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Introduction 5

The County Budget Transparency Survey (CBTS) is one of the few sub-national global studies,
and the only one in Kenya, that consistently tracks how county governments make budget
documents accessible and assesses their comprehensiveness. Since 2015, Bajeti Hub has
been assessing counties based on key budget documents they produce and publish. In 2020,
the survey expanded to include a comprehensiveness component, as guided by the Public
Finance Management (PFM) Act.

Conducted in two phases, the survey first checks the availability of ten key budget documents
on official government platforms, including county executive and assembly websites, as well as
the Bajeti Yetu portal hosted in the National Treasury Website. The second phase evaluates the
information provided in these documents as required in the PFM Act 2012 and their regulations
2015. While the survey uses a comparative approach across all 47 counties, certain aspects, like
Supplementary Budgets, cannot be compared since not all counties pass them. Supplementary
budgets are adjustments to the initially approved budget that accommodate unforeseen
expenditures, allowing counties flexibility in resource allocation.

Counties are allowed to produce supplementary budgets to address unforeseen circumstances
like emergencies or economic disruptions during budget implementation. These budgets serve
as corrective measures to ensure continued service delivery but should not misuse the original
budget's priorities. Strict conditions apply as alterations must stay within a ten percent limit and
not significantly change originally approved estimates. Despite these conditions, some counties
improperly use supplementary budgets to introduce new projects or bypass established
planning frameworks, often passing multiple budgets within a single year. This stage is further
challenged by limited public participation spaces which may further weakens accountability.

Some of the notable issues that have often been highlighted include practical challenges, such
as delays in government disbursements and difficulties in collecting Own Source Revenue,
contribute to the frequent need for supplementary budgets. Transparency remains a significant
issue, with many counties not providing accessible, detailed documentation as required by law.

This modular research piece analyzes trends in the formulation and approval of supplementary
budgets for the Financial Year (FY) 2023/24, specifically aiming to determine how many
counties passed and publish supplementary budgets in their official county websites. Secondly,
it assesses the detail in these budgets and their alignment with Programme Based Budgeting
(PBB) formats. Finally it assesses the level of information using an eight-question questionnaire
aligned with the PFM Act, focusing exclusively on counties that passed supplementary budgets.
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Summary Findings I

In the last three rounds of surveys (2022, 2023 and 2024), roughly 45 counties passed at
least one supplementary budget, however, only three (Busia, Kisumu, and Bungoma) have
consistently published these budgets on their official county websites.

The availability of supplementary budgets that meet the required PBB format has remained
moderately inconsistent across financial years. 14 counties published their supplementary
budgets in the Programme Based Budget format on their official county websites in
FY 2023/24, a slight decline from 15 counties in 2022/23.

While the law requires counties to develop and approve supplementary budgets only under
unforeseen and unavoidable circumstances, the survey revealed other reasons, such as
the need to reprioritize in response to revenue revisions.

The findings reveal notable variations in the comprehensiveness of Supplementary
Budgets. As some counties demonstrate strong budget information practices, others
lag significantly. Consequently, the overall average score for the comprehensiveness of
assessed supplementary budgets was 44 out of possible 100 points in 2023/2024 down
from 48 points in the 2022/2023 survey.
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Availability of Supplementary Budgets

According to the Office of the Controller of Budget’s (OCOB) Quarterly Implementation
Reports from the FY 2023/24, 46 counties passed at least one Supplementary Budget in the
FY 2023/24 with exception of Kirinyaga County. However, availability findings of this research
indicate that out of the 46 counties that passed the 2023/24 Supplementary Budgets, only 14
counties published and publicized their revised budgets on their official county government
websites. As shown by figure 1 below, this represents a decrease of one county compared to
the Supplementary Budgets published on official county websites in FY 2022/23, as recorded
in the 2023 CBTS.

Figure 1: Publicly Available Supplementary Budgets Trends CBTS 2021 - 2024

mmmmm No of Publicly Available Supplementary Budgets 2023/24
No of Counties that Atleast Passed One Supplementary Budgets 2023/24
--------- Linear (No of Publicly Available Supplementary Budgets 2023/24)
46 44 47 48

CBTS 2021 Supplementary CBTS 2022 Supplementary CBTS 2023 Supplementary CBT 2024 Supplementary
Budget Modular Budget Modular Budget Modular Budget Modular

Source: Bajeti Hub Data and Analysis

Counties are required to present their Supplementary Budget in Programme Based Budget
format. The survey found that three counties, Tana River, Garissa and Kakamega, presented
their revised budgets in line-item format - which is a poor practice.

