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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report summarises the proceedings of the Second Budget Practitioners Seminar (PS), whose focus was on the 

budget implementation at the county government level. The seminar took place at the Crowne Plaza Hotel in 

Nairobi on 11th October 2019. It was attended by 77 participants, drawn from the national government, county 

governments, and civil society organizations (CSOs) working in 29 counties in Kenya, (Annex 1). The seminar sought 

to broaden the understanding of an array of budget practitioners on county budgetary processes, particularly 

budget implementation. It examined strategies used by CSOs to enlarge spaces for citizens to participate in 

tracking budget implementation in their respective counties. Representatives from both national and county 

governments expounded on the process of budget implementation and attendant challenges; they then forwarded 

recommendations on how best to improve this process best. The organization and discussion points of the seminar 

are outlined below.  

In structure, the seminar involved plenary presentations, panel discussions, as well as group discussions. The 

seminar began with a presentation on taking stock of the action points and from the earlier PS (March 2019) and 

on the salient themes emerging from a pre-seminar survey conducted in September 2019 on budget 

implementation. There were three plenary presentations delivered that yielded insights on the experiences, 

challenges, and lessons learned about involving citizens in processes of budget implementation in the counties. 

During the initial plenary discussion, the activities of the Centre for Enhancing Democracy and Good Governance 

(CEDGG) in Baringo County and the Community Empowerment and Development Centre (CEDC) in Busia County 

were in focus. In panel discussions, four officers of the national and county governments analysed the processes 

and challenges of budget 

implementation, whereby they 

highlighted the scope and quality of 

public participation in budget-

making and implementation.1 Group 

discussions took the form of a world 

café setup, during which a sample of 

trained budget facilitators shared 

the findings of the budget credibility 

research study. The study of budget 

 

1The session was titled County and National view: The process of budget implementation, the gaps, challenges faced and 

solutions to those challenges. The panel consisted representatives from county executive finance department (Nyandarua), 

county executive health department (Busia), county assembly (Baringo), and office of the auditor general (OAG). 

https://www.internationalbudget.org/publications/roll-over-budget-credibility-in-kenyas-counties/
https://www.internationalbudget.org/publications/roll-over-budget-credibility-in-kenyas-counties/
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credibility examines the extent and nature of deviations from planned budgets and of their causes and 

consequences. 

2. POOR BUDGET IMPLEMENTATION AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

This section discusses the first objective of the seminar, which was to provide information on the contexts and 

challenges hindering effective implementation of county budgets. The national and county government 

representatives described the contexts in which county governments make and implement budgets as follows:  

Counties have poor budget absorption: According to the Budget Credibility Study presented at the PS, counties 

are unable to spend about 20% of their budgets, as shown in Table 1 below. The slow absorption of funds is worse 

for capital expenditure. Cited was the case of Baringo County, where budget absorption in key priority areas such 

as water access, has been unsatisfactory since the onset of devolution. In 2017/18 and 2018/19, the county was 

only able to absorb about 30% of its developmental budget. Another example is Nairobi county, where over the 

four assessed years, the overall development budget absorption has continued to decline as shown in Table 2. It 

declined from 24 percent in FY 2014/15 to 26 

percent in FY 2017/18. In comparison to the 

average development budget absorption of 61 

percent across the 47 counties, Nairobi only 

absorbs 28 percent. The slow absorption of 

funds has led to delays in opportunity where 

citizens should engage with their respective 

county governments on why they are unable to 

absorb more development funds effectively. If 

citizens, in partnership with CSOs, can gain 

access to useful budget information and use it 

effectively to interrogate county budgets, then counties may have stronger budget absorptions. On the other 

hand, county governments need to augment budget credibility through better budget planning. In this regard, they 

need to curb the vexing problem of unmerited supplementary budgets.  
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TABLE 1.  EXCHEQUER ISSUES AS A PROPORTION OF THE APPROVED BUDGET AND 

