of the current financial year, The law requires
thear the member publish and publicize the ADP

lare=t Seprember 7, H18).

within seven days of its submission o the County

Assembly.
3 County Fiscal The CFSP is tabled in the County Assembly no The CFSP February 2009 - Made
arraregy Paper later than Pebruary 28, The document is approved  publicly available by March 21, 2019, 1
[CFESF (with or without amendments) by March 15, The
law requires thar the County Treasury make the -

CFSP available ro the public within seven days of
tabling it in the county assembly.

-

PER for the FY 2009 20 macde
pul::l:ll."l:r availabie h!.' _!lll:l.' b e 1

4 Program-Based
Budger (PBI)

The Counry Assembly considers the county
U ETNETCIE I:”."J:L"'l.'T E'F[il'l'lilrL"ﬁ LLE3 ﬁ!'lpfll'ﬁ'l.' II:IL']'I:I.
with osr warkoar ﬁ:l‘tl‘h':|3||.|.|1:||.'|11:i... i 1'i|:|-|_' fusr r|'|:_'
relevant appropoaton b and any other laws
1'l:l|.|l.lil'1.'lJ toy implement the budgrer 1o be passed
l:l:.' .|1:m.' B0 oof each VEar. Mlent lmtier thiam 21 1_|:|'!.'j

after the County Assembly has approved the
bucdper esnmares, the law requaires thar the Couniy 1
Treasury consolidate the budpger esnmancs and 1
pui:lh.hh anal |'|-1:||1-]i.-:'i..-'|:' them,
5  Cinzens Budger Should accompany the Budget Esnimates. Accompany Budget Estimates)/ 1
Approved Programme-Based Budger
220,

1

- 2 :
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CUumeEnts

6 Finanee Aer The County Finance Bill should be approved Finance Act 2009 made publscly
it law within W0 days of the passing of the available larest October 7, 2019
County Appropriaton Bill, which the taw sequires
s he '|1:4.~:1|.1] |1-:|.'_[|.||!|: 30 Finance Bills shoalid,
therefore, be approved by Seprember 30, Meaning
the Finance Act should Finance Act 2019 made
publicly available latest October 7, 2019

7 County Budget The County Treasury submits the CBROP o the  CBROP FY 2019 made publicly
Reviear and County Executiee Commamnmes on lin'j":'I'l'll'H.'r 3, available by Oictober 28, 2019
Outlook Paper Within 14 days after its submission, the Counry
[CBROP Executive committee considers approving ir, with

o without amendments. Mot later than seven days
after the County Executive Committee approves
it, the Committee must table it before the County
Assembly and publish it as soon as possible after

tabling ir.

Quarterly Buadger Cuarrerly Budget Implementanon Reports should  The latest avalable Chaarterly
Implementation be published one month after the end of cach Implementanon Report is evaluated.
]EE'i“"—I -I.lllﬂrtl._'l.'.

8.1 Quarter 1 (July 1 to Seprember 30 report Quarter 1 by October 31 2019

publiched by Ocrober 31
8.2 Quarter 2 (October 1 o Decembser 31) report Chearter 2 by January 31 2020
pul:alp.h;'d by Jamuary 31

- E— T TR v <t TR T mm— e W

8.3 Quarer 3 (January 1 to March 31) report Cruarter 3 by Apnl 30 2020
published by April
B4 Ouarter 4 (Apal 1 co fune 3y publizhed by Cuarter 4 by July 31 2020
July 31
ﬂ { documents online, At the end of the two weeks, TRP
Afrer |_-I.'_‘1I||;|rinl_!| the hl,'ﬂ:-] conduected a fimal check to CApIUIT IMPOACIMENTS
i availabiliry of the cogmny '|1|.|-:]F|.'I discuments on therr el ll'l'-"’l'l"*"r-'“t"-' the newly ::|1l|r'1|.|r.'|J documenes ineo
P official websites, the drafr resulis of the survey wene the survey,
shared with all the 47 counry governmients, In particular, s
) ' O This tnvedved

the results were senr 1o four relevane offers: the . s
: ; - checking the kevel of intormaeon madhe availalbe
L Lrowernar, the Cleek of the County Assembly, the ;

i ( G {lll.': “ Meml - i [TH] le::luhnl |:m;|;._lhq'z clocvimenes, An this stape of
y RIS SeTnmve omemmtiee (bl | SECImaseT far
a iy . the procesa, county-based ol sodety groups and
Finance, and the Head of Badger, Counnes were given a ) \ -
rwie-weck window to assess the accuracy of the research rescarchers play a vital fole in evaluanng the information

- " 4 [ e E H - 7

findings. This is also meant o encourage counncs providsd by Senithés ki fhie. piblisted LFH-“““-“H Each
i rescarcher compleres a quesnonnaire with 83 scored
publicize documents the survey shows may not be ;
] available. Imporantly, some counties used our research guestions based on a methadology developed by 1B
sl j G ; } ) keenvi,
! o ipnire internal discussions on budpet transparency. *

By the end of the perod, we routinely nonced an
improvement in the number of available budger

keeny oy Thdges Transparmicy Survey 2000 E



Therefore, the CRTS 20X is the colminaton of a
collaborative research process in which IBP Kenya
worked with civil sockery researchers whose work spans
47 countics. The selected researchers were drawn from
the punt IBP Kenyva and Uraa Truse county budgenng
training program's alumm pool, This budeer research
team 15 supported by budger experts from 1BP Kenya
and the Instrre of Public Finance Kenya (IPFK). The
published documents cover key toqrcs, including revenue
informanon, expomditure classibcations, non-inanceal
informarion, public paricpanon informanion, et cetera.
IBI* Kenva remuns wirh the central role of ensunng the
quality, standard, and cross-county comparability of the
sarvey remaens minact and abive board,

B Coiny govermments® reviews on dral
hensiveness survey resulis. Upon completing
the comprehensiveness survey, the draft resulis were
shared again with 43 counties that published ar least
one document online, These were the four county
povernment offices thar were alu the recipients of the
drafr availability survey resules. Ar this srage, the county

prAeErnmenss were given one month o review the draf
finclings and ascerrain their accuracy and faieness. Ar the
lapse of the one-month nme frame, the final resulis were
used o inform the generation of the Counry Budger
Transparency Index.

'B- I ¥aea read vl gpuiadioy checks by imieenal aml
catermal revicwers. Afier the completion of the survey
andl imc wporation of the feedback from counnes, the
finding= of the survey were then reviewed by a panel

of senior reviewers. The team was made up of CXpCIs
whose main pde was o check the soundness of the
survey ar every step of the study.

ﬂ'l.- Iyt il nl ol ibee conieny bl

PP [l PO : | reporning. The Counry
Budger Transparency Index is an aggregation of scores
drawn from the availabality and comprehensiveness
survey, weighted ar 30 podnts and T poinrs, respectively,
The avaslabilirty survey seores are calculared based on the
eheven key budget documents that counties were requined
10 have published on their official county websites by
specific imelines, as detaled in rable 2, which were
scored our of a maximum of 30 pomts, Since only the
larese available quarterly implemenration reporr was
evaluated in the comprehensive survey, cight key badpet
documents were subjected to the guestionnaire.

0 I The kst step of the
rgorous CHTS process involves possible partnerships on
mesdular research pieces focusing on equity and public
participation, reform coalinon, and learning meeting:
with U5, citizens and county povernmenis. Besides,
thas will ental the engagement with and wechnical
assErance o support selected counties o sustain
improvements on budger rransparency and cineen
COgAgCment.

T Forera Lisondy Hanlprt '|n||r|1-\.|!.rr|.rr Survey M50
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SECTION 3:
The state of budget transparency in Kenya's counties

Summary of the County Budget Transparency Survey 2020 findings
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Counmes provide

Hudgre ckscuuneis

i hey basdper puiblisy thectr TEMpnEn TR RS T lack the types ol lirmsined i foamsanon on
i1 earena o bnafpee hguics TN T ErImAET mivarmation thal s public parmoipanon sl
lirm. resquired Iy e Lo e milience on ooy
Irndgee decisioms
® ki nyans hiwwe lmtted access to kiey odpe that affect their livelihoods, A closer look at the
information, The average County Budget survey Anding shows that budger documents
Transparency Score in this round of the survey is frequently lack specific budget information
33 out of 100 points, which means many counties needed o monitor seevice delivery, For
are not publizhing key budget documents. When instance, ten out of twelve Quarterly Budge
they do, the mformation these documents contain Implementation Review Reports backed non-
15 not comprehensive, The dara indicates that fAnancial informanon on budget implementation.
countics are availing less than half (40 percent) of Besides, 25 our of 33 Annual Development Plans
the budger documents they are legally mandaed didd not break down thetr revenue information by
1o publish in one fnancial year. SOLCE,
® A majority of Kenva's eounties do mast ® County=lovel pubilic participation wrvrimel e

publish their budgen diocuments consistently
The 2020 survey shows a persisnng challenpe
where counties stopped publishing some

budger documents they had published dunng
previois survers. For example, over the Lass
three consecutive CETS (201 8-2020, only

five countics: Elgeyo-Marakwer, Laikipia,
Kilifi, Nyeri, and Nakuru, have consistently
published their Approved Programme-Based
Budpers online, Another example: only five
countics, Baringo, Elgeyo Marakwer, Kiambu,
Laikipia, and West Pokot, consistently
published their quartedy budget implementation
reports across all four gquarters,

® (ren, even where udgeet dlocummients
puhlished, thiey lnek the tvpes il inforimanon
that law reguires eountics (0 publish, Ciizens
should have aceess o relevant and vsable
informancen regarding how public money 15 raised
and spent o allow them o participate i decisions

budget process looks blcak. The CBTS 2020
results shom that most counties do not provide
nformation on the opportunines for public
participation. Besides, they also do not provide
informanon on what views were taken up and
how they informed the shaping of published
budger documents, In terms of informaton on
public participanon, countics scored an average
of only 6 out of 100 points, Addinonally, the
informanion on public paricipation was ennrely
missing in Approved Programme-Based Budgers
despite being one of the budger stages thar sees
the most sipnificant public engagement and,
therefore, strategic opporrunity for the public
o contribure to and influence public spending
deckions

benva Camniy ||-u..¥r: '|'r:||l||rur:n.| hul:'.r!. i [ ] E



Subnational budget transparency is low

In the CHTS 2020, the average transparency score
across kenvas 47 counties 15 33 our of 1K poinns, This
mcans that counties are nor making badget mformanon
availabbe o the pulslic and are nor disclosing the kind
of information thar, by kaw, counties are required o
FI-I'I!:n'.'Il!IL‘ LK I!I'h.‘ cinzens anml ri'l."l| LI TS '-T [{¥] ]'uz'rr'urm IIH.‘

oversight roles. As shoan in figure 3.1, the range of the
score vanes from 73 o zero, with West Pokot County
providing the hirhese level of informaton in budger
documents relative to all other Counties. It i important
v pore that four counties, Kirinyaga, Narok, Taita
Taveta, and Wajir, cach scored zero as they provided no
informarion ar all — these eounties published none of the
11 budget documents evaluared dunng the survey.

4 The number of Counties 2 The number of Counties
that published none of the 11 that published all the 11
budget documents evaluated key budget documents 1
- Kirinyaga, Narok, Wajir and evaluated - Laikipia and 1
Taita Taveta Counties. West Pokot Counties.
Frgura 1.1 El..l.ll:.'-.-! i|_|||=.||.|.-.-||| v Beargs in the CBTS 2020 by Counby
Uy Baslgi | Toamipas iny
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Figure 3.2

County Budget Transparancy
Survey-Performance Categorias-
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The county scotes were clistered inm five performance
categories ranging from A to E, with each category
having a range of 20 points. A score of A means the
county has provided mone than 80 poines of budper
informanon. A score of B was given where a COLITY
prrovvidedd basclger informanon berween 61-80 points.

41 -l parinis wone gru:l-l.'r.] . and D aas J_g'i'cu-n tos thiose
counties that provided information berween 2140 poins
and countics thar presented less than 20 s were

33/100

points

The average score of
the county budget

73/100
points

transparency index in

CBTS 2020.

33 points.

clustersd to carepgory 1

Mumber of counnoes

. |
8
1
i+

Wik2E

Ll B LY b

32

The number of counties
that scored below the
average CBT Index of

The highest level of budget
information disclosed by
West Pokot county. Mone
of the 47 Counties had a
transparency index falling
on the top category of
81-100 points.

Number of Counties

with transparency index
of below 40 out of 100
points. The majority of
Kenyas 47 counties do
not have sufficient budget
transparency.

As sheamin Agure 3,3, no counry had a budger
transparency scofe of BU points and above, Compared
tox the CVBS 2019, which places Kenyva'’s national

bevel of budget rransparency at 500 out of 100 points,
Kenya’s subnational units are lonwer than thar ar 33 ow
wf 100 poines. Only seven counties — West Pokot,
Myveri, Laikipia, Makueni, Samburu, Turkana, and
Elgeyo Marakwet, qualificd for the second-highest

pertormance catepory, sconng B Most counes fell

under the last rwo caregories sconng [ and E.