By the end of FY 2023/24, 30 counties had approved at least two Supplementary Budgets, 17
counties had approved one Supplementary budget, and 1 county had approved none. Previous
surveys have shown most counties approve supplementary budgets in quarter 4, which is still
the case in the FY 2023/24, where 39 counties had at least one Supplementary Budget in this
quarter. In contrast, there were no counties that had approved a supplementary budget in the
first quarter in FY 2023/24.
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Comprehensiveness of County Supplementary Budgets

To determine the comprehensiveness of the supplementary budgets, we evaluated the level
of information provided within the documents by use of a structured questionnaire comprising
a total of eight key questions. This questionnaire is guided by the Public Finance Management
(PFM) Regulations of 2015, section 39 (6) which stipulates that a request for supplementary
budget allocation should include detailed information on the vote, program, and expenditure
category to be supplemented, along with the original and any previously added amounts.

It must also present actual expenditure to date, outstanding commitments, and the specific
amount required, supported by clear justification and reasons for exceeding the original
provision. The submission should outline the calculation basis, proposed financing source,
and assess the fiscal impact, including any implications for planned outputs and outcomes.
Additionally, it should highlight any deviations from the Medium-Term Expenditure Framework
(MTEF) and provide the latest fiscal projections.

1. Most counties present more details in their PBBs than Supplementary Budgets

The overall average score based on information provided by counties in their supplementary
budgets was 44 out of a possible 100 points, reflecting a decline compared to the previous
2023 survey, where the average score stood at 48 points. Out of the 14 counties assessed, 8
counties recorded scores below this overall average score. Homa Bay County had the most
comprehensive supplementary budget, scoring 79 out of 100 points. However, this was six
points lower than the most comprehensive supplementary budget in CBTS 2023, published
by Kisumu. On the other hand, Kiambu recorded the lowest comprehensiveness score on
Supplementary Budget with 17 points out of 100, which was four points above the lowest
performing supplementary budget in 2023 CBTS published by Bungoma.

Figure 2: Comparison of the Comprehensiveness of Supplementary Budget and PBBs in FY
2023/24
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As shown in Figure 2 above, most counties except Homa Bay and Wajir provided less detailed
information in their supplementary budgets compared to the level of detail in their Approved
Programme Based Budget (PBB) in the CBTS 2024. This discrepancy raises concerns about
transparency, as supplementary budgets and approved PBBs are structurally similar and should
contain a comparable level of information. Given that supplementary budgets are developed
during budget implementation, any changes in allocations or reprioritizations should be clearly
communicated to enable the public to track and understand the adjustments.

This survey also compared the comprehensiveness scores of three counties, Busia, Kisumu, and
Bungoma, that have consistently made their supplementary budgets publicly available since
2022. The results show that the comprehensiveness of the supplementary budgets published
by these counties has been volatile over the period. In 2022 CBTS, Busia and Bungoma scored
79 and 31 out of 100 points respectively; these scores fell to 58 and 13 out of 100 points in CBTS
2023, before rising again to 61 and 33 out of 100 points in CBTS 2024. Kisumu County presents
an interesting trend, as it maintained a score of 73 out of 100 points in both CBTS 2022 and
CBTS 2023,but dropped significantly in the 2024 survey to 48 out of 100 points as shown in
Figure 3.

Figure 3: Analysis of Comprehensiveness Performance Trends in FY 2023/24
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2. Do Counties Provide Reasons for Budget Adjustments?

Section 135 of the Public Finance Management (PFM) Act, 2012, and Articles 39(3), (4), and
(6¢) of the County PFM Regulations, 2015, provides the legal basis for counties to revise their
budgets through supplementary budgets. These provisions allow adjustments for unavoidable
and unforeseen expenditures, provided they do not exceed 10 percent of the approved budget
unless specially approved by the county assembly. To ensure compliance, counties must include
a summary table comparing approved and revised budgets by department, along with a brief
narrative justifying the changes and confirming adherence to the legal limits.