AGAINST ABSORPTION RATES 
Budget Year Recurrent 

Exchequer 

Issues 

Development 

Exchequer 

Issues 

Total 

Exchequer 

Issues 

Recurrent 

Budget 

Absorption 

Development 

Budget 

Absorption 

Total Budget 

Absorption 

2014/15 90% 68% 81% 91% 64% 79% 

2015/16 98% 66% 83% 95% 63% 81% 

2016/17 97% 67% 84% 95% 64% 82% 

2017/18 97% 35% 84% 94% 50% 78% 

Total 96% 65% 83% 94% 61% 80% 

Source: Controller of Budget Implementation Reports, FY 2014-2018  

TABLE 2.  OVERALL BUDGET PERFORMANCE IN NAIROBI COUNTY 
Budget Year Recurrent 

Budget 

Absorption 

Development 

Budget 

Absorption 

Total Budget 

Absorption 

2014/15 97% 24% 73% 

2015/16 100% 38% 78% 

2016/17 91% 33% 72% 

2017/18 88% 26% 68% 

Total 95% 28% 73% 

Source: Controller of Budget Implementation Reports, FY 2014-2018   

The factors of low absorption of funds by counties are 

complex: According to the Budget Credibility Study, the 

national treasury frequently delays disbursing funds to 

counties.  Another prime factor is the centralized, lengthy, and 

rigid procurement processes. For instance, counties can only 

initiate any procurement move on receiving funds from the 

National Treasury.  Delays in the transfer of funds (see 

paragraph 6 below) compounds the inefficiencies in county 

procurement arrangements. Procurement, in most cases, is centralized at the county treasury, further delaying 

budget implementation such as in Busia and Baringo counties. In Baringo County for instance, the water 

department had over 270 projects in 2018/19, 

all of which had to be processed through one 

procurement department. These 270 projects 

competed with projects from all the other 

departments. In Nyeri County, interviews with 

county officials indicated that a long and 

centralized procurement process is a challenge 

they face during budget implementation. 

Accordingly, participants made the case for the 
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need to decentralize the procurement process to ease some of its in-built inefficiencies.  They argued that this 

would set the stage for local communities to control processes of procurement better.  

The national government disburses funds to counties in slow and unpredictable fragmented sums; this 

discourages effective budget planning and actions and, as a result, hinders budget implementation in the counties. 

For instance, the National Treasury often sends about 38% of revenue allocations to counties in either the last 

quarter of any financial year or even later, as shown in Table 3 below. An example, in this case, is Kakamega 

County, on analysis of the county performance review, 

reports the justification provided for poor budget 

implementation is the slow-paced disbursements by the 

National Treasury. Compounding the problem of 

delayed intergovernmental transfers is the low capacity 

of counties to generate revenue locally. Other problems 

related to the county budget are the inadequate 

appreciation of contingency budgeting and breakdowns 

in the financial management system (IFMIS). An 

example is Kajiado County where IFMIS connectivity and 

frequent downtime are given as reasons for poor 

budget implementation in the Controller of Budget Implementation Reports FY 2016/17 and FY 2017/18.  

TABLE 3.  QUARTERLY REVENUE RECEIPTS 2014-2017 – (KSH BILLIONS) 

Budget 

Year/Quarter 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

Approved 

Revenue 

2014/15 84.00 136.96 203.70 304.78 323.37 

2015/16 72.42 150.10 227.57 343.18 361.73 

2016/17 99.38 167.37 251.53 369.45 389.91 

2017/18 55.36 127.03 232.80 387.09 412.74 

Total 311.16 581.46 915.60 1,404.50 1,487.75 

      

2014/15 26% 42% 63% 94%  

2015/16 20% 41% 63% 95%  

2016/17 25% 43% 65% 95%  

2017/18 13% 31% 56% 94%  

Total 21% 39% 62% 94%  

Source: Monthly Statement of Actual Revenue and Exchequer Issues 2014- 2018, National Treasury 
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In most counties, county budgets keep huge wage bills, which on average, run above the legal ceiling of 35 

percent of the total revenue of any county: For example, in 2018/19, the average wage bill to total revenue stood 

at 36 percent, with 31 counties breaching the legal ceiling of 35 percent. Not only does this fiscal situation limit the 

amounts counties can devote to capital expenditure, but also it undercuts resources they could devote to 

operations and maintenance (O&M). Given the limited resources for O&M, counties undertake budget 

implementation in a sub-optimal context, unable to undertake the following budgeting tasks satisfactorily: 

planning, procurement, and supervision of 

execution. For example, Taita-Taveta County 

proportion of personnel emoluments to total 

approved revenue from FY 2015/16, 2016/17, and 

2017/18 has surpassed the legal ceiling of 35 

percent with 45, 43 and 46 percent respectively. 