Loty Budger Transparency Scone

LIRS IR

Wil B

i

WHL A

n

ke Uiy Buakpet Transparency Sarvey 2000
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Thete is a progressive improvement in the availability of
budger documents, bt consistency remains a challenpe

The County Budger Transparency Survey 2020 Fooud
that 4} percent of the legally required county budget
documents were accessible o the public. This is an
improvenent from 32 per cent in the 2019 Survey.
In the first year thar IBP Kenya conducted the CBTS
2015 - the survey found that 20 counties (43 percent)
had ot published any budger document.
Since then, the CBTS has consistently

reported improvements culminatng
in only fowr counnes (nine

percent) Failing 1o publish a

singhe budger document in Fi
CRTS 2020, Among, the /
codtilics thar have made .

The 2020 County Budget
Transparency Survey 2020

Chver the past sis years, counties showed consistent
growth in publishing the County Integeared
]}c'l.'rl-.:nrumm Plans {{:"]'l.’:i_l-. Annual |.-:|-."I-':'|t1pm|:'n1
Plans (ADPs), and County Fiscal Seruregy Papers
(CFAP). In the CBTS 2020, County Inregrated
Drevelopment Plans are the most published budget
documents by the counnes, wath 43 out of 47 Counries
making them publicly available on their websites.
The=e improvements could be artnbured o the prukslic
demmands from the cinzens and el sociery
orpanizations o countes o aval the
key planning documents. Access
tor prlanning informanion is the
starting pant for citizens o
have meaningful engagement
with povernment officials on
lixcal development praoaies

the most tgnificant gains f found that 40 percent of the and ather policy decisions
by publishing above 30 legally required county budget that affect their livelihoods
peTCEnt more hudﬂ-!:: _ . documents were accessible in the mediom term.
documents in the CBTS to the pubti::. This is an

20120 a3 compared o the x leregular document

CBTS 2019 are Turkana, improvement from 32 per cent in publication practices
Machakos, Samburu, \ the 2019 Survey. have specifically been

Makueni and Nyeri.

Comparanive data from the past

six years also shows thar counncs

penerally struggle wo instimnonalse

budger eransparency I'I-I'.Ll.ll_!l:il."l'!ll. For mysranoi,
Baringo county, which has consistently performid
weell in all orher surveys, failed puhl:e:h ithie ot
cratical budger document = the Programme Based
Budget - in the 2020 survey, Bomet County, which
has also consistently been a strong leader, amd was the
o ]'u;'rl:'l::lrml.'r in GRS 2006, FilJ1|iH|'IL'd e of thie
documents evaluated in the CBTS 2019 and only one in
the CHETS 2020, After making some steps in 2015 and
2016, Kirinyaga county stopped pubhishing key budger
documents in CBETS 2017 and has not stared publishing
them again. Orher counnes thar have stagnated in
publishing budger documents inchsde Migori, Lamu,
Wajir, Marok and Taita Tavera

::lm'n'ﬂ! 1.!uzu.'r.'|:'|"|i|:'l.g hlldﬁt‘[
implementanon nformation.
ey couny budger
implementation reports are desipned
1o ensure thar county assemblics can play
their swersight mole properdy by checking budger
implementation as it happens and pushing for changes
before the budiret vear is over. The public can simukarly
use implemenranon repores o ensure that their priontics
are being implemented and ask guestions when they are
. IJL'-f.'|1|r|_= the IMPHOE AT of these repeoris, 1|'Ii.'.!]' e
erratically availed and remain the least published in the
CRTS 2020, Consistently making budget documents
availabile e the Tlul;l-lu; |1],':1 the foundanon for Ftlhl'it
dialopgue and systemanc follow-up of local government

' §

pricnties and spending

Keen Cosmnry Bugget Tramiguancticy Sarvey A III



Figure 3.4: Counties have shown inconsistont patterns in availing some of the key budget documents in

1hé last six yoars
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Budget documents do not contain some
of the key information required by Kenya's
Laws.

Alongsiude the imired access to budper documenns,
even those that were publicly available provided

budger information that was significantly lower than
the expected standards as required in Kenvan finance
laws. The CBTS 2020 comprehensiveness survey had
B3 quesnons thar evaluare the level of information
each of the available key budger documents conains.
Each budger question was assyened o score from O o
LM poinrs. Based on the simple average value of these
guestions’ responses, cach budget document receives o
budger ransparency score from zero to 10, Rescarchers
documented good and poor practices on the availabaling
and quality of the relevant information presenred in
the budgrer documents. These practices could improve
budger transparency in counties, as they poing out
specific components of the missing informanon and
those well presented,

The best-performing documents have a
comprehensiveness score of 81w 100 - where the
budpet doscuments provide most of the informanon
assessed based on rhis years questionnaire, presents

the information in a clear serucrare, and makes the
document publicly available as required in the la: Only
I3 our of 180 (7 per cent) published budpet documents
seofed A (B1-100 paints), These are the Budgrer Review
and Ohethook Paper of Nairobi, Kimi, Kakamega,
Kiambu, Makuend countes, the Counry Integrated
Development Mans of Baringo, Embu, Tharaka
Nithi countics, the County Fiscal Strategy Papers of
Makueni, Kwale, and Muranga counties and the
Cuarterly Budget Implementation Reporrs of Baringo
amd Myeri counnics

In the CHTS 2020, 71 oue of 180 budpet docements,
translating to 3% percent of the documents, scored B
by falling in the caregory beracen 61 - B poanrs. 73
documents that translate 1o 45 per cent of the assessed
documents scored C ranging betaven 41 and 60

Generally, some documents were found o be more
comprehensive than others. Among the documents
assessed, the avalable eontents in the Programme-
Based Budpgers, Cinzens Budgers, and Quarterly Budper
Implementanon Reporrs prowvided lower levels of
information. [n contrase, the Conry E"Ih.‘lﬁ,:'l: Bewview
andl Outbook Paper and Counry lntegrated Development
Plan generally conained the most extensive information.

13 Kemva Conmey Budger Imanspasency Survey X200

e e il IS R

- .




Fﬁ"-——ﬂ“

™ T

Figure 1.5: Performance of counties based on the comprehensiveness of key budget documents pubhshed
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It is worth noting that even where budger documents
performed in the highest category, which means that the
public can effectively use those documents to engage
with their local governments, most of these documents
still require improvements. Many of the published
documents were not well structured, and some were
only available as scanned images of subpar quality,
muaking it challenging 1o rerrieve rables and analyze

key dara, The unparalleled challenge was thar our of

176 budget documents thar would adeally be subjected

8 The number of budget
documents evaluated in the
comprehensive survey.

894  Thelowest score which
reflects the lowest level of
information available in one of

3 the published documents. This
highly varied with the highest
which scored 96 percent,
attained by the Baringo CQBIR.

. uE pF .
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1o this comprehensivencss survey, li=== thun half or

180 documenrs were available in the public domaen.
Based on the specific documented concerns on CESPs
evaluated, some researchers identificd complexines in
the CF3Ps in finding the relevant information across the
budger documens published. Meaning thar even whaere
budpet documents provided informanon, the language’s
rechnicalities remain unfriendly oo the wsers, Counies
should ensure the published budget documents in an
accessible formar thar common cineens can understand.

5 The number of Counties that
published all the eight budget
documents subjected to
comprehensiveness survey.

2 The number of Counties
that responded to the
Comprehensiveness Survey
_ results by providing feedback
. inwriting - Kitui and Nairobi
Counties.

Kenva Crsenty Dankpes Transparency Sarvey X000 14



SECTION 4:

A closer look at the budget information county governments availed in
the published documents based on thematic areas.

This section presents the Andings of the CRTS 2020

on the levels of informanon published by counnes
under the following seven thematic arcas: revenue
mformation, expendinee information, information on
public parmscipanon <paces, information on pricirics,
mformation on capital projecrs and informarion on

fiscal lL‘ipiinﬂtleliLi Alans, the sectinm capiures thie
idennificd gaps that warrant the improvements on budger
transparency. The ﬁllh:r'.l.'i.ug are details wnder cach
theme:

4.1 Revenue Information

One of the kev sers of nformation thar was analyzed
in the survey is the presentagion of revenoe and is level
of aggregation scross diffesene budger documents,

J.dhl: i :|.l| rh-.- wther IJ:||;n1u.1'ii: ArCas, tlw r_|.T|q_'_1 ut'
information covered by the questionnaire were informed
by whan the pulilic finance and related laws require

in the documents, Public debare on budgets is often
heavily skewed rowarnds the expendinure, particulardy on
development projects. Most public paricipation forums
are also framed around the famoos question of, “Whar
do you want the government 1o do for vous™. Rarely
are there questms of discussions on how do we rise
revenue 1o help meet the expecred expenditure mrgers
Therefore, the presentation of revenue informaton thar
15 broken down to individual sources and their different
components presents a good placform o buld up
public and legilanve debate on revenue. For example,
presentng detatled informanon on lecal revenue wall
help business persons discuss the mrgers for basiness
licenses with the county government and wherher the
justifications are agrecable 1o them,

In Kenva, counry governments are heavily reliant on
mrergovernmental transfers oo fund ther expendinure
and development priostes. There fore, pervasive
challenges related to the disbursement of sharable
revenue from the nancnal government o the county
uniis have creared peneral interest arcund counry
revenues' internal and exrernal sources in the last few
years, Cimeens and civil sociery have realized thar o fully
enpmgre in public finance issues, their amention o whar

povernment 15 funding needs o be complemented wath
information an ratsing sevenue, Budpet fransparency
regrarding revenue information allows the public and
county legislators, acring on their behalf, w evaluare
how realiseic expenditure expecrations anre compared
the available local revenue,

The CHTS 2020 survey evaluared the

flill'l'i!'“i.'hL"]'l.‘il'\"l.'l'H.i‘c- of revenue informatson provided

in key budper documents and irs disapgrepation |
lewel, According vo Part V1 Section 58 (1) of the

Pubslic Finance Management (County Govennimenes)

Repulanons, 2005 counties must provide details of all

tesource teceipts from the three main revenue sources: |

O
for counties transferred from the natonal govermment
'I'l'll'l‘l-l.l].gh thie Davision of Revenue process,

E Lavclal bt Sosufcn B Rirvenues thar
counties are authonzed w o collect by the consimtion,
and i includes the government's property-related tax
and entertainment tax on certain entertainment forms,

The primary source of revenue

Seven budger documents - County Imegrated
Development Plan (CIDP), Annual Development
Plan (ADP), Approved Programme-Based Budger
({PBB), County Fiscal Strategy Paper (CFSP),
County Quarterly Budger Implementation Review
Report, County Budger Review and Outlook Paper
(CBROP), and Citizens Budget - were assessed for
the availability of comfrrehensive revenee mformanon
inclading vamous parameters such as the breakdown

of fevenucs :|:|:|.' SOLTFCCS, ||||:||:I'i-_l,'{'m' Tt-:[fl srmiance and
projectons, challenges related 1o revenue performance,
angd their sodutons. Adross the seven I:H,:ldgq_'l
documents, the CHTS 20200 wsed 20 questions 1o assess
mformation on revenue as is legally reguined. Based

ot countes’ budget documents, the average level of
revenus informanon was 60,5 of 100 poines, as <hown

. A S

[

in fygrare 4.1,

15 h.-tll-:ll Caniinity Pidect Trasrparency Sarvey 2001
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Figure 4.1: The comprehensiven2ss of rovanue niormation prowidaed oy o

:':-;,:-"l-:]-':' dacuments

{ unties across the evaluated

Hewaw :nnqm—hmnu ¢ is the reverse informanon dislosed by counness

e s B Level of Informmaion Avasdaldc
E Hill —a—  Nyepage Hevenig Sooa
o =
5 2
g8 F
s £
E = il
= & - .
= 0
-
n = a4
£ 2
=
g
- o
fsw
E o E
E % . )
o 2
= L
A
=
Yl upprenied I hiroaly Hasbgser
Dhrvrkopement Prgsiaimime Thasedl Implrmeniaesn
Thasafyers Himlgrin R ets

L onmtic izl
Sigateyn Paper

THRI¥ =1

TN

n2d

Cammiy Dulge Cipagmry Bniograncel

Review anil

Cypthoeak Pageer

Cimrena Fhidpe

Pasbaer [ocuments Evaluancd

Toamy CHITY AN THIE Ko Dy

Five out of the seven budiet documents evaluared
performid above average on the o wmprehensivencss
of revenue informanon, According to the CRTS 2020,
Annual Development Plans (ADPs) contain the leass
comprehensive revenue information, 25 our of 33

(Th per cent) of the published ADPs do not disclose
any informanon on revenue egers |!:|!. source for the
financial year in question wsed for evaluation. This

is surprising as the County Integrared Development
Plans (CIDPs), which aggregate the county planning
informanon for cach fve-vear povernance periaod,
serving as the smarting point for the annual planning
information fepresented in ADPs, published the mose
l_‘llm'l'l-fthl;'l1-i.'i'|.'l.' mformanon on fevense, SCURNEY M o
100 poines based on ouwr scale,

Drespite being the document thar should give a

clear picture of counry revenue informaton derails,
Programme Based Budgers (PBBs) also performed
posorly, scoring just 4.4 of 10 points on average.
From the three questions designed to evaluare the
comprehensivencss of revenue informanon on

PRBs, the CETS 2020 gathered that a majority of the
available PRBs provided comprehensive information
an the revenue estimates for the o n:l!l!li.l'lr_ financial VEIE
disapprepated by revenue sources (equitable share, local

MEVETALE, and cosndinienal gmllrx] e ot of 11 couniwes
provided this information in their PBBs sconng 91 of
100 podnes on average, However, 10 our of 11 (1 per
cent) of the svailable PBBs dud nor disclose any muln-
vear histonical revenue performance information. Only
West Pokot county gave informanon on the past year(s)
local revenue performance bu included no informanon
on the equitable share and the conditional grants.
Besides, only five out of the 11 PBBs sccessed contaimed
multi-year revenue projecnons. Makuem Counry
performed the best - provided ennrely comprehensive
revenue informaton on 14 of the E“"l.ll.li.'.‘lll" s used in
evaluaton and caly lacked the informanon on bistoncal
multi-year performance and coming year revenue
projecnions in their Programme Based-Budger.