According to the analysis, 10 out of 14 counties provided a narrative justification for the overall
reason behind the budget revisions introduced through their supplementary budget, thus
an average score of 71 out of 100 points. A common reason cited by most counties for the
budget revision was the receipt of additional conditional grants during the financial year and
the balance carried forward from the previous financial year. An example of Nyamira county is
provided in Figure 5, which explicitly stated the revenue shifts that needed to be incorporated
into the supplementary budget.

Figure 5: Justification for Budget revisions - A case for additional funds.

1.6 THE BASIS FOR THE REVISED BUDGET ESTIMATES 2023/2024:

The First Supplimentary Programme Based Budget 2023/2024 draws its legal backing from
Chapter twelve of the Constitution and Section 135 of the PFM Act 2012. The following are the
Justifications for the First Supplementary Budget 2023/2024;

1.6.1 Revenue Shifts

a) Nyamira Municipality own Source Revenue

An increase of locally raised revenue within the municipality from Ksh. 65,000,000 to Ksh.

80,000,000 to facilitate delivery of the services as gazzetted.

b) County Own Source Revenue
An increase in locally raised revenue from Kshs.280,000,000 to Ksh.315,000,000, an increment
0f Ksh.35,000,000 to facilitate other priority shifts.

¢) Conditional Grants as per the revised CARA 2023
An increase of the conditional grants allocation from Ksh. 796,960,389 to Ksh. 1,099,281,159 to
the revised Additional Conditional Bill 20203.

d) Unspent Balances from exchequer

A decrease in projected unspent balances from the exchequer from Ksh. 430,000,000 to Ksh.
204,105,761 as per the refund statements for the year ending 2022/2023. This allocation is
basically meant to pay pending bills.

¢) Unspent balances from conditional grants
A decrease in the projected unspent balances from the conditional grants from Ksh. 199 282 966

to 91,059,228 as per the refund statements for the year ending 2022/2023.

Source: Nyamira County 1t 2023/24 Supplementary Budget
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Some counties like Wajir did state other reasons for approving supplementary budgets, such as
reduction of the budget allocation thus a need to reprioritize, as shown by Figure 6.

Figure 6: Justification for Budget revisions - A case for budget reduction

1.1 COUNTY BUDGET - CAPITAL & CURRENT

The County Revised Total Budget for the Financial Year 2023-24 1s Kshs. 12,143,017,984 in
which Kshs. 8,260,489,118 (68.0%) is for Recurrent while Kshs. 3,882,528 866 (32.0%)is for
development. This is a reduction from the previous approved budget of kshs. 380,578,525 due to
the downward review of own source revenue from Kshs. 200 Million to Kshs. 150 Million, the
dropping of Climate Smart Agriculture Project as well as Conditional Grant for Industrial park of
250 Million. These ratios are within the Fiscal Responsibility Principles limits set by section 107
of the Public Finance Management Act 2012.

Table 1: Revised Total Budget

No Item Approved Adjustments Revised
Budget Estimates
1 Total Recurrent 8,252,425,086 8,064,032 8,260,489,118
2 Total 4,271,171,423 -388,642,557 3,882,528,866
Development
Total Budget 12,523,596,509 | -380,578,525 12,143,017,984

Source: Wajir County 1t 2023/24 Supplementary budget

The Controller of Budgets’ County Budget Implementation Review Reports for Fy 2023/24,
also highlights several reasons for supplementary budgets. For instance, the reports state that
Nairobi and Siaya Counties had initially allocated budgets for their County Assemblies that
exceeded the maximum limits set by the County Allocation of Revenue Act, 2023, prompting
corrections through supplementary budgets. Additionally, West Pokot County had budgeted
Ksh. 912 million from DANIDA in its approved 2023/24 budget, despite having received Ksh.
16.03 million, necessitating a revision to reflect the accurate funding amount.

An evaluation of departmental budget revisions revealed that only Homa Bay County adequately
explained the need for changes. Overall, the average score for the justifications provided for
departmental budget revisions was 39 out of 100 points, down from 58 points in the CBTS 2023.
While most counties simply listed their medium-term priorities, Homa Bay provided detailed
descriptions of the priority departments receiving conditional allocations. The county showed
that these departments acknowledged receiving additional funds and specified the programs
and projects to be funded.