The Controller of Budget Implementation reports 

for the FY 2016/17 and FY 2017/18 does indicate a 

continued increase in the wage bill results in 

budget implementation challenges. Generally, in FY 

2017/18, only five counties were able to meet this 

legal requirement. 

Counties have inadequate technical capacity needed for budget implementation: Evidence from the Budget 

Credibility Study and, as indicated in the PS, suggests that technical officers are vital in budget implementation. 

Counties have not invested adequately in the cadre of technical officers that would be vital in the budget 

implementation process. An example is the case of Baringo county, where most projects in the water sector 

remain at the ‘data collection’ stage even halfway in the financial year. Furthermore, the inadequacy of technical 

officers seems to impede meaningful participatory approaches to budgeting. Still, in Baringo County, there is 

limited attendance of technical officers to public participation forums to advise on the feasibility and cost of water 

projects.  

County governments are making use of supplementary budgets. Still, they do not justify or explain the changes 

and why they are made: Participants thought good practice dictates that supplementary budgets are used 

sparingly, such as when county governments need legal cover to complete stalled projects or settle pending bills. 

Typically, supplementary budgets are designed to tackle unforeseen events, such as natural disasters or legitimate 

policy shifts. Substantially, county assemblies need to draw legislation to guide the operation of supplementary 

budgets. However, only a few of them have done so. The Budget Credibility Study found that all 47 counties 

frequently made unexplained budgetary changes. This finding points to a deeper problem in budget-making. 

Counties make unrealistic revenue forecasts and have weaknesses in integrating planning, budgeting, and 
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implementation. When county executives re-allocate committed budget lines, they expose counties to huge 

pending bills.  

Bureaucratic encumbrances hinder the effective implementation of county budgets: The Integrated Financial 

Management Information System (IFMIS) should enhance transparency in financial management and reinforced 

accounting legitimacy in public finances. For example, any expenditure that occurs outside of the IFMIS is deemed 

an issue of accountability, with legal consequences. Nonetheless, participants stated that the procedural rigor of 

IFMIS caused delays in budget implementation. However, that is not the case because often, counties have found 

the system challenging to use, slowing down budget implementation. According to one participant, IFMIS has 28 

steps in the procurement process, with each stage having its reporting demands2.  

Political interference is a leading contributor to poor budget implementation in counties: Political goodwill or 

support is vital to successful budget implementation. During an interactive session, officials, mostly national 

panelists and county government officials, raised issues of political decisions that lead to poor implementation of 

approved budgets. Instances were given of the county executive unduly interfering with the work of county 

finance teams. Seemingly, the county executives were keen to forward private interests rather than public 

interests by manipulating procurement activities. Participants suggested that it is necessary to keep engaging duty 

bearers to cultivate a culture that prioritizes budget transparency and accountability, leading to appropriate 

political actions. Participants recommended that CSOs and other accountability partners need to involve 

communities in budgetary actions by creating community oversight groups and platforms where local citizens 

could demand transparency and accountability from county executives and assemblies on budget implementation. 

Through these platforms, well-prepared citizens can question both county executives and assemblies' role in 

addressing poor budget implementation. 