While the Counry Quarterly Budger Implementanon
Review Repors (COBIRs) are reguired 1o contun
narrative justifications for their revenue performance
andd measures thar povernments are purning in plal:u: tin
address poor performance, nine out of reelve (75 per
cent) of the available COBIR: did nor disclose any such
nfrsrmation. They, however, fared better in disclosing
the informanon on the scrual revenue by soorce - nine
out of twelve published COBIRs had rhe informarion.

Fopoya Caondy Budger Tismpanency Searory D0 1E

Phrvedespiinend Plan



Aggregate revenue information Counties under each category

A1-10) A Mo counties performed in chis highest category
] -Hik [ -"|[i|l‘:.|.ll.'|'ll. Wit |:'-'ILI'-I. :"ﬂil.l.'n. Turkana and :'l.h;'h;ll\:w;
41-6t H Laakipaa, Sambura, Banngo, Tharaka Nicha, Myandaroa, Kini, Viliga,

Mairchi, Kiambue, Elgevo-Mamkwer, Kisi, Kakamega, and Makoru

21 -k} D Tama River, koajeado, Nyamira, Marsabir, Feale, Kisumu, Tsiolo, Mombasa,

tluranga, Homa Bay, Canssa, and Embo

-0 E Mandera, Unsin-Crishu, Sava, |11:|n;.ykm,11 Eencho, Bomes, Busia, Kilif,

Migon, Trans-MNzoda, Lamu, Nandi, and Meru

Ve THI® Kewpa BTN 2040

In the CBTS 2020, seven counties r"l.ll'1|!"~|'li.'l.! all the seven '|1l.|-||;_'rl documents thar revenue COMMEPINCET Wis aasranil

T-'-IFI'.' & shovws i |:'.|!.:'\.".-| Marnkwet '|1IL|1]i?-|1|_ -:‘l i owan |1I‘. [LEL |'|| wiils o feveniue information while "..E_|L|||.-||| Comanny

publshed 77 out af 10 poins despire having published a similar number of budpet documents online. Meaning the

Bag bt een the rade i .I'Il:h'_.l'l. Il'l"\-il.ll."\-. fomar il these o TR L)1 PR ||||_| THEL PTow wle revenee loriiaizon o thieir _".r||1||j|

Ly l.'|l‘-|'ll!lll.'l1l Pl I|L"'~|1Ir|. beinge crucial to ciitzens’ advocacy, This tells us disconnection from one |L|u,|:,-_|,-r divcument

tor the other where the county misses the informanon as the budpet progresses,

iget Document Makueni |West |Myeri |Turkana |Laikipia |Samburu |Elgeyo

Pokot Marakwet

Ot of 100 podnes

i
MAVETAER

Caoeniy ||1I|.';.'_|:|.I|.'\-:J fil 13 Timh L] %3 13 1{H1 il
Development Plan

Counry Budper Review 14301 54 75 HE 75 75 i3 T
and Onatlook Paper

Carizens |:'i1:|.|:.:-:'[ 1em3 TiMi TiK S0 &ii] G &) 1
Cooumiy L uarrerly % S{) 1MWy ix HH ] ] a6
|'".Id|.'_|.'l l|'||F1|¢.'rr|-:'r|.IJI|| Ty}

Report

Counry Fiscal Stmanegy 1D 55 44 TH 1 67 23 54
Paper

|J1'l:-_|.'||:".l|:||.|'|'||.' Fased 13 i . il 67 13 57 13 A4
Buchres

il Drevelopament I (11 i i i il L 43
Plan

Average 77 72 67 65 57 3 46 62
COUNIes are nof CONSISICNt i Presening or eportng The eescarch shows thar budgger transparency can
performance of budger informanon. For example, Nyer contnbure o enhanced revenue collecson from local
i II-IJIII:. frresenis nformaton on revenue bioken downa by LN e |'r4|'|1|-.' wivald be morne -.|.|.|'||1'|!_-. Lox s wlipe pea
three major sources in the budger documents chat report a berter understanding of how and for what purposes
petformance = the Counry Buedger Beview and Outdook therr guxes would be used”. However, i koenva, our

Paper and Quarterdy Budger Implementation reports bt

had failed 0 give thar informanon in the Programme

Based Budger amd Annual Des clopment Plan, c
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data shvars o minimal correlation between the size of
the revenue share thar counties receive and the level of
revenue informaton disclosed by counnes,

4.2 Expenditure Information

T properly monitor the wee of public resources for
service delivery, citzens and I':nunr:r Mssemblies should
have access to informanon relared 1o expendinee
priorities linked 1w the respective deparmments/
gonvernment spending units and their allocansd resources.
Presenting expendinure informanon on budget proposals
also ensures that citizens can engage meanngfully in
expenditure priorry-sering and decisson-making,

The CITS 2020 incleded 24 questions that spocifically
evahuted the comprehensiveness of expenditure
informarion presented across seven budger documents
at the couney level, The rescarchers examined the
comprehensiveness of expenditure informanon
disclosed by the counties based on how disaggrgreganed
the informanon was and whether eounries disclosed
maulti-year expendiniee performance and projections
categorzed by the following expendinire unirs:

(1 " is comprehensive
information provided ar Sector/ Department/ Minstry
(as used interchangeably by counnes) with the overall

Figurm 4. .2: The comprehonsiveness of oxpandiiure

CLIMENS

responsibality of spending the money wowards a common
:I'-un.:nra:n1 e Health Seen ru'I}I-:par:nwn.r.-"?'-!'inixlry.
Fducation Secror/ Department/ Ministry, erc.?

@ Rccnaiie ofassiic

imn FIFFI11H.|II::II1 (15| 'I?a']'lil.r |h'¢'.' m':;'n'i.':l- IF."-“"'-'IK I"a'l'“.-'l.'ll' LR CE] S rl'l'i:

does the county provide

rransaction’s namre? In some budger documents, the
survey focused on recurrent expendinere: Personnel
Emoluments, (perations, and Manrenance/Cioods
and Services, and development expendinere thar include
purchases and ransfers, enc.

@ +unciiv P

the purpose for which the money 1s/was spent? This
ineludes the Flrusumu.riun of imformasog od t':'l.l"ll:l'll.]il"l.ll'l.'

Does the county derail

at programme and sub-programme levels.

On average, the published budper documents scored
0.5 of TIK Tu':inu: oo e e ulll‘ll."l:hl:lli&'-l‘i‘lL"Sﬂ of their
expendinre informarion. The Citizens Budget had the
most comprehensive expendiniee informanon, folloraed
by the Programmed Based Budgets, scoring shove 81
of 100 points and falling in the A caregory based on
the scale. Four budger documents performed below

the overall averape, with Counry Chuarterly Budger
Implementanion Review Reports providing the leas
comprehensive expendinure informanon,

formabhion arosyided Dy aunties acrass the gvalunted

Heww comprehensive i the expendinsre mformanon diselosed by counness
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PN

Lower Scores on Expenditure Information during Implementation Stage than Approval Stage.

Fronm !-I;Ltlll'l.' 4 3. we can deduce that eounties made more illﬁl!’ll‘lﬂl]l)ﬁ ;|1.';|.|!.1|:'||..' (8] 1|1;- |1|:|_|li;' 1 dosevimienrs that ane

related 1o the approval stage, Thar 1s the Approved PBB and the Cinzens Budger, which is o surmmary of this PBB
than other stages of the budger process, this means there was more informarson o the public on the approval stape,

However, the lowest level of mformanon was provided in dooements relared o the basdger implementation stage's

expenditure informaton was lowesr, meaning citizens and county assemblies do not have access mo substanal

informanon for oversight.

Bl-1000 A Mo countiez performed in this highest category

Gl B Blakueni, Sambure, West Pokor, Turkana, MNyerd, Elpeyvo-Marakoer, and
Laikipaa
Rakamega, Kind, Kiamba, Tana River, Thamka MNichd and Nairobi

41600 © Kakamega, King, Kiambu, Tana Biver, Tharaka Michi and MNairobd

2140 D Barirgro, Machakos, Nyamira, Kisi, Marsabar, Makuru, Mombaza, Fwale,
Vihiga, kericho, Kilifi, Nyandarua, Isiolo, Kisume, Mormangs, Kajiado,
Mandera, Uazin-Clishu, Embu and ‘Trans-~zola

(=M1 - Riava, e, Gansza, Homa H.l:.', Busa, MI].‘:I i, Boamer, Bungoma, Lamuo,

Mandh

E‘-l-.-:~|1|r|: SO, abwove TU ot of 100 [Hnis the
comprehensiveness of expendinere informanon
assessment in the CHTS 20000, Makvem, West Pokor, and
Turkana did nor disclose all the essential expendinise
informarion in their County Fiscal Stratepy Papers
(CFSPe), Elgeyvo Marakwer, Nyven, Sambuoru, amd [siolo
performed exemplarily in disclosing all the essenmal
expenditure informanon in their CF3Ps and can be

refereneed as bes pracece mesdels

Accordings to tlie CETS 2020, 27 oar of 33 (82 Per ceni)
of the ADPs available do nor beeak down expendinare
intormation by recwrrent and development thus making
it difficult vo rell whar fraction of the ol badger i
speat on development expenditure. Even so, other
|1-|:|l.|5.3.'l dorcumens pertormaed faidy compared oo ADP=
For example, ten owt of eleven (91 per cent) of PBBs
available provided complere derails on disagpreganed
information on recurrent and development expendinure,

Ohasly pares o thie e |'||.I|:||:ih|‘|i.'|,| |."'|:\-:||_: ramimee Based
Basdgers (PBBs) - Nyven and West Pokor counry
dischosed all the ssennal information on CORIRLEY
personnel’s expendinare, including the number of saff
miembsers, their desipnaons, and seaff costs by cach

department,

19 Eoenya Comney Fuilpet Trsmgunenoy Saivey 20290

4.3 Public Engagement

Tl‘l:.' |:'l.l'|1|I|.' Fimamce :"-[:L|1u_|g|.'ln|.'1:|l Aet ;n:ui |:||:||u;r |.:|'.'|.'1 are
very elaborare on the need for public consuliaton in the
eSS of making public decisions, More soowhen i
comes to the setting of public prosties through counr
|HI-|.‘|;.'_IL'I::~. Heonwever, somme of these consuliatons can

be done ro tick legal boses and therefore nor inform

the final decisions macde by povernmienis, 1t s for dhis
reazon that EATTITIET RS sheld IELE wide derails of their
consulianes and provide feedback on what effect public
input has had on budger poionrnes cach year. This parr
af the survey was focused on haova Bransparent countes
were in ther public deliberanions and irs impact on their

decisions,

Pubdic |r..'|rri.-;."l|uli.-:|||. 111 I|1|:_' I"‘"-‘IH"“”H Process 1= ||nl._|_-u|J

LLE] I"‘l\.'“l\." EUWETNIECID DCSPESIVETCSs, IO clfectve
service delivery, and greater willingmess o pay taxes

The Gilesbal Ininanve for Frecal Transparency (GIFT) has
fen prnciples on puhll-_‘ paracipation thar governments
shualel foalbora Foor cittzens’ effectve involvemenr 1o make
ipaliny decispons.

Internatesna] Heslpes Partewrdog (30098 Cdnen Builper sirvey A61Y

Insernatmeal Hoadprs Parmer rdon ii




Box 4.1: The principles of public participation

Budgets represent efforts to present government policies
iTha Global Initiative for Fizcal Transparency fas tén
principles for public participation in fiscal podicy;

Apcesaibility = facilitate public participation in ganaral by
disseminating complete fiscal information and all ather
relevant data, in formats and using mechanisms that are
easy for all to access, understand, and to use, re-use and
transfarm, namaly in open data formats.

Cpenness provide full infermation on and be responsive
with respect to the purpose of each engagement. its
scope, constraints, intended outcomes, process and
timalines, as wall a% the expected and actual results of

public participation.

[usweres s pro-actively use multiple mechanisms
ta reach out to engage citizens and non-state actors,
including traditionally excluded and vulnerable groups
and individuals, and woices that are seldom heard,
without discrimination on any basis including nationality,
race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual onentation,
dizability, age, or caste; and consider public inputs on an
objective basis irrespective of their source.

f i-gn allow and suppaort individuals
and :tn'l'u'l'luﬂlh&ﬂ. including those directly affected, to
articulate their interests in their own ways, and to choose
mizans of engagement that thay prefer, while recognizing
that there may be groups that have standing to speak on

behall aof others.