For example, in Figure 7, the water department received a conditional allocation of KES 200
million for the Financing Locally Led Climate Action (FLLOCA) program, which is a key project
under the climate change management services program.
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Figure 7: Reasons for Budget Revision at the Departmental Level

Tabile 2: Revised Projections of Conditional Allocations by Source, FY 282324 (in KSh.)
Revised Printed Revised
Department | Project Estimates 11 Estimates Estimates
FY 2022123 FY 202324 FY 202324
National Agriculture and Rural 264,521,931 .00 110,477,185 0
Inclusive Growth Project (NARIG)
:;a:;;l Value Cham Development 70,000,000,00 250,000,000 250,000,000
Agriculture | Agneultural Sector Development 37,514,863 10,009,550 4.159.580
Support Programme (ASDSP) Y
Provision of Fertilizer Subsidies - - 165.917,803
Liw.:s'tock Valve Chain Suppart - - 14,321,680
Project
Blue Aquaculture Business Development - - 12.509.422
Feonomy
Leasing of madical equipment 110638208 1247200040 124,723,404
DANIDA 20,354,063 23,726,765 12,300,750
Health Transforming health systems for 12,204,830 0 3
Universal Care Project
Nutrition International 0 20,000,000 30,000,000
R Fimancing Locally-Led Climate 16,000,000 200,000,000
Water Actions P S 200,000,000

However, during the budget revision for the FY 2023/24, the department has been allocated
KSh. 751.964.686 out of which KSh. 274,482,343 for recurrent and KSh. 477,482,343 lor
development expenditures. The changes in the overall development budget for the department
has been informed by the need to accommodate balances brought for in last the FY 2022/23
to the current FY 2023/24, capture additional climate change grants targeting LREB Counties
towards addressing impacts of climate change and to take care of other emerging needs of the
department that were not addressed during the budget preparation stage.

Revised Outputs for the FY 202324

Under Water Supply and Management Services Programme, the revised allocation
amounts to KSh. 154,707,351 to be directed towards distribution of water in urban
municipalities, construction and maintenance of rural water supplies (ward based).
Under Irrigation Develoment and Management Services Programmes,the allocation of
KSh 4,087,470 is towards rchabilitation of water pans as part of effort to ensure
communities have access to water for irigation purposes.

Under Environment Protection And Management Services Programme the revised
allocation totaled 10 KSh. 17,023,340 to be channeled towards development of INo.
Dumpsite, construct 1No.Grenspace and develop 8No.Community tree nurserics,
Under Climate Change Management Services Programmes, the revised allocation is
KSh 260,713,617 towards strengthening climate governance, developing and
financing Locally Led Climate Change projects.

Under Energy Services Programme the revised allocation totaled to KSh. 40,950,565
to be directed towards Installation of transformers at ward level, acquisition of land
for the construction of Energy center and preparation of design for the center.

Source: Homa Bay County 1t 2023/24 Supplementary Budget

R
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3. Adherence to ceilings cap when making Budget revision

The PFM Act of 2012 establishes a clear ceiling on budget revisions to promote fiscal discipline
and accountability. Specifically, Section 135(7) of the Act stipulates that a county government
may not spend more than 10 percent of the amount appropriated by the County Assembly in
any financial year through supplementary budgets, unless the County Assembly has granted
special approval under exceptional circumstances.

This means that counties must clearly demonstrate whether their proposed budget adjustments
comply with this legal requirement.

To do so, they should:

1. Provide asummary table detailing each department’s approved and proposed budgets,
making it easy to compare spending changes.

2. Include a narrative explanation stating whether the adjustments adhere to the legal 10
percent limit or if special approval has been obtained from the county assembly.

However, the analysis of the survey revealed that while counties provided a summary table with
the original 2023/24 approved budget and supplementary budget estimates at the departmental
levels, none gave a narrative explanation for its adherence to the ceiling of a maximum of ten
percent on the overall budget changes and breakdown of each vote affected.

