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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.

Introduction 
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Summary Findings 

1.	 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.

2.	 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.

3.	 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.

4.	 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
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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. 

Findings
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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 
(6c) 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.

Source: Nyamira County 1st 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

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. 9.12 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.

Source: Wajir County 1st 2023/24 Supplementary budget
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Figure 7: Reasons for Budget Revision at the Departmental Level

Source: Homa Bay County 1st 2023/24 Supplementary Budget
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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 a summary 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.



12

DRIVING TRANSPARENCY IN COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGETING

Figure 8: Revenue information

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. 

Source: Bungoma 1st 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.

Figure 9: Makueni County, 2023/24 Supplementary Budget.

Source: Makueni County, 2023/24 2nd Supplementary Budget
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Source: Wajir County, 2023/24 Supplementary Budget.

Figure 10: Fiscal Responsibility Principles and Financial Objectives.

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

Source: Busia County 2nd Supplementary Budget, 2023/24



16

DRIVING TRANSPARENCY IN COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGETING

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 other in  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.

Conclusion and Recommendations



17

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.
Quarter No of 

Counties
List of Counties Remarks

1 0 •	 No county approved a 
supplementary budget during 
the first quarter.

2 19 Bungoma, Homa Bay, Isiolo, 
Kitui, Kwale, Machakos, Makueni, 
Marsabit, Migori, Nakuru, Nandi, 
Nyamira, Nyeri, Taita Taveta, 
Trans Nzoia, Turkana, Vihiga, 
Wajir, West Pokot

•	 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.

3 18 Busia, Elgeyo Marakwet, Embu, 
Garissa, Kakamega, Kiambu, 
Kilifi, Kisii, Laikipia, Lamu, 
Mombasa Murang’a, Narok, 
Nyandarua, Samburu, Tharaka 
Nithi, Uasin Gishu, Wajir

•	 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.

4 39 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

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

None 1 Kirinyaga •	 This was the only county 
that did not approve a 
supplementary budget.

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

Annexes
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