Tirnehiress: allow sufficient time in the budget and
palicy cycles for the public to provide inputs in each
phase; engage early while a range of options is still open;

The CBTS 20
comprehensiveness of the information on public
participation provided by published brudger documents.
The survey looked for the following key informaton o
determine whether public participation had any impact :

K0 wsed rwo guiestions fo assess the

® Whar poonties, npuis/ proposed projects rassed by
the public/ in public participation;” stakeholders®

# [s there disagpregation of the participants involved
during the public parncipation provided in the budger
documient®

® Apwhar level was the ]mhlir: consulied Le, an 'I-'l'uii[i.'l.'.
ward, oF subs-counmy levels

and, where desirable, allow for more than one round of
engagament,

Depth: support each public engagemeant by providing

all relevant information, highlighting. and informing

key policy objectives, options, choices, and trade-offs,
identifying potential social, economic, and emvironmental
impacts, and incorporating a diversity of parspectives;
provide timely and specific feedback an public inputs and
how thay hive been incorporated or not in official palicy
or advice.

Froportionatity: wse a mix of engagement mechanisms
proportionate to the scale and impact of the issus or
poficy concerngd.

Sustanabiling all state and non-state entities conduct
m—gamgmd regular engagement Lo increase knowledge
sharing and mutual trust over tims; institutionalize public
participation where appropriate and effective, ensuring
that feedback provided leads to review of fiscal policy
decizions; and regularly review and evaluate experience
o improve future engagemiznt.

;- enaure mechanisms for public
participation and citizen engagement complement and
increase the effectiveness of existing governance and
accountability systems.

He ooty all state and mon-state entities taking partin
public engagement activities should be open about thair
mission, the interests they seek to advance, and who they
represent; should commit to and observe all agreed rules
for engagement; and should cooperate to achieve the
objectives of the engagement.

® Do the countics provide feedback to the public on
how input from the public was incorporated into the
fimal budget docwments?

® How are the inpurs wilized 1o shape the final
decisions or informed in the final budger documents?

Four budger documents - County Infegrated
Development Plans, Annual Development Plans, County
Fiscal Stratepy Papers, and Approved Programme Based
Budgets were assessed, These four documents anc
roquired in the Lliw vo go through pl||:||l|.' p.irl'H_‘iFﬂuilm
before they are finakized and approved, In coming
surveys, the CBTS will explore the possibiliny o assess all
key aspects of parncipanon and the insnmtionalization
of all the mechanisms, processes, and principles

Kemu {omrty Budger Tansparency Survey M0 20



necessary for meaningful public participation. In Counties disclosed no information on public
addinon, IBI* Kenya and its parmers are conducting participation in published Programme-Based Budgets
machular research o understand and unpack the
I:Ilﬁ.!h.'ﬂgt:'- facing effective public parocipadon i Kenya’s Relamve mo the other three documenis evalusied, County
COLnes, Innegrated Development Plans provided the miost

) ) ) comprehensive informarion on public participation,
The comprehensiveness of the informanon provided theugh seill scoring a dismal average of 13 points out of
on public parricipation was the lowest across all the a possible 100, Based on the two questions used 1o assess
kew thematic areis cowered by the survey, with an the comprehensiveness of the information on public
average score of six out of 100 points on all the budget engagement at the budget csnmanes approval seagre, no
docummenis that were foamd o be available o the such information was found in the cheven Programme-
publbic in the CHTS 2020, This j'ﬂ::lilllﬂ tis thee oo leviel Based Budgets for FY 2009/ 20 assessed in the CBTS
of information that is shared on the mle of public 202, Some Programme-Based Budgers mentioned thar
participatson in county budgers. While citizens and civil public fors 1ok place in Elpeyo Mankwet, Kericho, and
SOCKTY OfRanizations seem o embrace engagement Terkana counries, although none wene into detail,

during budpet stages where governments are making
k-L'}' decisions, COLIEY EOVETIImE s are ot f.h:lnng

informatm on the sorscmare, npur, and impace of these
'|'|1'|l'|.'l.'.'-5ll.'i
| gLiFE & 1. Th Mprenegnsiyengs f the information o publ participabion across l|l:':-..-\.!-..|-'.
lcumonits published by co ties
H i e Level of Inlosmaeem Sade Pubbe
by Cosmties on Pabbc Pamopanon Comsgesseni
12
=il Pkl TJnurunr.n WWETagET Bora
‘E ]
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= -
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= 1]
il
hgapere el Progpanio: Yrtriasald Cawmiy Frscal Uemmity Dnicgrated
Fher] [hadprns Dievelopesent Hulper Serairpy Papry Development Mam
Haschger | oomem
Vamrre: THI Kewes € JETE 0N Db

Prasentation of Public Participation Based on One Question ‘

In evaluation, the public partcpanon component was assessed in four budger documents aforementoned, cach with
oo questons on the kind of informanon presented by counties and whether during the preparation of the budper
document there was meaningful public cngagement. Table 4.4 shows how counries provided the information on one
of the public partcipanon questions,

I —

=
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on the

Summary numbers of how counties presented the information on public participation with de

ubmitted from the public, who was involved, and at what level (sub-county, ward, or village) it »

Bz Y. The budger document B The budeet document €. The budger 1Y, The Toal
Document  has provided rhe public has provided the public dicument has syt Muamibeer
participation section with — participanon section provided the document of
wntormanon on all the with informaton on public parscipasion  has none ¢ if Counmnes
fullivatng: the pPrcsEes, thie prioriics, inpues seciion with the puhlic
IproeE spthmatted from subwmitied frodn the intormanon on the PArnCIpanmin
the public, who was public and cither pronties inputs i formation
menslved, and the level o inviilved or the level b sybmatred trom the  in
was condocmed. was conducted |:'\-II|‘!-|H' cwnly
1 CIDP 5 5 3 3 43
2 ADp ] | L} 3 33
3 CFEP 0O 2 4 £, T
4 PBE il i i 11 11

Key: Option " A" reflects the bow practice in thie presemation of the information on the question and scored a1 100 points, Option
"B" - there bs same information missing, but it reflects good practice and 8 numenic score of 67 poines, Option "CY reflocts a
case of poor practior concerning the subject covered by the question and gets a numeric soone off 33 podnes. I'hie last opdan "0L"
inclicates no information related o the subject is provided, and in that case, a seore of § points was prven.

Based on this quesnon, b Counnes failed o prve informatson on pulilic paoacipation spaces on the C1Os The soorne
was levver in the ADPs inowhich 31 comnnes did nor have soch informanon. This aas the 2ame sioeation in CESP,
where 28 counnes did nor present informanon on pubhic partcipation dunng their formulanon. Therelore, these gaps

muean citizens cannot tell what infuence their parcipanon is having, This can contribute 1o participaton apathy which

i Mafrn n |_-:,-..1rpl.1'| L | H.I.;l_' s CIEEN |4 I1|_|J.|_F|I' ITRETIE '.r|‘| i |:| I.'\II IL[_],'nl"I E"I:li Mo RN

BI-1iM1 A Pk COMEMTIES I\.,-rl'urn:u,'ﬂ in thiz catepory,

Gl-80 B Mo counnes performed in chis category,
M ComEnTies 1'--.-r|ur|1'u-n.1 in this CRICEOrT,

bl-n Mo cownnies performed in s caegory,
Emba, Baringo, Homa Bay, Migon, Tharaka MNidhi, Marsabir, Nairohi,
H'.:l.:lh'_ :"{1.':|1:|:||r:|. Wiest Pk if, Maomibasa, ""{:.l.'rl. ].i].l'lll.l.. i -rill'ln.‘\-.‘\-ﬁ..
Mamders, MNakorm, Nandi, ||:|;.1;|, Fewmiet, H-u:l.;_r.mnu, Bagsia, I'.I.j_r'\'l':l'\lll
Marakwer, lssodo, kajiado, kakamega, kenchio, kaambu, kilifi, Kisi,
Foasummna, Eoare, |JI]{1PI:I. Machakos, Meru, Muranga, H:.Jl:ld:lru:l,
Sambura, S1ava, Tana Bieer, Trans-Maeota, and Ulasin-Gizho

M D Turkana and Makuwem

1.2 E Embau, Barngo, Foma Bay, SMigon, Tharaka 3avhi, Marsabir, Naeob,

H'.:'.'.lh'. x'l.'u:l:l:llril. Wear ]’q-Lur. Sombasa, ':"{'.l:rl. ]Jl.l'l'll.l.. L -rilni.‘\-‘\-ﬁ..
Mandera, Makur, Mandi, Y |]:||;._{:|_ Bresmet, Burngroama, Pasia, !:.I.J_.ﬁl.':I.IEI
Marakwer, Isiolo, Kajiado, Kakamega, Kencho, Kiamba, Kilif, ki,
Ea=nmu, Eoamna, |J.|1:1|1-|:|. Machakos, Meru, Muranga, H:..arl-:!:ln:l:l,

Samburu, Staya, Tana River, Trans-Nzoka, and Uasin-Gishu

Vrre TH® Koo £ W14 NN
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Turkans and Makueni counttes scored 25 and 21 our of
LM poanes respectively = having only provided public
partcrpaton informanon in theirr County Integrated
Drewelopoent Plan and Cownty Frecal Strarcgy Paper,
n'xpl':_':n'\-:'kf.'. All the osiher 41 commnines fell in the
lovwvest-performing carcgory sconng O-20 poants, with

23 commnnies pubbshang no information on pubhc
parncipation despite publicly availing ar least one of the
l.'ill.l.r IH:H.I’_'LEI I.IJK LITERCNAES iII '“'I'I.il.]'l rh.l' EIII.IIJIII.- F"HT.H':III‘.I!H Hi

component was evaluaed.

Choby sis ot of 34 counnes - Makuen, Myen,
Myamira, Bwale, Makuru, and West Pokos = publisboed
County Fiscal Strarepy Papers (CEFSP) provided soame
informuaion abour public partcipation. Apart from
Makvens, Myamira and Wess Pokor counnes, which
provided the mlormanon on both guessons evaheaned
i CFS the other three countes I!II'I:l:I.' [ ichedd =
informanion on one guestion. Spectbically, counties
provided Iiktle 1o no informaton on how public inpaars
were utiliaed or incorporated o the final CESR
n-rrcpill.' this |u'i.|1|,: |1-u|rr 1||' thwe cxsentml ||:|.|!'l:||.'rr|:I!:v|||||I eyt
counnes should present, only three counnes - Makuen,
Mvamira, and West Pokor provided the informarnion in
their CISPs

Seven years after the onset of devolution in Kenya,
the CBTS 2020 finds modest but inconsistent
improvements in budget transparency at the
subnational level. Though the overall number

of budget documents has growing, it is notable
that the positive increment is not across all the
budget documents. For example, the number of
PBBs available reduced by 63 percent to only 11

in CBTS 2020 as compared to CETS 2018, This
lack of transparency undermines public dialogue.
In confranting this reality, governments must
think creatively about enhancing all existing
opportunities for public input in budgeting to
secure better outcomes.,

Governments must provide regular formal
opportunities for public to directly engage with
executives and legislatures at each stage of the
budget process and do 50 in a way that reflects
the GIFT principles (see box 4.1). Participation
mechanisms are meaningful when:

Apgregate score on the

camprehensmnseness al publbc

participation information

Turkana 25
Makuent 21
Woest Pokaon 141
Myven B
Elpevo-Markwet L
kilif L
Laikipia H
Sambsuru 0
Kakamcga 0

Whale nine counties published all the four budger
documents assessed for public partcipation informateon,
five provided informaron on public engagement inany
of tha documenes, 4.|:'y:|1-|1-|' |1-1:|r'||.-|1|:|1|.-; all fomer duseummsenes,
counnes do nor I"'rll'l'l'iil.' m r.lirl'l'lil.rl:'l'l €11 11:“.' [ELLE S et
and feedback o thie citizens on public participation the

bedper documents

County governments make efforts to ensure

that information regarding public participation
forums is communicated in a timely manner, giving
citizens sufficient time to prepare to attend the
forums. The relevant departments should ensure
that they communicate the purpose and intended
outcomes of public participation forums through
local channels and in simple language that can

be understood by wananchi and provide vital
information in advance,

# Citizens can understand budget discussions and
can contribute to deliberations in an informed
manner. This maans that counties must invest
in civic education to elevate ordinary citizens’
understanding of technical budget information
and deliberations.

 Significant efforts are made to ensure that
citizens’ voices are heard and the most
vulnerable and underreprasentad groups have
an opportunity to communicate their concerns
and questions during the public participation
fora and beyand.

23 Eoerwn Casinry Bisdgen Thanaparency Survey 202340
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# Decisions during public participation forums
are made in open and transparent manner that
guaranteas ownership of the resolutions.

# The facilitators of public forums understand the
subject matter, can help citizens get a better
understanding of the issues under debate,
can correct any mis-information and provide
additional information to help citizens make
informed decisions and can answer to guestions
from the public in a satisfactory manner.