4. Details on Financing of additional Budget Expenditure

It is crucial for counties to provide sources of financing for additional expenditure in their
supplementary budgets to ensure the proposed adjustments remain realistic and sustainable.
The survey results show that most counties (12 of 14), except Nyeri and Kiambu, provided their
sources of funding for the revised budget, contributing to an overall average score of 86 out of
100 points. The counties presented detailed information on the three main sources of revenue:
own source revenue, transfers from the national government, and conditional grants from
development partners.

Additionally, the same 12 counties included revenue projections for the two outer years, offering
a more comprehensive outlook on expected financial inflows and sustainability of budget
allocations. This level of detail enhances transparency of budget financing and allows for more
robust public participation on county public finance management. Figure 8 shows an example
of Bungoma county, where the revenue basket factored in unspent balances brought forward
from the previous year that was not captured in the approved 2023/24 budget, additional
conditional grants, revised FLLOCA conditional grant, additional own source revenue and
downward projection of local revenue as per the expected Finance Act.

1" l
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Figure 8: Revenue information

NO. | Source App d / pp d 1st . 2097 /903
P 9 Py Bungoma County Budget 2023/2024
FY 2023/24 Estimates FY
2023/24 A REVENUE
NO. | Source PP !/ Pp! 1st
1 Bal. b/f - (i) Equitable Share. - 275,350,297 275,350,297 Annual Budget y
il Retention 150,000,000 150,000,000 FY 2023/24 Estimates FY
2 Transfers from Central Government | 11,111,983,608 11,111,983,60 2033/24
8
3 Conditional Grant- National 255,000,000 552,390,864 807,390,864 ii) Urban Support Programme - 35,885,078 35,885,078
Government: (Recurrent)
Finance and Economic Planning: - 137,839,232 137,839,232 =
Equalization Fund i) KISP I (Kenya Informal Settlement | - 80,000,000 80,000,000
Improvement Project)
Health: Leasing Of Medical 110,000,000 14,723,404 124,723,404
eui memasmg - Tourism: i) Finance Locally Led 22,000,000 (10,889,116) 11,110,884
Trade: Aggregated Industrial Park 100,000,000 150,000,000 250,000,000 Climate Action Program (FLLOCA )
Grant YT
Rural Electrification and Renewable | 45,000,000 45,000,000 iijClimate change grant 125,000,000 125,000,000
Energy Corporation (REREC) FUNDS 158,808,217 - 158,808,217
Trade | 115,67 115,67
‘Agriculture: Fertilizer Subsidy 242,062,800 242,962,800 rade loan 5,679,933 5,679,933
Programme Women Fund 14,706,343 14,706,343
Transfer of Library Services 6,865,428 6,865,428 Disability 8,437,615 8,437,615
4 Conditional Grants- Development 463,050,812 483,238,959 946,289,771 Youth Fund 19,984,326 19,984,326
Partners:
Health: JUNICEF 1571000 1571000 5 Localjl.y Ganen.tad AlA: _ 1,124,665,392 | 27,405,991 1,152,071,383
ii) Danish International Development | 28,605,056 16,232,009 44,837,065 }]:“.?‘lggz\:litug;vl:;csé:);lc‘. Fisheries, 719,897 719,897
Agency (DANIDA) a p De P
Agriculture: World bank Agricultural | 280,530,114 68898073 | 211,681,141 &) Education and Vocational Training 9,133,220 9,133,220
and Rural growth Projects V) Health and Sanitation 1,124,665392 | 17,552,674 1,142,218,266
National Agricultural Value Chain 250,000,000 250,000,000 6 LOCAL REVENUE AS PER 918,701,471 (50,500,000) 868,201,471
Development Project (NAVCDF) EXPECTED FINANCE ACT
Kenya Livestock Commercialization 34,500,000 34,500,000 Total 14,032,209,500 | 1,287,886,111 | 15,470,095,61
Praject (KELCLOP) ” ' 1
Sweden Agricultural Sector 5,344,642 -200,349 5,144,293
Development Sector Development
Support Program Programmme
(ASDSP 1)
County Secretary: Kenya Devolution | - 12,792,823 12,792,823
Support Programme- Level 11
Lands: 1) Urban Support - 133,767,487 133,767,487
Programme(Development)

Source: Bungoma 1%t 2023/24 Supplementary Budget

5. Information on approved Budget Estimates and Expenditure at the Point of
Revision

The PFM County Regulations 2015, section 39, 6 (A)(B) mandates counties to provide detailed
expenditure information at both the departmental and programme levels. This includes figures
from the approved budget, actual expenditure at the time of the supplementary request, and
the revised supplementary budget figures.