Only a few counties are observing their constitutional obligation to avail information on budgets to citizens. For 

citizens to participate effectively in public oversight of budget implementation, they need access to information. In 

many counties, access to county budget information remains a challenge. According to the latest survey by the 

International Budget Partnership (IBP) Kenya, county governments publish quarterly budget implementation 

reports sparingly. In FY 2018/19, just seven of the 47 counties published first quarter and second-quarter reports.3 

County governments are especially opaque with ‘micro-level’ information, such as bills of quantities. By 

systemizing access to information, counties are defying Article 34 of the Constitution, no less the Access to 

Information Act (2016), both of which grant citizens the right to access public information from public institutions 

without undue encumbrances. Fundamentally, too, public participation is one of Kenya’s national values, and it can 

 

2 http://www.nyeri.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Government-Procure-to-Pay-Process.pdf 
3 www.internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/kenya-county-budget-transparency-review-march-2019.pdf 

http://www.nyeri.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Government-Procure-to-Pay-Process.pdf
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only be achieved if citizens have access to relevant and complete information in budget-making and 

implementation.  

Participants suggested various means for improvement in access to budget information. First, civic education is 

needed. This is to help citizens appreciate their right to information and to exert pressure on their respective 

governments to provide this information. Also, there is a need for legal instruments that require public disclosure 

of budgetary information. Baringo County is an excellent example of the useful role of legal instruments to enable 

and forward the public disclosure of information.    

3. UNDERSTANDING THE ROLE OF VARIOUS ACTORS IN 
BUDGET IMPLEMENTATION 

The National Treasury plays many supportive roles in building the capacity of county governments to manage 

public finances effectively. The treasury facilitates the transfer of funds to counties. This role came under criticism 

from participants. The treasury transfers funds in ways that undermine budget implementation, leading to low 

absorption of capital expenditure, inefficiencies in procurement activities, and the stalling of development projects 

in counties.   

The Office of the Auditor General (OAG) audits information that mostly originates from the IFMIS. Recently the 

OAG set up a Citizen Audit Accountability (CAA) Department, which seeks to empower citizens to influence budget 

development and implementation and participate in the audit process. It is anticipated that citizens will provide 

information through social accountability tools on the use of public funds. The CAA department is open to forging 

partnerships with Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), Community Based Organizations (CBOs), and Faith-Based 

Organizations (FBOs) concerning the auditing of public expenditure. 

The role of County Assemblies: County Assemblies play a vital role in all stages of the budget-making and 

implementation process. They have the singular role of approving county budgets and allocation of budgetary 

funds. Through sectoral committees, it plays an important oversight role of budget implementation. The county 

assembly budget and appropriation committees coordinate, supervise, and investigate budgetary issues. 

The role of citizens: Running through discussions at the second Practitioners Seminar was the need for public 

participation and citizen engagement in major budget processes or actions that would then help improve the 

quality of budgetary actions. To this end, purposeful steps are needed to set up mechanisms or frameworks that 

enable this. Intentional efforts are required as well to build the capacity of citizens to engage effectively in budget-

making and implementation processes. Participants urged counties to do more to establish frameworks or 

mechanisms that would enable citizens to participate more effectively in budget making and implementation. 
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The role of Civil Society Organizations: Relating their role to that of citizens, participants, who were representative 

of CSO working in counties and nationally, proposed the following roles for CSOs: 

• In collaboration with communities, CSOs should compel county governments to provide information on 

budget implementation. This should go beyond the provision of quarterly budget implementation reports, 

but also advocating for improvement in the quality of reports. 

• In conjunction with communities, CSOs should support public participation frameworks by communities, 

such as the setting up of project implementation committees. 

• CSOs need to build the capacity of citizens on budget making and implementation. In this vein, capacity 

building should be targeted towards preparing community budget champions in adequate numbers, and 

with ample competence, at ward levels. These champions would then help simplify budget matters to the 

citizens; they would also undertake advocacy in budget work. 

• CSOs need to collaborate with government reformers. Participants felt CSOs needed to work with county 

governments to develop feedback mechanisms for budget implementation and project status.  
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BOX 1.  CASE STUDY: BUDGET IMPLEMENTATION IN BUSIA AND BARINGO 

• Sensitizing the public: 

Budget champions and project management and implementation committees 

In Baringo County, CEDGG is sensitizing communities on budget making and implementation processes, as well 

as updating them on the status of various 

projects as indicated by the county in public 

meetings, the county website, and postings on 

the notice boards across the county. The 

Baringo County Government has enacted the 

Project Management and Implementation Act, 

to enable the public to participate in all 

dimensions of budgets, and they set up 

implementation committees as of January 2020. 