# Governments shares the feedback received from
citizens and how the feedback has been used to
inform key budget decisions. Feedback given to
the public should be justified. The following are
four outcomes from the public participation:

4.4 Non-financial Information

Budiet debates often focus on assessing available
resouroes and determining how Bmired resources are
allscared 1o satisfy competing public needs, However,

w0 properly monitor how public spending improves the
delivery of crncal services, budgers should disclose the
amount of money allocared o cach programme and
non-financial information on what cach programme aims
to achieve, Such informanon 15 key o helping the public
and the cou nry assembbes underseand and evaluan

hesw realistic budger allocanons are based cn whar they
are supposed 1o achieve. In addinon, it supporrs the
monitorng of budger implementation,

The CHTS 2020 included fve questions thar evahsaned
the presentation of non-financal informanon
provided in four budger documents: Cosnty Infegrated
Development Pran, Annsal Development Mlan,

Good Feedback Practices

£) The input is incorporated to the final budget
document, and allocations made for them, this
could further tell us there is an impact and
decisions were influenced.

) Input is considered and taken up but to be
implemented in subsequent financial year(s)
which could be as result of imited resources.

£} The public input acknowledged but rejected
with proper justification.

Poor Feedback Practice
The input is neither acknowledged nor considered.

Approved Programme Based Budpers and Quarrerly
Budger Implementanon Repors. These questions
assessed the availabiliry of derails of expecred ourpurs,
planned rargets, and actual achievements for the sub
programmes under cach programme and across all the
county's departments mINISIOCS oF sectors,

Analysis across the four documents show thar on
averape, countics provided 47 owt of T points on the
non-financial informarton in all the published buadger
documents. CIDPs had the highest level of informanon
leading wath 70 ous el 10M) [resimes, Follenwed by Approved
Programme-Based Budgess, which performed just
ahowve 55 of 100 poines which = the average. Annual
Drevelopment Plans contained hmared non-Anancial
information, with a score of 47 of 100 poants. Quarterdy
Budpget Implementaton Repores presented the least

i nnpr:'hq_'n-s.iw: nown- Anancial informanon and mrabed 17
aut af the I'Hf'.l!';.‘;i.ll:ltl.' LI [!-Ih!il'lrh.

Forya Comnty Bodged Trir [idvsoy Survey L 2‘4
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|.=.I.I!-:I|'|'I'-'I 14 the only county that rrese nied ubstannal non-fAnancial information in the docwments it made 'I'Il|t|'|-|||;'|_!,
available and evaluated in the CBETS 2020 and was the only county in the highest performing category of above 61 of
HKF poanes. Be chae as i may, Laikipia counmy did noe disclose any non-financial informanon on the Chuarrerly Budger
Implementation Review Bepor Other counties thar performed Furdy well include Banngo, Emba, Tsiobo, Kaale,
Machakos, Nyandarua, and Nyven, Each scored an average of 60 of 100 points on the five questions used o evaluare

the comprehensiveness of non-financial information disclosed by countes in publishied budger documents.

Table 4.7 categorizes Kenva's countics based on their performance levels on the comprehensiveness of non-financial
N ECE TR |'HI."HI'HFI.'-I.| i thaer [!'II|I!||'I‘i|'IE'l.i 1'II.I-I||!.‘.I.'I docuements .-"u.::-:nhﬂmp_ (ERRRINES |1-:'r|:'-'lrr|:u:|.|'|.' wrmle, B |.I:._[II-|'| RTIE 1A

s bosed |-r|]:. tam et of [OHE e i thear svoan- Ainancial information i the last catepory

ite non-hinancial information Cauntes under each categony

Compranensivensass score and scale

Bl-100 A Mo counpes performied in this carepory.
Gl-80 B lLakipaa
41-60 |‘|-.il'lil_|.':l1., Embu, siolo, Kaale, ."n-l:l.l.'!nrl]-:n:l'-:, ""q.':l.';ll;u,|:;||'|,|.|_ ""-.:!.'n_-n_

Kajtacdo, Kakamepa, Mandera, Marsabit, Mera, Mairobi, Tana River,
Tharaka Miths, Trans-Meoka, Torkana, Uasin-Crishu, Wiest Pokot,
ERilif and Makure
21-40 D Elgeyo-Marakwet, Kitu, Nandi, Vihiga, Bomer, Bungoma, Busia,
Cranssa, kencho, kiambu, Kisi, Lamo, Mombasa and "'"-;'. ATLTA
(-2 £ Homa Bay, Kisumiog, Makuend, Muranga, Samburg, Staya, and Migon

Fowere: TP Ky EMTY NN
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Table 4.8; Perflormance of countias that published Despire publishing all the four budger documents
all the four budget documenis thal the no assessed on non-Anancial mformanon components,
financial information component evaluated Makueni and Samburu counties scored 1 by publishing
only 20 poants of pon-Anancial information in the (FTITS
Aggregate score on the key budpet documents. Makoen Counry performed
comprehensiveness of non well in orher arcas covered on revenue and expendinune
financial intarmatior infosrmation by disclosing above 77 in both areas our of
Laikipia FiLl] LM} preaimes, respectively, and this means the counry does
Myen L] not provide quite comprehensive information On one
-.;,;i.,, Pakiot 50 themaric area compared to others,
Turkana 5
Elpevo-harkawer 40
Makuem |
Samiburu ||
b i ' . v 0

Cinly two Counties - Baringo and Nyeri -presented
non-financial information in their County Quarterky
Budget Implementation Reports (CQBIRs). Baringo
County provided the most extensive non-financial
information based on the CBTS 2020 evaluation
scoring 96 out of 100 points, which was the
highest score any budget document attained in
this year’s evaluation (see table 4.10), Nyeri County
also provided extensive non-financial information
and scored 80 out of 100 points also falling in the
highest perfarming category.

Qut of the other eight Counties that published their
CQBIRs online, none presented any non-financial
information. The pertinent challenge identified

by CBTS researchers with regard to the CQBIRS

is that the majority of counties directly exported
the budget implementation information from the
Integrated Financial Management Information
System (IFMIS) and prasented those reports as
their CQBIR. IFMIS entries and reports do not
include any non-financial budget implementation
information and thus, when counties make no
effort to add non-financial performance narratives,
automatically translate to missing non-financial
infarmation in these documents.

Section 166(2) of the Public Finance Management
Act, 2012 specifically requires that in preparing

a quarterly budget implementation reports, the
responsible county government officials shall
gnsure that the report—

£) contains infarmation on the financial and
nonfinancial performance of the county
government entity; and

#) is in a form determined by the Accounting
Standards Board.

Lintil 2016, The Public Sector Accounting
Standards Board of Kenya had not provided any
guidance to counties on the form of these reports.
Following a spirited campaign by a number of civic
groups engaged in budget analysis at the county
level, led by IBP Kenya, the Board prepared and
published guidance for counties on the form of
such reports. 5 years later, that guidance is seldom
followed.

Should counties require any clarification on the
kind af non-financial information County Quarterly
Budget Implementation Reports should contain,
the reports published by Baringo and Nyeri are
excellent reference points.

Beeny i Coumny Budper Trarspanoncy Saaryey 2000 EE



4.5 Information on Budget Priorities

Budger documents present informarion on pullic
resource mobdization and .*-|:H.'|1;|i||!_!|. In the |:r|,.|-,|;|_ih|_'|
tormalation and approval stages, key documents

ourthng the service ll.‘II.'lI'.ll'Ij' and development plans thar
governments seck 1o implement durning cach financial
periisd and allocane resources o achieve these objectives,
Therefore, defining budyrer poonoes lays down clear
murkers for Counry Treasuries o follow in dividing

TR HENCUS ETHONgE :.'lrl'nl:n.'l:il:l.g FlI.II:II.'II.' mceds and minimuees
erratic budgetary decision-making, Ir also enhances the
public’s ability 10 assess whether publc investments ane in
Ligwe wwieky 1'|||.|1-]ii,' nesds,

T facilitate public debare ar the local level, the couny
government must cleardy outline the key prionty arcas
!h.nll “1“ IH' I'llJr"iIJI.'!,‘I tlll'l'll.l.,_[h I]mlﬂ"[;]l’\ HYCEmenr-
The pnontes put forwand may be short-term priomies

of longer-term ones around which expenditure vall
somctimes spoead across a mumber of years, Defimimg
bocal priorites makes ir casser for cinzens (o rack budper
execution through different decision-making poines by
cross-referencing them o defined poonoes such as those
carmarked in the County Integrated Development Plan
ansed Anmoal Developmen: Plans.

In ehe CHTS 20218, the questions wsed in the evaluagon
vaned from one budger document to another, For
insrance, the law :|'L1.||.|.'in“: that in the CFSP, the

comney should stare why they have chosen the budger
document's priur'll!l:-rs. The comnfy chiuled have

their information on budger cetlings disagpreganed

by securrent and development expendinure, Tn the
Progeeamume-Based Budper, the survey soughs wo evaluare
IIIN‘ Coalinres Ill'llali.'ll thicis :~|'h..'|:|d'||1p. |1-ri| rririn._'r: al:.,l
subsequent allocanons with the development plans

&8
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Bascd on the available budger documents, the average level of informanon disclosed o the public on priorites is 66

out of 106 pninru. In adidarng ro thar, Cosinrs |"':|'|:;|.l"n|:|:L'r.|1|.' Bazed E!m'lgrr:. had thie beast mformanon ar n|||:|.- 27 oaar

of 100 poants which highly varied with the level of informanon disclosed in the County Fiscal Strategy Papers, which
was at Bh our of 100 possible poinrs. This raises some concerns on the level of discussions thar happen during the
PEB's approval on priorites being the most detadled budpet document and one thar is often subjected 1o the most
rigorcus public partapation. The CFSP provides overall priosity information, and the PBB is supposed w provide a
maore detatled breakdoam of the pronnes the County 15 proposing rooamplement. Therefore, this 15 a significant gap in

understanding the sector priosites thar the assembly and the public should consider.
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. II:'|l'|"'|r' MNEIENESS SCOF

Elgeyo-Marakwer, Uasin-Gishu, Nyeri, Tharaka Birha andd West Pokior,
Turkana, Embu, Isaolo, Kilih, Laikipia, Marsabar, Fapade, }":-""‘51”'"'-].'.“-

Myamira, Nyandarua, Siava, Kisumue and Makueni

Kwalbe, Muranga, Kimui, Nakuru, Tana River, Kiambu, ks, Mombasa,

Mandera, Machakos, Samburn and Homa Bay

BI-100) A
Gl-80
60 C
2140
20 b

Sy PP Kormtyer £ NTY AN

As |5.p;|l,-|.|j|_1_| i table 4.9, Ave counties thar disclosed
information on sirategic pronnes in their basdger
documents scored A (B1- 100 |'h"iJ'll‘;: sccording

the scale. This section shows thar Elgeyo Markwer
and Ulasisy Giashe counbes ]'I'I.'HlirI'I'IDI.'I berter than

nther categonies on revenue, expenditure, and publbic
[FATTICIRARIO. The findegs shara that | -||.3l.'§'l'l Mlasakuer
prowided complete information on % Guesions tha
assessed the comprehensiveness of the informanon on
rn.;.._—j:i,q_--: and 11:1[1|;|_| informaiom o0 Pa UESEHINg, P
r.'::.|'|'|p.i|n_~|.| pis oather thematic arcas, such as non-fnancial
mformanon, Elgeyo Marakwer fully misses such
information in two budger documenis — Programme
Based Budger and Quartery Badger Implementanon
Report - showing disconnecton of information oo
coumnes from one thematie afea o another,

Addirionally, the Anding: showed that some conoes
prowvide informanon on ene budpret document b
failed o present the same informanion or report the
performance in the subsequent budger documents, Por
._-5-;_-.|r1-|-|1l.;_ | _||_k|i1u COLNLY pPrescnis the imformanaon on
prioties in their planning documens bour chowees st
pive similar informamon on prortcs borrowed as an
;|,.|_‘|'|.';1 noermeeni of the '||l:|d|.-_|:l 1 1|'||,- l’ﬂll.!:l'!ll'lll'ﬁt' Basexd
Budger and Citizens Badger,

Ganssa County scored I by pemng oy 17 ovur of 1060
points based on the informaton presented on pronnes
despite pubilishing three of the five budger documcenis
that evaleared the Croampe e e Cdh PEINCs. .-'||_|'|-.=||'r

Froamy the four countes with mone of the documens
prblished in the tal end, Bomer, Lamu, Migon, and

M il disclosed complete information on prionmes on
their CIDPs while Busia dischosed partal information.
Basia Counry scored 11 out of 100 poinrs by providing
|1.|rri..|| information on their CIDP l|11L|k'l|1L1|!' lasdger
information means thar budger policies are likely m

be less responsive o public needs and prionnes anil

Bungoma, Barmngo, Cramssa, Vihiea, Trans-Meoia, Kencho and Meru

Bomer, Lamu, Migon, Mandi and Busia

creates preater opportunitcs for mismanagement and

[
=] I'TTlI|111I il .