The counties assessed in this survey recorded an overall average score of 65 out of 100
points for the level expenditure information provided in their supplementary budgets. At the
departmental level, expenditure information provided stood at 67 out of 100 points but dropped
slightly to 62 out of 100 points at the programme level (below the department level).

13 out 14 counties included figures from the 2023/24 approved budget and the revised
supplementary estimates at both the departmental and below the departmental levels. These
figures are important as they allow for a direct comparison of the approved and revised figures
of the budget, enabling an assessment of the potential impact of any adjustments. Notably,
Makueni County was the only county that provided a comprehensive expenditure breakdown,
including figures from the approved budget, actual expenditure at the time of the supplementary
request, and revised budget figures.

l 12
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Figure 9: Makueni County, 2023/24 Supplementary Budget.
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6. Impact on Fiscal Responsibility Thresholds

The PFM County Regulations 2015, section 39 6(F) establishes the fiscal responsibility thresholds
to promote prudent financial management. Some key thresholds include that least 30% of
total budget allocations should be for development expenditure, and not more than 35% of
total revenues should be allocated to personnel-related expenses (wage expenditure). From
the analysis, only 4 out of 14 counties provided information on the adherence to these fiscal
responsibility thresholds. Homa Bay and Wajir presented both the fiscal responsibility principles
and stated their financial objectives in response to changes in expenditures.

. |
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Figure 10: Fiscal Responsibility Principles and Financial Objectives.

1.2.1 Fiscal Responsibility Principles and Financial Objectives

of Section 107 of the PFM Act on Fiscal

The budget proposal has plied with the req

Responsibility Principles as follows.

e the county government s recurvent expenditure shall not exceed the county government's
tatal revenue;

The Recurrent expenditure accounts for 68.0% of the County Government total projected

revenue. The county government projected recurrent expenditure does not exceed the

projected revenue hence comply with this requirement.

®  Over the medium term, a minimum of thirty (30) per cent of the budger shall be allocated

1o the Development Expenditure.

In the current year, 32.0% of the budget will be allocated to Development Expenditure, This
is above the 30% minimum limit and therefore the county government has complied with this

provison,

e the county government's expenditure on wages and benefits for its public officers shall not
exceed a percentage of the county government s total revenue as prescribed by the County

Executive member for finance in regulations and approved by the County Assembly;

Expenditure on wage is projected to be kshs. 4,297,531,365 (35.4 %) which 15 0.4 per cent
above the PFM threshold. The County is undertaking Human Resource Audit and will
strive to reduce the proportion of expenditure on wages and salaries for the county public

Service.

o Over the medium term, the Government's borrowing shall be used only for purpose of

o

exj ¢ and not for recurrent expenditure,

Since there is no legal framework developed for county borrowing, we do not intend to

borrow.

I at a sush

o The county debt shall be ble level as approved by County

Assembly.

The County has not borrowed since there are no laws approved by the county assembly to
enable the county to borrow. This is caused by lack of legal framework for county

borrowing.

o The fiscal risks shall be managed prudently and all mitigation measures indicated will be
put in place to manage all identified and emerging risks.
Fiscal risks identified in the County Fiscal Strategy paper 2023 have all mitigation

measures identified and implemented for each one of them.

o The County Government shall maintain a reasonable degree of predictability with respect
1o the level of tax/ levy rates and bases shall be maintained, taking into account any tax

reforms that may be made in the future.

The County Government of Wajir will ensure there are no significant change in the rates but

will rather strive to improve the tax base by broadening the tax bracket.

Source: Wajir County, 2023/24 Supplementary Budget.

7. Provision of Latest Fiscal Projections.

The PFM County Regulations 2015, section 39 6 (G) (H) require supplementary budgets to have
information on any implied deviation from the Medium-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF)
and the financial objectives and the latest fiscal projections.