Together with other frameworks of public 

engagement, this law allows citizens to influence any project at any stage of implementation. Accordingly, 

CEDGG can help sensitize public participation in the different phases of budgeting. Presented by Community 

Empowerment and Development Centre (CEDC) and Centre for Enhancing Democracy and Good Governance 

(CEDGG). 

In Busia County, CEDC supported communities with information needed to set up a project management 

committee. This public platform is designed to facilitate dialogue between communities and leaders about 

budgets. Through project management 

committees, citizens can demand that 

county governments design and 

implement budgets in ways that respond 

to community needs and priorities. CEDC 

undertakes research and analysis on 

budget implementation documents and 

uses this information to: 

I) engage county executives and 

II) develop information packs, which it 

then distributes to communities and budget champions during public deliberation forums.  
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Note: Case presented by Community Empowerment and Development Centre (CEDC) and Centre for Enhancing Democracy and 

Good Governance (CEDGG) 

The efforts of CSOs to deepen community involvement in budget-making have borne fruit. In Baringo County, 

CSOs have been able to obtain useful information and reports that citizens need in interrogating budgetary 

decisions. The community expects the county government to address livelihood challenges in the county. Keen 

to see this developmental challenge addressed, the community has assigned some of its members the role of 

following up on this matter.  

• Working with government reformers 

In its efforts to deepen public involvement in budgetary making and implementation, CSOs have found 

involving the county governments helpful. The county government of Baringo has availed vital budget 

documents. These have been useful when CEDGG is training social auditors on the project implementation 

cycle, and when responding to budgetary issues raised. Likewise, the CEDC involved government officials in 

Busia, especially implementers of the budget from the County Department of Health. County health officials 

participated in pre-budget forums at ward level and engaged the community in the health budget processes.  

• Working with CSOs’ network 

CEDGG works with a strong CSOs’ network at the county level known as Baringo Civil Society Organisations 

Forum (BACSOF). This coalition has helped in engaging at policy-level discussions with the county government 

of Baringo. The forging of networks entails the mapping of allies. This process is, nonetheless, time-consuming 

and requires facilitation. Participants agreed that logistical and financial implications of budget advocacy call 

for CSOs to consolidate their efforts. 

• Some gains   

In Baringo, better-informed communities are questioning budgetary processes that focus on implementation 

decisions. The shift has been that this is done systematically, supported by tailor-made tools. In Baringo too, 

communities are using the information on budget implementation to proactively follow-up on delayed 

projects. The major shift has been that citizens follow up on implementation within the relevant financial year. 

In Busia, citizen engagement in budget-making has seen them engage health sector officials in the health 

management committee, on matters related to the county health system.  
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Key lessons learnt by CSOs regarding Budget Implementation:  

1) There is a need to satisfy the eagerness and willingness of citizens to participate in budget making and 

implementation. To make citizen participation meaningful, county governments would need to set up a 

framework to deliver public participation.  

2) There is a need for spaces where duty bearers can engage citizens at the grassroots level. Besides, county 

governments would need to avail budget implementation reports to citizens on time. CSOs should redouble 

their efforts to obtain, from counties, the information needed to inform community discussions and actions 

about the budget. Counties governments, on their part, need to proactively submit budgetary reports to 

citizens for review and/or validation.  

3) CSOs need to keep steady efforts to pass on civic knowledge to citizens about the budget. Constant 

sensitization would stimulate the interest of citizens in engaging with the budgetary discourses. Civic 

education could be evidenced by the ability of citizens to use social accountability and budget tools 

effectively. In engaging communities, CSOs need to 

a. cultivate goodwill from community leaders 

b. understand community dynamics.  

4) Besides having spaces where they can engage leaders at grassroots levels, CSOs should simplify budget 

information, using simplified templates, ideally translated to Swahili or local dialects. Doing so would enable 

citizens to participate actively and better engage county leaders on budgetary matters. 