In the ADP, nine counties - Kisii, Kwale, Machakos,
Makuen, Mandera, Muranga, Sambure, Tana River and
Wiligra - did mor provide informanson justfying the kind
of prorties borrowed from the CIRTPs

4.6 Information on Transformational/
Flagship or Capital Projects

Flagship projects are budget investments that take

LI _-q_Fr|H;||_';.||:'|| E'H]Hfrﬁ 1k and often benefin |m|]r|]'|h'
repions within a counry. They are different from
ward-level projects which are intended 1o benefie a
ward wathin a county. Doe o the I:.'.'IF'IU' g, the
demand for flagship projects makes up a sizable pare of
counties’ development busdgers,

In the CBTS 2020, the presentation of informaon on
flagship projects was analyzed acmoss four documents
CRCRTITE] 4% |1||:|_-_g|'-.|l;;-|,| 1]!-:'1.'r|-.||1-|11|:|'|l Pham, Aavnaeal

Drevelopment Plans, Programme-Based Budgers, and
Canzens Budpers. Only one question was wsed 1o
evaluate eounnes c::|11r\rq'h.-|'|wi1.'|.'|1rhh of infofmanon
dizchkosed o the pullic for the capital/ Hagzhip or
rransformarional projects in cach of these documents.
Huowever, in cach document, the mfommanon thii

was analveed vaned lightly. The average score of the
infor A '|'|1'|_~g-.;'r|.n:;’| b counties on capatal projects

wis 39 out of 1(4) 1'n'li1'|h.

The CBTS 2020 used the following paramerces o

evaluare the |_'-:||.1:|'|1:|'4.']:||.'|'|*~'1'. eibess of the information
o flagship projecs: specific locanon of the project

(L sabecoamne or ward), pl‘rlrhlil.'-d allixcation, seatus

|mirrnaswenal Bader Pamershg, (29 b € dpen Flislger survey 2012
|msiernasremal Budget Paseechip It T FIEEIRSS L RN T
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(e new or en-goang), and the implementation time frame (star-end) for each capital project. In the County Quarterly
Budger Implementation Report, the CHBTS 2020 assessed the availabilie and cpaality of informarion on each project’s
I~|'u.'L i 1||-|':|ti-:||:|.. il* c.:mpl-.-n:.:l. L LEL :|E1|rr|-l. vl coet, aml 1|'||.' .n-.'ru;nl caEl F'I.'Ilrl.l I.Ii'- im the |.|':r_'|rh'r wuniler T fi 13 |_-,1|_'|'|

caparal prosject.
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Hudger Documenes Fyaluased o Capusal Flapship Frojeces Component
Saaerve: €508 20200, (BF Kemw
From hgure 4.6, the Cinzens Budger disclosed very lmited informanon on capital projects — sconng only 10 oot of 100

[roaints i average, ."|.|1|1-n weed Pr‘ﬂl|.:1':I1'I'|r'r1-'.'- Based E'i1n|i|_'|.'r sillsin i1|.'r|'|rr|11-;-|| '|1-.mrl!,I SCOITINE anly 21 owr of 10K romnis, T'hus '
wits further bebow the average of the capital projects informartion provided by all the published budger documents.

Counties in each ¢ ategary by onder of performance 1

al-10a A Mo countes performed in this category

GI-20 B Mo counties performed in this carepon

41-60 Latkigsia, Baringo and Nyen

a0 D Elgeyo-Marakwer, Kilifi, Kisii, Marsabit, Nakuru, Tharaka Nitha, Isiobo,

keericho, kBaambu, Mairoba, Ulssin-Crsho, Makuen, koakamwega, Kimni,
Mandera, Meru, Muranga, Samburu, Siava and Turkang

(- 20 | B Busaa, Cranssa, Kajiado, Kwale, Lama, Mombasa, Wist Pokot, Bomet,
Embu, Homa Bay, Machakos, Mands, Myamira, Tana River, Trans-MNeoda,
Bungoma, Kisumu, Migon and Nyandarua
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B o .d- K y areas for furthor modular research

One of the issues identified in the CBTS 2020 is
the scarcity of information on public participation
spaces provided to the public to debate and
provide feedback on key budget decisions. Thus,
together with various stakeholders, IBF Kenya

is conceptualizing research to track public
participation at the county level in Kenya. Some
of the formative questions this research will cover
include:

® Do county participation frameworks give
the contents for the notices provided for
participation fora?

# Do the counties publish those notices and
through which media?

# |5 there connection with prévious participations?

Maore substantively, the research will also seak to
understand the participation mechanisms counties
employ, and the techniques of deliberation on
budget priorities. We also want to study what kind
of feedback should be and is given to the public by

4.7 Fiscal Responsibility

secton 107 of the PFM Act mandares the couney
treasunes 1o adbhere o 1'||"i|'l:|.':[‘l-]L'."- iaf el Feap wnsiblary
Tis asscss the extent to which countes adhere to
principles of fiscal responsibility, the CETS 2020
wewpgsed the level of informanon counnes |'l-:|'|:-1.'I|I-L' ¥l
ron budger documents, County Fiseal Sorarepy Paper
and County Budger Review and € Igrhocsk Paper where
conennes are reguired o link their budiger information
ot howe aotual financial performance for the previous
financaal VEAr may hawe affected 1.'r:||‘nl1l:i:|.1:||."v|.' with the
fiscal responsibility ponciples. Some of the sets of
information assessed on the fscal responsibilines were
I'Hl'ﬂ' C{H,In’]:": Ill'll-; IIII.']II ."[.“.'I'II,HIL!_'| il'l ].vl.llll."l'l.'l'l';:l.r 'I?a'l!ll
limirs piven on wage bills thar have central discussions
in couniws that it is ballooning. Providing such
informanon could help citzens understand and jusafy
such crucial staremenis,

The fallowing three specific components were evaluared

i this sectsomn:

n‘ 1.:|::||..||||::|' wn'l;nin‘u.'lll'i jeia e il | |:::.F|I:.'|'|.-|.‘|I[ul'|.' shall [{EHE |
exceed the county government’s total revenue,

public participation and equaily

governments, what forms the feedback takes and
the kinds of justifications given,

On equity in resource distribution, IBP Kenya

will also collaborate with key stakeholders to
understand more the processes counties have put
in place seven years after devolution to achieve
mong equitable service delivery, and what progress
has been made. This modular research plece will
try to identify the specific beneficiaries on specific
geographical of distribution of delivery of services
which entails budgets allocations and to the
implementation of the projects.

Budget changes have been known to interfere with
the budget allocations and even in capital projects,
the equity research piece will also unpack more in
understanding what justification are provided to
the public when the initial priorities are changed.

In addition, understanding the operations costs
of capital projects which over time it has been
identified to cause issues on lack of defivery of
sanvice despite projects being available.

ﬂ coLney H_i1'|.'l.'11ll'l.'l|.'l:ll"!~ allesearnon/ acial |::u.|'|-r||r|J|rur|:
on development shall be ar least thirty per cent of
the county government’s budger, and

ﬂ' county povernment s expenditune on aapes and
henefits for its public officers shall nior exceed
thirty-five per cent of the counry government’s total
TEVEENLIE.

The CETS 2020 Aindings show that counnes published
48 owsr of 100 poants of informanon on fiscal
responsibilines on average, Six Counties: Nairobd,
Myandarua, Nyen, Kakamega, Kiambu and Latkipea
wn::ln'l.E A '|:|:.' Fm:n'i.diﬂp_ inforimaton beraesn 851-

LN poines on fiscal responsibilines, Whereas five
CHROWP: did nor disclose any informaton on fiscal
n‘hrﬂlnhihililll‘.‘«-\. 14 CFaPadad mmn present suh
informaon. It is worth noung thar Machakos County
failedd 1o present any information on how they complicd
with the panciples of fscal responsabnlines in both the
CESP and CBROP While most counties only menton
the avatlabiliy of f=cal responsibilities in theie bucrer
documents, they faided o give whar the liw reguires
1|'|-,'|T| Ein '|1n.'r=¢'n1 i Hlisse o lnn.'ll.-_l‘::! -|J|::rL1:|rm:|:|Ix: LT .Ih.
providing mformanon on how they have complied wath
or how they ensure there iz compliance over the mediam
term in the fiscal responsibilines

kenva §oaniy |||u.hr:'|'r:n-.[u.l|:ru1. Surver ik Eﬂ



Top Counties on Budget Information per Thematic Area

Budger Daocument
Informanon on Fiscal Responsibilines

Imfcirmairon an Poonies

Fxpendirure Informamom

Revenue Informanon

Mon-financial Informamon

Information on Capital/ Flagship/ Transtormatonal
Projects

Public Participanon Informanon
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Marrobi, Myandarea and
MNyer
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SECTION 5:

mﬁ

Do the budget documents that counties avail to the public contain

comprehensive information?

This section highlights the findings of dhe kevel of
information provided in the eighe budgper documents
that CBTS 2020 examined. The budger doruments
include the Counry Integrared Development Plan
(CIDP), Anmaal Development Plan (ADP), Approved
Propramme-Based Budger (PBB), Counry Fiscal Strarcgy
Paper (CFSP), County Cuarterly Budger Implementation
Review Report, County Budger Review, and Ohutlook
Paper (CBROP), Cinzens Budget and the Finanee Act
VWhile rthe aszessed information may secm similar in the
basdgget documents, the depth of informarion required

ts e provided may vary, which 12 covered in section 4
abowve, under themarse areas,

5.1 The County Integrated Development Plan

The County Integrrated Development Plan (CIDF) is
the premicr budger document cach newly elected county
povernment prepares 1o set out the county development
plans for five years. The CIDP lays a foundation an
development prionties informing other county budger
decisions, parncularly those detailed in the Annual
Development Plans, County Fiscal Strategy Papers, and
Annual Budper Estimates approved cach year.

The CHTS 2000 foamnd thae the CIDP was the meost
accessible budger document, with only four Counnes-
Marok, Wajir, Kirinyaga, and Taita Taveta failing o
prubobish ar.

In the CHTS 2020 comprehensivencss cwaluanon, the
crinical picces of informarion we looked for in the
CIOP inclhede a ﬁw,:-g,'r.".u' lircakdown of the revenue
informanion (performance and targets), sectoral
expendinures, priomtics, major Hagship/ transformational
projeces, and the Bnkages beraeen the CIDP and other
plans, Three Counnes: Baringo, Emba, and Tharaka
Mithi counties had

the highest seores and are in the top category of
informanon provided m their CIDPs, sconng above B
ot oof 100 points in the comprehensieness check. The
average comprehensiveness score for available CIDPs
was 67 oot of 100 points - meaning that counties
provide a substantal amaount of welevant and helptul
infoemation v citaens in their CIDP Tn moal, 20
CIDPs or 67 per cent of all publicly available CITIPs,
had scores berween 61-80) points. Kilif, Kiambas,
Laikipia, Staya, Nyeri, Samburu, King, Mero, Bungoma,

Makueni, Vihiga, Kinnyaga, Narok, Taita-Tavera and
Wajir, performed below the average score.

Vihiga Counry had the lowest level of information with
26 our of 100 points and i one of the three Counties in
the categary of 21-40 points, together with Bungoma
and Makuent {ountes

Owerall, our evaluation shows that most CIDPs provide
eomiprehensive information on the implemenrancn
matnix of their development programmes that shoukd
guide the execution of the spending pronties outhined
in the CIDE This means that counties are channeling
sipnificant efforts w document their planned steps
towards achieving the development prionities laid our
in their CIDPs Therefore, CHDPs provide a good level
of information that can be wsed w erack the progeess
of thetr implementagion. The least provided a ser of
information was on public participation, which would
highlight the public’s input in the formulaton process of
the C1DP and how that influenced the final pnomtes in
the document.

5.2 The Annual Development Plan

The purpose of the Annual Development Plan [ADP)

is 1o frame the development plan for a county for each
coming financial year and also allows counties o updare
their prosties set out in the CTDPs in line with any
emergent issues in the budger, the economy, and palitieal
matters that may affect the viability of pre-set prionnes
in such boag-teem policy documienis,

23 out of the 33 ADPs evaluared in the CBTS 2020
scored berween 41-60 in comprehensiveness contenes,
Mone of the ADPs scored A, meaning no ADP had

a score of 81 poiris and above, Only three countics,
Kimi, Marsabit, and Tharaka Nithi, scored B by
disclosing informanon berween 61-80 poines. Machakos
and Samburu were the lowest performers, with their
available ADPs scoring [ or less than 20 poinrs.

While mwwst of the CIDPs assessed performed well on
the compechensiveness of information regarding the
lsng- andd medium:-term spending pronties, most of the
evaluated ADPs failed ro present informanon on the
county spending priorities for the year. The informaton
om the revenue rargers by source for the coming vear
was also penerally missing in the published ADPs - only
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seven of the 33 ADPs analveed had any information on
revennie. Even counmes that presented some informanon
on fevenue, such as Nairobi county, dsd ot present the
proper breakdown by conditional grants and equitable
share. The falure o break down informanon into clear,
understandable chunks was vadespread. Although most
of the ADPS presented informanon on expendimre
projections, most did nor separare recurrent and
development expendinure,

Like che CIDPs, the CBTS 2030 found that the lesel
of mformation provided on the public parncipaton in
the ADPs is kv - 95 per cent of the available ADPs
did not seore any point on the two questions wsed

tor evabuate the presentanon of information on public
PATTICIpy AT,

5.3 The County Fiscal Strategy Paper

The Couney Fiscal Straregy Paper (CFSP) is a policy
budger document that provides informanien on the
upcoming fAnancial vear's fiscal policy, which includes
the tonal soee of the budger, key prionines as well as
departmental celings, The CFSP also provides key
nformsanon on budger implementanon in the first six
months of the current vear under implementarion. Since
the CESP s released a fow months before the Budger
Estimutes, it sets or strengthens the policics guiding the
upconming budger allocations allowdng cinzens g have
a dwbogue on their expectations reganding budgetary
allocations and provide inpurs on preferned spending
priontes,

In the CHBTS 2020, 34 of 47 eountics (72 rer cent) isf
kenyvi’s countics published their CFSPs online, which
was an improvement from 27 counties (57 per cent)

published in CBTS 2018, The available CFSPs scored an
average of 60 out of 10 points. Makoeni, Kwale, and
an;a aee the theee counties that scored A beraeen
A1- 100 poants in the level of informanon CFSPs are
begally :'L‘l.jllll':.'ll (1] FI-IJtIIl!'-I"I- Conrvesa i the |:II'I]:|. CONLY
whise CFSP seored 13 or below 20 poinrs among, the 34
CIF3Ps publicly available.