An evaluation of the available supplementary budgets indicated that 6 of the 14 counties
incorporated the latest fiscal projections for the Medium Term (next two to three years), with
most extending their estimates to two outer fiscal years. This resulted in an overall average
score of 39 out of 100 points. Figure 11 shows an example from Busia County.
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DRIVING TRANSPARENCY IN COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGETING

Figure 11: Medium-Term Projections - 2 outer years.

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURE BY VOTE AND PROGRAMME FOR FY 2023/2024 AND MEDIUM

TERM
‘Vate Titke Programme (CF) Fevised Budget 15t Rurvised Supplementa 2nd Revised Projected Estimates
Budget Estimates Budpet L Budget
Estimates Estimates Estimates
FY2002/2023 | FY2023/2004 | FY2023/024 | PY2023/2004 | FY2073/202¢ | Fraca4f209s | rY2005/2026 |
Kshs. Kshs, Kihs. Kshs, [Kshs. Kshs. Kshs.
Smiart CP 1: General Adimanistration
Agricuiture. s : 174 935 865 JB2R93.A7S 280,129,929 180,129,939 308,142,922 3IR 957714
Liwestock, CF 2 Land use and
Fisheries, Blug Wana ¢ 14,582 112 12,000,000 31,896,313 16,000,000 47.096,31% S,6E5,944 57,954,535
Economy and CP 3: Crop Production ard 5
Agribusingss i i T45, 706, TH1 335,500,000 597,921,534 5,500,000 592,421,594 651,853,753 716,830,129
CF 4&: Agricultural Training ?tﬂL:G,le 31,498, 105 5,061,350 = 5,061,350 5,567,485 6,124,234
CP; Agribusiness and
Agricutoural Value chinin £,000,000
Development
CP 5: Fisheries and Blue
o i 38,241,533 40,000,000 B4, 467,168 B4 467,168 92,911,885 102,305,373
CP 6; Lvestock Production and =
Markting 5.058,555 40,850,000 71,553,139 500,000 71,063,139 T8, 202453 85,022,538
P 7: Veterinary Services £0,504, 789 13,000,000 54,639, 704 &4, 639, 704 71108674 78,314,042
Other Development Projects 174,251 558 = - . 5 =
OP §: General Administration .
el i B5.980.548 S 36,500 96,211,577 86,211,577 105,832,735 118,416,008
i s e 14610902 | 101300000 | 134687985 1Ee7es | 1167705 162,984,574
CP 10: Fair Trade practices 3,000,000 4,000,000 6,595,000 6,545,000 __T.E54.500 8463050
Trade, CP 11: industrialization 50,000,000 50,000,000 150,000,000 50,000,000 375,000,000 302,500,000
: Coope Bupiinas
i s ki b £.000.000 5,000,000 8,600,000 £,600,000 9,450,000 10,206,000
Co-operatives, CP 13: Alcohclic Drinks and
Sl and Micro | _Drags Abuse Contral 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,500,000 6,050,000
Enterprises (SME) | Other Dwrelopment Projects 17,245 880 1
Education ard CP 14: General Administration -
Irsdiastrial Skills and support . BIZB35,677 213,385,021 657,547,533 17,500,000 715,047,533 THELET BT B6S, 307,515
Development CP 15: Eacly Chikimood
T ot Education 8,806,048 63,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 12,000,000 24,300,000
CF 16 Vocational Traming -
o 17,329 850 0, 000, DO 60,000,000 17 000 42,500,000 45, 750,000 51,425 000
CP 17 Edwcation support 2,135,336 1106, 200, 000 B30,336 - 239 336 533,370 1,015,597
Cher Develcament Projects 25,673,514 . i g z
OP 18: General Admanistration =
and suppan services B4 957,722 TEY, 064 40% 569,195,450 10,000,000 659,195,450 BE5, 734,995 754,308,495
CP 15: Public Financial
Ma o B0.307,825 - 55, 000,000 179159656 72,919,656 80,211,622 85,232,784
: Econo nd
s-::ns et 8,000,000 6,000,000 5,000,000 6,500,000 7,260,000
CF: Inleremation and
The County |_Communication Services o
Treasury and CP: Irformation
Ecomnammis Communacation Toechmokogy 8,361,500 14,000,000
Flanining Other Development Projects 5.993 895
:dn: c"'"f‘;" Anintirasion 116,240,890 | 110,556,236 115,252,295 145,283,765 164,177,524 174,702,577
: Cultural Promol
it s 18,000,000 13,000,000 19,000,000 20,900,000 22,990,000
= Child Care, nd
T 3251181 | 8.000.000 8,000,000 2,009,000 8,800,000 9,680,000
CF 24: Youth Empowerment
o v i 6,700,325 1.003,000 1,000,000 1,100,000 1,210,000
ICP 25: Promotion and
Youth, Eports, Devloament of Sparts 16,474,200 74,000,000 8,026,968 - 8,026,958 829,565 5712631
Culure, Gendar, IOP: Frosmatn and
Creative Arts and Development of Locsl T - -
Social Sarvices in the County