 

On the strategies CSOs can use to achieve deeper community involvement in budget making, they could: 

1) Nurture budget champions as well as community leaders, who would then reach out to communities to 

shed light on budgetary issues.  

2) Formally communicate with county government using memorandums, petitions, as well as requests for 

access to information.  

3) Utilize media and online platforms such as WhatsApp. Using such digital platforms would foster public 

engagement in budget making, especially for young people. Where CSOs have limited presence in a county, 

they could use social media as an outreach tool to mobilize some segments of communities to action.  

4) Organize ward and county-level pre-budget public deliberation forums (budget cafés).  

5) Facilitate social accountability measures that respond to the budget process such as community scorecards 

and social audits, which include validation meetings where the public dialogues with county officials on 

issues of budget implementation.  
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4. KEY QUESTIONS RAISED BY PARTICIPANTS 
The relationship between the development budget, its size and the reasoning behind it: The development 

budget is designed to support county development action plans and deliver developmental goals to citizens in 

counties. However, counties have given undue emphasis to recurrent expenditure and not development 

expenditure. Specifically, most counties keep a huge wage bill, one that exceeds the set limit of 35 percent of 

county total revenue, as shown in Table 4 below. For instance, the actual wage bill against the total expenditure 

for Baringo County since FY 2015/16 has continued to exceed the limit with FY 2017/18, with the highest at 23 

percent above the limit. 

TABLE 4.  BARINGO ACTUAL WAGE BILL AGAINST THE ACTUAL EXPENDITURE 
FY Actual Wage 

Bill (Millions) 

Actual 

Expenditure 

(Millions) 

Proportion of 

Wage Bill 

(Percentage) 

2015/16 2252.1 4688.56 48% 

2016/17 2384.7 5214.39 46% 

2017/18 3011.12 5202.36 58% 

2018/19 3190.74 5552.68 57% 

 

On whether the size of a project is what necessitates a roll-over of funds: The questions of roll-over of funds was 

asked in relation to the efficiency of the absorption of funds for projects. Allocations that cannot be consumed in 

projects in the financial year in which they were meant to be used are rolled over to the succeeding fiscal year. As 

such, it is not the size of a project that occasions a roll-over of funds, but rather, it is the poor implementation of 

budgets. Some factors contributing to roll over of funds are internal, such as poor allocation of project funds and 

low capacity of selected contractors. Yet, others are external to the county, and they can be blamed on delays by 

the national treasury to send funds to counties.  

On whether funds that are not absorbed are re-allocated to other projects: In cases where funds allocated to a 

project in a financial year have not been used as envisaged, counties would do a supplementary budget. This 

would enable them to carry forward the funds tied to particular projects, to a succeeding fiscal year. Counties 

would follow the same reasoning with respect to recurrent budgets, which are also tied down to timelines. If a 

county government has not spent a proportion of the recurrent budget in a financial year as contemplated, the 

respective invoices would be carried forward to the next financial year.   

On whether county auditors question the reasons behind the erratic absorption patterns of county expenditure: 

The widespread scale of erratic expenditure in counties suggests weakness in audit capabilities within counties. 

This weakness could be due to political interference. For this reason, a key takeaway from group discussions about 

the Budget Credibility Study was the need for political goodwill and the effective participation of citizens in budget 

making and implementation. 
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On the need to unpack the next level of the budget credibility study: The Budget Credibility Study was done in all 

of Kenya’s 47 counties and solicited information from the Controller of Budget, Auditor General Reports, CBROPSs, 

and County Implementation Reports. A major limitation of the study was its limited access to county budget 

implementation reports. Baringo was the only county in the counties of study that had published quarterly budget 

implementation reports. 

5. SUMMARY OF SALIENT POINTS 
Factors undermining outcomes of development budgets in counties: 

1) Late disbursement of funds by the National Treasury. 

2) Low resource mobilization by county governments. 

3) Low development-to-recurrent ratio. 

4) Low absorption capacity of development budgets. 

5) Over-use of supplementary budgets, which suggests weak capacity in budget planning. 