5.4 The Citizens Budget

Cinzens Bodgets are designed to present key public
finance information o a general audience. They are
rg.'pu::l]lg.- written i accessible bgruage o |-|._-|F. 1on-
specualist readers understand the informanion. Citieens
Budgers should also incorporate visualizatons, including
simple and effectve tables, chares, and disgrams on
budpger informaron”,

The number of Cimkoens Busdpees has sreadily increased
since their avalabibiey was first evaluaned in the CBTS in
2004, While this prowth means thar more cinzens in the
connnies can access simphifed versions of therr hﬂdhq'l
estimates, they stll fall shorr of the requined standards,
A% ';I'H FAM Ll'l th “'Hllll"'\. h!llu.' rFr- '!JI: n\“llﬂbh‘ f:l[ul:l_"n
Budgets snll present untranslared rechnical budget
informanon and financial fargon, which s ordinarily nor
easily understood by the public.

Accaordimg to the CBTS 20240, 17 our of 47 eounties (36
e Ceig ) FIIJEI'ihl"H:I.l: their {Cineen H[ﬂjgul:i, wirth Kwale
County being the most comprehensive and scoring 71
out of 10 points and Uasin Gishu scoring only 21 our
of 10 poins
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Box 5.1: Citizens Budgets and the Role

Citizens Budgets are indicative of efforts to present
government policies in a manner that is easily
understandable to the public. They can be produced
solely by governments or through collaborations
with civil society organizations and other non-state
groups. In recent years, collaborations between
national and local governments have yielded
significant gains in the production and publicization
of citizens budgets for example in Philippines.

In Kenya, section 6(2) of the Public Finance (County
Government) Regulations, 2015, require that county
treasuries produce summaries of budget proposals
in Citizens Budgets as an integral part of effective
public participation during the development of their
annual budget estimates., In 201718, the Council

of Governaors, in consultation with stakeholders,
developed a detailed guide on drafting Citizen
Budgets to help counties in the preparation of the
document. Since the release of these guidelines,
the CBTS results have showed an increase in the
number of counties that produce and publish
Citizens Budgets from zero in 20017 ta 17 in 2020,
However, the guideline and the PFM regulations

5.5 The Finance Act

The Counry Finance Act is the principal fiscal legslanon
that counties enact, |t conrains a provision reganding
taxes, dutes, levies, and changes and helps county
povernments improve their revenue collecnons, bases
b scbenti Fring new revenue sereams and strengthening
the exisnng revenue bas, In the CBTS 2000, anly nine
of A7 (19 per cont) of countes made their Finanee Acr=
available to the pubilic on their websies, dropping from
ten counnes in CETS 20190

The CHTS 2020 evaluated the comprehensiveness

of the Finance Acrs based on the following derals:
commencement date(s) of rrr-q'm!u:d FEVETILIES,
modificanion of pre-cxisting lows, details of max/ charges
10 he imyposed, revenue sdministraton on payment, and
the loscal au[!‘umry h}'-l:nh‘ vl afwd sratus,

Mone scored an A (B1-100 poines) out of the nine
Finance Acts available online, Laikipia Finance Act, 2019
was the most comprehensive, sconng B out of 100
points, while the lowest scored 40 of 100 poines, This
means that on average, countics are releasing nearly half
of the informarion thar the law reguires in the

finance lws.

of Active

s in Vihega Gounty

contradict each other an whether the Citizens
Budget should present a summary of the budget

proposal or the approved budget.

Most recently, the Vihiga County collaborated with
active civil society organizations in the county

to develop an effective Citizens Budget that was
published by the County on its' website. Through
these consultations, the government identified what
information was most useful to introduce citizens to
the budget knowledge they need to participate as
informed stakeholders in allocating and spending
public money. While the resultant Citizens’ Budget
did not meet the full CBTS 2020 comprehensiveness
criteria, this demonstrated commitment to present
budgets in a way citizen can understand will go a
lot, way in fostering a greater understanding in how
public money is spent among the citizens and open
up spaces for meaningful citizen engagement. More
counties that have never published these reports
should embrace and developed Citizens’ Budgets

as this could be a turning point for angaging with
citizens and identifying their needs and priorities.

5.6 The Programme-Based Budget

Programme-Based Budgers (PBBs) are probably che
maost recogmized budger documents due o the funfair
thar comes with their rabling. Ar the nanonal and county
bevels, |:lurf.:|.|ﬂ|.'1 statements xnd the 1.|L|n'5!i|r:‘! of ther
approwal are often a source of heated debates berween
the execunve and lemskamve anms of government.

The counry Programme-Based Buadget informs the
distriburon of all resources available o the county

fisr cach financial year, detailing available expendinre
foor recurrent and development expenditure needs. e

is essennial to avail these documents o citens and

their clected representatives in the County Assemblics
and thar the contens of the PBB are comprehensive
and presented in a strectured mannee for case of
examanation and analysis, Besides, proper disagrrreparion
makes it casicr for the public and Counry Assemblies oo
easily adennify praoriries relared o the people’s needs

Be thar o= i may, the CB1TS 2020 found thar onldy 11

of Kenva's 47 counties (23 per cent) published thear
approved PBBs online. This was similar to the number
of PBBEs Counties in our previous survey in 2009, PRE
availability in the 2019 and 20200 surveys 18 much lower
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than in 2018 when 30 counties had their approved PBBs online- the highest in the last six years that IBP Kenva has
comvducted the CRTS This means thar mearly half (40 frer cenit) of countes st -51|1-;-|,F !11,',||§|~.i'.|11_|_: th ]1n|31r;||11|;|;-_4- Basid
Buders afrer 2015

Whale Cimeems” Budpers are 'i-i:I:Iil'II'- summanzed versions of PBBs, the CIVTS 20200 esablished a [rec uliar trend in
puldishing these rov documents, Wi commend the cight counties that produced and published both documents.

Beveral countics surprsmgly chose o publishs ome or the other, as shown m Table 5.1,

Counties that published their

FBEs but did not publish Litibens B s but did not publi

LT Ens Hud

I Elgevo-marnkwes | Kakamega 1 Ganssa
2 Laikipia 2 Rkercho 2  Rkajtado
3 Alakuem 3 Eilih 3 Kisi
i MNakuru 4 Kwale
3 Myen 5  Machakos
i mambsiru 6 Myandarua
7 Turkana T Unsin-gishu
B Wesr pokot & Vihoga
% Tharaka nich 1

Touching on the consistency of publishing documents, the dara shows thar only 5 our of 47 counties have consistently
pubhished their PBBs in the last three financial vears In thar gme (2008-2020), only 8 out of 47 counties have published
at least 2 PBEBs in the public domain, Teenty-one counties have |::-|_|h|1:.'||;'|_| at least 1 PBE in the kst three consecutive

vears, and 13 have |'-|||.'-|-.-|1n| A

i,

Very few counties are consistent about publishing their Programme Based Budgets
consecutively, some stopped publishing as youmove o next FY or round of CBTS .

| 2 PBBs | 3PBBs

Countles that have ITIJI!]iHlIL'lI] Caovmics that have conslstentls -I
PBBs in two of the past three ished PBBs i all the last

CHTS (2018-Mio)

West Pokor, Huser, Floma H-|.
Konbmrmegra, Mlakuend, Muranga

b angd Turkanes

Wi FEF Aormpee MDY NUIE N30 [ hadta @ ) madyes

he CETs 2020 evaluared the Fll”'!l'-l"I}', ke cansgancs nl' IO IR GNE FEVENUE | :|I1'i,;1|r|c':<, [N s, 1'1i'||,-|1|_|_|n|n-
estimanes, which include economic classificanion further disaperegared o iperations & maintenance, personnel ,

compensation informanon, and capical exponciniee informanion. Further, we assessed expendiiure classificanon ar the

W |.-|
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funcrional level thar comprises programmes and sub-
programmes, inchading non-fnancial information. Lastly,
the comprehensivencss of the details of capiral projeos
and public participation spaces was evaluated.

Mone of the 11 published PBBs scored an A (81 - 100
paoings). From our anabysis, West Pokot presented higher
comprehensive informanion than all the publicly available
PBBs. Although it performed the bese, ar 64 of 1)
potnrs, West Pokot PBB scored a B on our scale while all
the other ten eounties thar This means thay where PHIEs
are avatlable, the informarion provided was soll missing a
loe of derails thar the law requires cowntics 1o give in the
PBBs made online,

MNone of the 11 counties thar published PEEs disclosed
informancn on public participation spaces. Though
some mentioned than public partcipation forums

ok place, there is no information to venfy thar these
accoamnis woere accurane and seliable, Also, 1o allow the
public to see the feedback and dectswons made, none of
the 11 countes indicated what feedback was received
from the public during public parncipanon forums.

All the 11 county PBB: we evaluated provided the
informanon on departmental estmares o the coming
financial year, properly broken-doan programmis,

and sub-programmes. This is the very essence of

e lﬂﬂ-‘l’-ﬂl'l'l-l-' -'I:rmu_'-;] :ljlhjﬂf[i_ﬂﬁ — fil i ||]q.'.|.r|'|aer 'illﬁ:ll'l'ti:.ll!il Wl
thar clarifies the revenues and costs associared wath
each programme alongside measurable objectives and
performance measures for the programme o promaote
sceountability and dara-doven policy decision-making,
Counties provided more informaton on mult-year
estimares for the coming vear compared o informarion
on the multi-vear historical performance from previous
vears. Only one county provided parmal information on
past revenue and did not fully disclose the breakdown
by all three sourees: equitable shane, local revenue, and
conditional grants, Monitoring past financial i formation
is important to both governments and citieens, as it
helps evaluate the government's performance and sers
expectations for future budger performance.

While counties performed fairly well in disclosing
comprehensive top-line expendinure information, there
was a planng gap m the provision of deaggregated dara.
For example, in accounting for recurrent expendinne,
only Myerd ind West Pokot counnies disagpregated the
dhara on the personnel level

5.7 The County Budget Review and Outlook
Paper

The County Budper Review and Oudook Paper
(CBROP) reviewed revenoe and expendinire informanon
from the previous financial vear at economic and
fuscticonal levels. They present the corrent vear's
economic updare and irs impact on revenue and
expendiire. The paper has a double focus on reviewing
past budgetary performance and laying the provisional
budpet projections for the coming financial year.

The CHTS 2020 found that 21 our of 47 (43 percens)
of counties made their CBROPs publicly available,

a ten percent decrease from the 2019 survey when

T CRROPs were online. Howewer, i terms of the
comprehensiveness of ther contents, the CHTS 2020
Foounad that CBROPs wene mast likely 1o contain the
minumum essential informanion o support public debare
om the budger and fscal accountability. According o
our comprehensivencss measures, relatve to all other
asaessed documents, CBROPs liad the hiaghest number
of documents that acored A (81-100 ™ unix), The
pubdished CBROPs of Nairobi, Kitui, Kakamega,
Kiambu, and Makueni counnes are the top hve
countes sconng A (B1- 100 poants). Fourteen counties
perfurmed in the second-highest category, sconng B
(61-80 pomnts), Only rao counties, Baringo and Kisii,
fell in the third caregory of C, scoring 47 and 44 our of
10K} poings, respectively. CBROPs provided an averige
of 72 out of 100 poinrs whech still lefi a gap on the
information requined by s o be given when these
documents are published.

Cne key area thar CBROPs failed was providing
narrative justificanions of their revenue and expendinere
performance, including providing the challenges thar
resulted in poor performance and proposed measares
1o address them. Performance narratves allow for a
deeper understanding of programme effecoveness and
assist legislators and cinzens with wseful background on
the resules funded programmes achieve, Most counties
alsor did non fully link their current fiscal responsibilines
with the previous vear's expendinure performance. Only
five counnes - Kiambu, Nairobi, Nvandarua, Nyeri,
and Tharaka Nithi, presenred information on their
adherence to fiscal responsibilines ser out in the Public
Finance Management Act. Others provided parnial
linkages, and =ome did nor present any information at all,

o
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5.8 The County Quarterly Budget Implementation Review Report

The County Quarvesly Budger Implementanon Review Reporr (COBIR) allows povernments and citirens o maonitor
the submational budger implementanon stames and idemif implemieniation challenges 1o be recobied s omely manner
tor ensure effecove service delivess.