Source: Busia County 2™ Supplementary Budget, 2023/24
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DRIVING TRANSPARENCY IN COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGETING
Conclusion and Recommendations

The analysis of the 2023/24 County Supplementary Budgets reveals that while most counties
passed Supplementary Budgets, many counties still do not make them publicly available.
Additionally, while there are inconsistencies in making their revised budgets publicly available,
the survey found that there are challenges in the comprehensiveness of supplementary budget.
For example, counties struggled to provide information on their adherence to fiscal responsibility
thresholds, and to breakdown changes in expenditure at departmental level. Few counties also
provided any justification for their budget revisions or indicated whether they complied with or
surpassed the ten percent limit.

The survey findings indicate that counties tend to provide more comprehensive information in
their approved Programme-Based Budgets than in their revised budgets, despite the fact that
both documents should mirror each otherin structure and details. We therefore recommend that
counties ensure revised budgets contain complete and legally required information, consistent
with the standards applied to original budgets.

Lastly, the survey affirms that supplementary budgets play an important role, especially when
counties need to account for unspent cash balances from previous financial years and adjust
budget allocations, either upward or downward, based on additional funding from the national
government or revised projections of own-source revenue.
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Annexes

DRIVING TRANSPARENCY IN COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGETING

Annex 1: Supplementary Budgets Assessed.
Annex 2: Supplementary Budgets Published by the Office of the Controller of Budget.

Annex 3: Distribution of FY 2023/24 Supplementary Budgets published across the financial

quarters.

No of List of Counties
Counties

None

19

18

39

Bungoma, Homa Bay, Isiolo,
Kitui, Kwale, Machakos, Makueni,
Marsabit, Migori, Nakuru, Nandi,
Nyamira, Nyeri, Taita Taveta,
Trans Nzoia, Turkana, Vihiga,
Wajir, West Pokot

Busia, Elgeyo Marakwet, Embu,

Garissa, Kakamega, Kiambu,
Kilifi, Kisii, Laikipia, Lamu,
Mombasa Murang’a, Narok,

Nyandarua, Samburu, Tharaka
Nithi, Uasin Gishu, Wajir

Baringo, Bomet, Bungoma, Busia,
Elgeyo Marakwet, Garissa, Homa
Bay, Isiolo, Kajiado, Kericho,
Kakamega, Kiambu, Kilifi, Kisii,
Kisumu, Kitui, Kwale, Laikipia,
Lamu, Machakos, Makueni,
Mandera, Meru, Migori, Nairobi,
Nakuru, Nandi, Narok, Nyamira,
Nyeri, Samburu, Siaya, Tharaka
Nithi, Taita Taveta, Trans Nzoia,
Turkana, Uasin Gishu, Vihiga

Kirinyaga

No county approved a
supplementary budget during
the first quarter.

Counties prepared their first
supplementary budgets to
account for unspent funds

from FY 2022/23, incorporate
additional allocations /
conditional grants, adjust
equitable share disbursements,
and realign projections for
own-source revenue.

All counties listed except

Wajir, developed their first
supplementary budgets in this
quarter to incorporate unspent
funds from FY 2022/23,
additional allocations/
conditional grants, adjustments
to equitable share, and revised
own-source revenue estimates.

The number of counties that
approved supplementary
budgets in this period exceeds
those recorded in both the
second and third quarters.

This was the only county
that did not approve a
supplementary budget.

Source: Bajeti Hub Data, 2023/24 County Budget Implementation Review Reports Data
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