6) Leadership interference in finance departments, specifically procurement activities.  

 

Impediments to public participation in budget making and implementation: 

1) Lack of frameworks or platforms. 

2) Lack of budgetary information and implementation reports. 

3) Low levels of public awareness on rights to participate in public policy activities. 

4) Low levels of knowledge among communities on budgetary matters. 

 

Successful interventions geared to deepen public involvement in budget making and implementation:  

1) Formation and capacity building of community project implementation oversight committees. Such 

committees need to be owned by communities and led or operated from the ward or village level. Success 

could be measured, in this regard, by the ability of citizens to use social accountability and budgetary tools, 

such as: 

2) Having continuous provision of civic education to citizens on the legal instruments attached to budget 

making and the legal requirements connected to budget-making.  

3) Simplification of budget implementation reports.  

4) In cases where CSOs are few, community outreach on budget issues can be facilitated by the use of mobile 

technologies. These technologies can be used to alert the public about upcoming events on budget 

participation. 

5) Use of budget champions drawn from communities, who have been prepared adequately and enabled to 

reach out to communities on issues of public participation in budget making and implementation.  

6) Continuous capacity building of public and awareness building on the status of projects. 
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ANNEX 1: COUNTY BUDGET CREDIBILITY CASE STUDIES 
(VIDEOS) 

1) Baringo 

2) Busia 

3) Nairobi 

4) Taita Taveta 

5) Kajiado 

6) Kakamega 

7) Nyeri 

 

OTHER 

1) Budget Credibility in Kenyan Counties - The Findings and Challenges 

2) County Budget Credibility and the Flow of Funds in Kenya 

3) Key Observations on Budget Credibility Issues in Kenyan Counties 

4) Poor Budget Formulation and its link to Poor Budget Credibility 

5) Poor Access to Information and Budget Implementation Analysis in Kenya 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ergQf8alD8Y&t=61s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gW17U6YErXA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xAK5Pc-tBbA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XqBIXeTjJQg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UZt9Cq36BAQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RutC6a3MlP8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qy_6575xM9s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gWB3sqgjrv4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M25R5XVL9GQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1dL9E5NKx9k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NEmmmvyN4d0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SWKTRtNF4pU
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ANNEX 2: 2ND PS PARTICIPANTS LIST 

NAME COUNTY ORG Female/Male PWDS 

  29 

Counties 
  47 M (60%) /  

32 F (40%) 

2 PWDS 

(2%) 

Godfrey Kipsoi Baringo Budget Facilitator  M   

Evans Kibet Baringo CEDGG M   

Jackton Kimutai Baringo Baringo County M   

Lily Chepngetich Bomet 
Budget Facilitator: Kapletundo community-

based organization  F   

Fred Ekasiba 

Etyang 
Busia 

Budget Facilitator  M   

Francis Namuju Busia CEDC M   

Molly Ariko  Busia CEDC F   

Willis Sumbah Busia Budget Facilitator  M   

Dr. Janerose 

Ambuchi Busia Director of Curative Services F   

Edwin Rono 

Elgeyo 

Marakwe

t 

Budget Facilitator: Iten Intergrated 

Environmental Conservation M   

Aden Awle Garissa Budget Facilitator; SUPKEM  M   

Kennedy Nyamura 

Oroba 

Homa 

Bay Budget Facilitator; HCBEF M   

Betty Tonekei Kajiado Budget Facilitator  F   

Jacob Baraza 
Kajiado 

Budget Facilitator Centre for Social Planning 

and Admnistrative development (CESPAD) M   

Habel Ouma 
Kakameg

a Budget Facilitator  M √ 

Kristine Yakhama 
Kakameg

a Budget Facilitator  F   

Paul Odongo 
Kakameg

a Budget Facilitator; NRG M   

Sarah Ogore 
Kakameg

a  Budget Facilitator /Sign Language Interpreters F   
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David Ruto Kericho Budget Facilitator; CITRO M   