Cwver the vears, the CHTS has recorded improvements in budget transparency practices linked oo budger
implementanon information. The number of counties publishing ar least one COBIR in each financial vear has prown,
alhen showdy. However, as these documents should be produced gquarterly 1o ensure continuous informanon on budger
exceution throughout the year, errtic publication on the reports 15 a significant concern. Only Baringo County has
performed exemplarily in thiz area, having constantly produced guarterly budger implementation review reporns each
quarter gince 2006, As shown in Figure 5.2, only a small <et of Kenya'’s counties made their COBIRS available in the
public domain consistently across the four quarters

The CBTS 2020 analysis shows that 35 Counties did not publish even one CQBIR
fot FY 2009,20. Although more counties are publishing them compared 10 previoas
CBTS, the results from FY 2009/ 20 show that inconsistency is a significant concern.

4. 3CQBIRs i

Cionimies thaa pl]hliﬂ!h‘d thires Lt Loumiics tlhat |1|_||1||-.||._ i @l the

of four COYBIRS in FY N9/ 20 COBIR: s

EMUF CJUAFLCTS

4 CQBIRs f
J

Alakuom, MNven, Sambore, Tarkana

Hewever, whart is promising is that the comparative data achievements in the quarter at the progrramme and =ub-

shows that once a county starts producing and programme levels,

publishing their COBIRs, they are more bikely than mo

10 ingtitunionalize the |'I'I.I-|:11l.'-'.'.. Bout ok the fve aoanties The H:h.|1|13._9 shovay thar mine o of rwelve countes with
than ['|l||:J|l:<|!I1.'L| all tha fowr I:'.[‘]|5| R aesessedd m CRTS
2020 hadd published the roo COBIRs evaluared in the

CHTS 20019

COBIRs provided revenue information broken down

by three sources: equitable share, local revenue, and
comchisional granes, This makes it easy to see how revenue
flows tov the counties in cach of the guarers. For

A key tuncion of the document is 1o present the cxample, the FY 200920 4rh quarter implementation

financial and non-financial budger informaton thar
POV [‘il.'r'ﬁl-rl'l'mnl. i 1 each yuarter aif thae |2Hh.|;..[¢'l wEar
Tov evahuaie the level of inf TETTIRER v 10 r|'|;'~:|_- TCHONTS,
the CHTS M020 assessed financial and non-financial
information oo quarterly manmets, actual revene and
:.'tFH'H-.hI:I.I.I't' Perbirmance fose cach ymarier. Maonit
financial mfoemation on revenue and expendinre
performance was generally scanry, Only two Countics
- Baringeos and Nven scored A (81100 |1|:'|i|1|-; on thie
'..'IF|'|'I|"l|'!..'hi.'l|h|".'L‘l'li.‘!~:‘- lrl‘. f:i_}ﬂ[ﬂh, and bsth jam n.'|||u|_|
infosemation on non-Ainancial performance acrual

3? Butriva Codiiity Buodert Tremspaneney Ssaroey 00240

report from Myen County shows the information an

thee amoninrs digbarsed o the L'IHJIIlF af I|1;' 1'11|,|: af ||'|u
financial vear, whibe the 4th Cuarer ||'|'||'|-||,'|1'|;-r|mq|n|'|
Report from Elgeyo Marakwer docs not present such
informaton. Our research on budper credibaliny shows
that poor cash flow pracnces ar the natonal kevel ofien
bead ro tase disbursement of funds to counpes, which
leads to shoor budger implementaton ar the subnanional
level. This vickous evele ends in poor budger credibiline ar
the subnatonal level.




Bax 5.7 What can citizens and leqgisiat

Cuara
Civil Civil society organizations engaged in fiscal
transparency and accountability around the country
have put in spirited efforts to encourage county
governments to share budget implementation

on time and in the most accessible ways, All
stakeholders have an essential role in maving this
agenda forward,

Citizens:

® Closely monitor their local governments and call
for them to release implementation information
consistently and timely across all the four
quarters.

# Exercise their right to public participation and
engage with county governments on their
questions and concerns with regard to budget
implementation,

Loocumeant

Top Counties on Budget Information Per

County governments:

# County executives should promptly publish
their Quarterly Budget Implementation Review
Reports and ensuring they offer detailed financial
and non-financial information on budget
implementation that citizens need to understand
how public money is being spent.

# County assemblies should ensure they are playing
their oversight role by demanding the tabling and
publication of implementation reports in time
within the year,

# County executive and assemblies should also
ensure that the published implementation reports
are user- friendly. Mamy of the County Guarterly
Budget Implementation Reports assessed in
the CBTS 2020, were directly imported from the
Integrated Financial Management Information
System (IFMIS) thus lacked non-financial
information, while some others included poor
guality scans making it difficult for citizens to
read the budget information,

Budper Document

{oufny l‘fll_urn_-rlf. ]‘l-un;E;._'ru_'l ||:||.'|1!|.':|:|1|.'|1l:lrmll H|:|'I:lll:

|

2 County Budger Review and Outlook Paper
3 County lntegrated Development Plan

4 li'.¢||.|.|'|l:.' Fiacal Seratepy i’.‘lrh.'l’

5  Finance Ace

6 Annuval Development Plan

T Cimeens Badger

B Approved Programme Based Busdger

Connny Transparency Soore (Lt
of 10 posines)
Baningo Chi
Marrodn el
Banngso B2
Makuem "2
Laikrpaa ]
ki T
Kwale Tl
Wit Pk o4
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SECTION 6:

Conclusion and Recommendations

Conclusion

This srudy’s sesults represent a slight improvement in the
number of budget documents made publicly available
by the counpes. However, the number of badger
documents that are made pubbic by Kenva's couney
povernments remains very ko Oaly M0 percent of the
vovtal documenis expected o be public were published
online, In addition, the findings have clearly shown thar
counties are stll nor providing comprehensve budper
information, with an average of 33 our of WK poinns
of badger informartion being made available in basdpet
documents across the 47 counties. The study further
highbghts thar maose than half of the ol number of
countics fall below the average CIFTS 2020 rransparency
index.

For the public ro understand the decisions being made
by their county pevernments and justifications for
different prionnes funded in county budgers, cinzens
necd access o comprehensive budger nformaton. Moss
of the informartion thar should be published is already
provided for i the public Anance management act

anl other laws and regulanions. There is sl a lor thar
buenva’s counties need o dis to Fachitare this

Hudlgret ir AMSPareney ronuns segemnbeantly laws l*','iﬂhr
vears after the starr of devolution in kenya, countes are
still prowviding very limited informanon on their budgers
across different documenes thar infoem the wee of
public resources, The survey found that only 40 percenr
of budper doouments ane pubslicly available. Although
this 15 a progressive improvement from previois vears,
the improvement has been very slow, The npple effect
of thix is a lack of meaningful public participation

i rhve hu#u.'-r process since citizens do not have the

e formation that would enable them 1w make informed
decisions, Consequently, services that are provided by
counties do not reflect the poontes and needs of the
cutizens doe o back of  participation,

Chn the other hand, a few counties have shown
improvement in making budger documents available

tir the public while ar the same fime providing
comprehensive informanon. We commend these counry
povernments because increased transparency results

in berrer citizen participation, and therefore, services
respond o public necds.

Coiintivs produce bodger docwments e dio i
miake them publicly availlable. As ]ﬂiﬂh]#tmj i

the survey findings, 69 more budper documens wene
published when the deaft resules of the survey were
shared with countics. Acconding to imelines provided in
the biw;, these were documents thar counties had already
prowduced, ver they were not publicly available on the
websites. Availing these budger dooements would adbere
ton the law and pive citizens equal opporunitics o engape
iy budger processes.

Incaonsistenacics in e ekl e ool boosclgee
ducuments are apparent, A look ar the history of
publishing budger documents by counties indicates thar
some counties ceased providing budger documenes o
the puhlir.:. Alsan, the SUFVEY revealed that the [:{_a BIR=
are the most inconsistently pubhished documents These
are cntical budger documents as they enable the citizens
1o idenmify service delivery issues in the financial year. In
addinon, some budgers are supposed o be published as
i “package”, such as the Approved Programme-Based
Budgets and irs summary version, the Citizens Budpers
Muost counties were not comsistent in publishing these
rao documents. However, this was done well by eyghi
counties that peovided both on dheir websines,

Provisiom of bBath nancial amd aon-fmancial
inlormation remains o challenge. PBodget documenis
analvzed in the CHTS 2020 revealed char they frequently
lack specific budger informanon details that cimeens
would need o monitor service delivery. Some budger
documents wene fonand o ertircly muss details v non-
fAinancial information; for example, the quarrerly budger
implementation reports. OF concern is that most budper
documients faled o disagerepace budpers w pecurrem
and devel wpment expendinuee, making it difficolr for
citizens to track how the budgers were spenr. Some
counnes failed 1o have information on revenue in their
budhret documents, ver revenue is a critical component
oof the budger.

Inloer mrictiiem o privhelic parnicipaiioen lacks i o
budget diecoments. The CBTS 2030 resules showr

that most counnes provide few opportunitics for the
public 1o participate in the budpet processes. Specifically,
canly an average of 6 our of 100 poines of public
participation information was found in the Tmh]lr:'.h::d
budger documents, Addinonally, the informaron on
public participanon was entirely missing in Approved
Programme-Based Budgens despite being the most
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strategic opporunity for the public o contrbute 1w and
influcnce public spending decisions, This informanon =
critical as it should provide details on the ciizens” mput
and how the counties unlized the inpat o inform the
decision it wiok in the budger.

Countles responded bemer to the drofn resalis ol
the availability survey thin the comprehensmweneas
survey. As highlighred in the methodology, all the 47
counties were given o chance 1o share their response to
the deaft resulis on s faimess and accuracy. Taenty-
o counties responded mo the drafr availability survey
resules, while only rao counties responded to the

druft comprehensiveness survey results. IBP kenva
will contnue working more closely with the county
povernments with the aim of improving the interacnion
i CONSCQUENT SUrvevs.

Recommendations

In light of the findings and conclusions hyhhighed
ahove, we make the following recommendarions:

£ Counry povernments shoubd adhere 1o the Public
Finance Management Act and the Constinurion
by ensunng that they publicly provide budget
documents ar the nght ame, in the dghe formar, and
with the right informaron, This will enable citieens
1o meaningfully engage in the budgeting process,

€) Counry povernments o provide detailed
mformation on public parncpanon in all the budgee
documents, Public participation is an integral part
of ensunng thar budger decisions respond o the
needs of the citzens, As such, the informanon
needs o provide comprehensive details of citieens
who take part, the inpur they provide, and how the
eounty government uees the inpur o inform the
buchret decisions,

E) Civl Sociery Orpanizations to build the eapacity
of citizens in the budger-making process o enable
them to take part meaningfully in the budger cycle.
Citizens can only engage effectively when they have
the requisite knowledge and skills on how 1o engage.

ﬂ Though devolution in Kenva is sl evolving,

countics must firmly put efforts to ensure there
are substantial spaces that the public can equally
participare and make their decisions, imagining an
eoquitable and transparent county that rakes views
froam the most marginalized groups

o Beyond making basdget documents available, county
povernments should ensure thar the information
prowided is comprehensive enough o emalile the
cirizens o utilise it 1o mwack the progress of countics

in the implementation of the budgees.
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ANNEX 1:
Logistical Issues

pri] resveand ga il drealy

The methodalogy of the County Budger Transparency
Survey is strucrueed o be participatory and fair,
Allowing county governments 10 review the accuracy
of the draft resules was a cnncal part of it Therefore,
upon complenon of the availability survey, IBP Kenya
invited all 47 county povernments (o comment on the
draft CBTS 2020 resulis. [BP Kenya sent the results mw
four key eounty government officers: the Governor, the
Clerk of the Counry Assembly, the County Executive
Coomrmuree (CEC) Member for Finance, and dhe office
of the Head of Budger of all the 47 counties, IBPR
received official feedback from only fwo counties on the
comprehensiveness part of the survey. TR Kenya wall
continue working with the Council of Governrs and
indivicdual counties to make the survey review process
more meaningful and easier, cspecially in identifving the
key ofhcials and offices responsible for reviewing and
responding o the survey resoles,

ﬂ iy 1 il wlrat

While counmes did nor efficially write back v TBP
Reeniva om the shared draft avaikabsilig resulis, 22
counties responded by uploading 69 (33.5 per cent).

The following are counties that published ar least five
mare budper documents ininally missing in their counny
wehsites: West Pokor, Elgevo Marakooer, Laikipia,
Tirkana and Makuend, This shows thar a substannal
amount of budger informaton could be made available
by couney governments in a relatively short time frame.
Even so, 25 Counties could nor upload missing budger
documents on their websites even after the call

ﬂ e il Yorralaruidaam ol H ||_--|.I-'-|

The nformaton assessed i the CETS 2020 was
informarion thar countes ane recpuared by lawe o
present in their published budger documenes, Fven
s, counties have standardized matenials thar gusde the
kind of informanon that should be presenred. It is
worth highlighrng thar even where the informarion is
presented, technicalines in the simpliciry of language
used 15 still a challenge. For example, the CFSP iz a
policy document that may not be casily undersrood
by the public when compared 1o other budgper
documents. Counties shoubd ensure thar informanon
is communicated ina sumplified way 1o help interested
citizens understand and engape meaningfully in the
VATIOLS OCEsSEs,
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