Andegah Dan Paul Kiambu Budget Facilitator: PHNN Kenya M   

Isaiah Onyango Kiambu Budget Facilitator  M   

Rahab Kiranga Kiambu Budget Facilitator  F √ 

David Ndirangu 

Babu 
Kiambu 

Budget Facilitator  M   

Michael Nyaguti Kisumu 
Budget Facilitator; Magnum Environment 

Team M   

Mariam Abdalla Kisumu  Undungu Society Kenya F   

Deurence 

Adhiambo  
Kisumu  

Budget Facilitator  F   

Daniel Ndirangu Kwale Budget Facilitator /IPFK M   

Jaffar Masoud Lamu Budget Facilitator: Faza Youth Action Group M   

Violet Mbiti 
Machako

s Violet Mbiti Foundation F   

Noor Ahmed 

Abdow 
Mandera 

Budget Facilitator  M   

Morris Kirimi 

Mwiti Meru Carritas Meru M   

Asha Muktar 
Meru/Isio

lo Budget Facilitator;  F   

Lucas Fondo Mombasa Budget Facilitator- LENGGO M   

Josephine Nyamai Mombasa Budget Facilitator  F   

Faith Cheptile 
Kakameg

a Budget Facilitator /Sign Language Interpreters F   

Regina Wambui 

Mureithi 
Muranga 

Budget Facilitator; URAIA F   

Evelyne Mathai 

Nicole 
Nairobi 

Budget Facilitator; SIDAREC, Follow the 

Money Kenya F   

Juliet Ntheya Kisilu Nairobi Budget Facilitator: Budget Facilitator  F   

Victoria Justus Nairobi Budget Facilitator; DARAJA F   

Carol Nyamu Nairobi Uraia Trust F   

James Muraguri Nairobi IPFK M   
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David Cherono Nairobi Office of the Auditor General M   

Joseph Kimani 

Njuguna Nairobi Embassy of Denmark M   

Stan Getui Nairobi Luminate M   

Pauline Maingi Nairobi WFP F   

Harriet Cherono 

Kongin  Nairobi UNAIDS F   

Andrew Gogo Nairobi Oxfam M   

Christine Akinyi Nairobi TISA F   

Charles Olwamba Nairobi AMREF Health Africa M   

Dr. Abraham Rugo Nairobi IBP M   

Mokeira Nyagaka Nairobi IBP F   

Jostine Wambui Nairobi IBP F   

Kipkorir Biegon Nairobi IBP Consultant M   

John Kinuthia Nairobi IBP M   

John Ngoka Nairobi IBP M   

Faithann Mumbi  Nairobi IBP F   

Josphine Wambui Nairobi IBP/IDS F   

Cuba Houghton Nairobi IBP/IEA M   

Fred Mandi Nairobi Rapporteur Consulting M   

Lex Mutisya  Nairobi Lexx Photographer M   

Albert Okondo Nairobi Niusline M   

Grace Ndunge Nairobi Niusline F   

Jeremy Onditi Nairobi Niusline M   

Martin Mwangi Nairobi Niusline M   

Anthony 

Wambugu Nairobi Niusline M   

Hilda Joy Nairobi Katiba Institute  F   

Phoebe Kiptoo Nairobi Niusline F   
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Andrew Opiyo Nakuru Budget Facilitator; YMCA Kenya M   

Peter Rono Nakuru  Budget Facilitator  M   

Eunuke Kerubo Nyamira 
Budget Facilitator; Transform Empowerment 

for Action Initiative F   

Muigai Wainaina 
Nyandaru

a Nyandarua County M   

Jemima Muthoni Nyeri Budget Facilitator; HERAF F   

Nelson Maina Nyeri Budget Facilitator  M   

Isabella Kidede 
Taita 

Taveta Budget Facilitator: Uraia Trust F   

Dahir Daud 

Ahmed 

Tana 

River Budget Facilitator  M   

George Okoth 

Okinyi 

Trans 

Nzoia Budget Facilitator  M   

Kennedy Okoko Turkana  Budget Facilitator:  M   

Sharleen Karimi 
Uasin 

Gishu Open Governance Institute of Kenya F   

Amos Pkiach 
West 

Pokot Budget Facilitator  M   
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