Module 2 Session 2: How to Read and Understand Key Budget
Documents
TASK 2.3 ■UNDERSTANDING COUNTY BUDGETS: TWENTY QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR

COUNTY BUDGET – BARINGO COUNTY

2 HOURS 15 MINUTES

TASK OBJECTIVE
 LEARNING HOW TO UNDERSTAND AND ANALYZE BUDGET PROPOSALS BY
ASKING A LIMITED SET OF KEY QUESTIONS

RESOURCES NEEDED









The Baringo County Programme Based Budget Proposal, 2015/16
The Baringo County Budget Review and Outlook Paper, September 2015
County Budget Implementation Review Report 2013/14 and 2014/15 from OCOB
Baringo County Second Quarter2015/16Budget Implementation Status Report
Baringo Annual Development Plan, 2015/16
County Allocation of Revenue Bills and Acts 2013-2015
Elgeyo Marakwet Approved Programme Based Budget 2015/16
West Pokot Approved Programme Based Budget 2015/16

HOW TO RUN THIS TASK
1. Refer the participants to Task 2.6 in their Participant Manual (PM, p.86).
2. Begin the session with a brief introduction of the 20 questions. Also highlight that these were
developed by IBP Kenya and are not exhaustive. They are rather a good starting point. Indicate
that full analysis of the budget requires more time and skills than can be covered in this task, but
that is for future trainings (10 minutes).
3. Define some terms that (see the background information box below) you’ll see in the budget.
Explain to participants that these terms are included in the Glossary in their Participant Manual.
This can be done at the beginning, or throughout the exercise, guided by the facilitator. It is often
good to get participants to offer their own understanding of these terms as you go along rather
than to define them at the beginning, but it will depend on the level of knowledge participants
bring to the training.
Note: Indicate what Programme Based Budgets are at the beginning of the session.
4. In this exercise, you will look at the Baringo County Budget Proposal for FY 2015/16 and start
thinking about how to analyze it. We will do this through looking at key questions. Explain that
the budget proposal should be available to the public by April 30. The public should then be
actively involved after the tabling of the budget proposal by asking key questions and preparing
inputs for the county assembly. Emphasize that once the proposal is approved then the public can
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only participate in oversight of implementation and not actual allocations unless there is a
supplementary budget in the course of the financial year.
5. As the facilitator, choose a ministry/department, such as health (from page 72 and page 229), to
focus on and use as an example for a number of questions. Time will almost always be a
constraint to review the entire budget, so settling on an example will expedite the review and
bring to life some of the key issues.


The following are the five steps in carrying out the task:
 Step one: Using the Baringo county budget, go through the first five (Q1 to Q5) with the
participants discussing in plenary. (25minutes = 5 minutes for each question). Let the participants
attempt to answer the questions first, then guide them through the right answers
 Step two: In groups of two or three, ask the participants to go through another set of 4-5
questions, such as Q16 to Q20, using the Baringo county budget proposal. Ensure you visit each
group to assist them if they run into any difficulty. (25 minutes =at least 5 minutes for each
question).
 Step three: Return to plenary to discuss what the participants found out. Ask each group to
answer at least one of the questions (15 minutes =at least 3 minutes for each question).
 Step four: Ask the participants in their groups to go through Q6 to 15 and the guidelines and see
if they have any questions as to what these questions are asking (they should not attempt to
actually answer these questions using the budget/ budget proposal, but just skim for
understanding).
 Step five: Come back to plenary and answer any queries the participants have on Q6 to Q15

BACKGROUND INFORMATION


Counties are required to prepare programme based budgets (PBBs). PBBs are characterized by a focus
on outcomes, usually described through narratives, and contain the following information:
 Ministries or departments are divided into programmes and sub-programmes with clear
objective(s). Sub-programmes’ objectives should be aligned with the objective of the larger
programme.
 Programmes and sub-programmes are further broken down into economic classifications (for
example compensation to employees (current expenditure) and acquisition of non-financial
assets (capital expenditure).
 Indicators and realistic targets by programme or sub-programme are provided, based on
reasonable baselines and timelines.

While it is not a requirement of the PBB format, other useful information in any budget includes staff
numbers by ministry and project information down to the ward level.


Here are some of the terms commonly used in the budget.
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 Recurrent expenditure: Expenditure that does not result in the acquisition of long-term assets. It
consists mainly of expenditure on salaries, goods and services, etc.
 Capital expenditure: Funds spent for the acquisition of a long-term asset; the total spending on such
assets would be divided over several years. This includes expenditure on equipment, land, buildings,
legal expenses, and other transfer costs associated with property.


Note: in Kenya, traditionally “development” expenditure has included both capital and
recurrent expenditure, but development expenditure should really be capital in nature. The PFM
Act, 2012 actually defines development expenditure as “capital” expenditure, so eventually the
two should mean the same thing in Kenyan budget documents.

 Appropriations-in-Aid: These are revenues that are raised by a ministry, department, or agency
(MDA) itself. They include receipts from administrative fees and charges, as well as receipts from
the sale of inventories, stock, and commodities. They can also include donor funds that are
disbursed directly to a MDA instead of to the Treasury.
 Personal emoluments: Compensation (wages and salaries) for civil servants and contract/temporary
staff.
 Administrative, economic, functional, and program-level classifications:





Administrative: “Who spends the money?” This classification system indicates which government
entity (ministry, department, or agency) will have responsibility for spending funds and
ultimately be held accountable for their use.



Economic: “What is the money spent on?” The classification of expenditures and assets according
to the economic transactions involved or in ways that emphasize the economic nature of the
transactions (salaries, interest, transfers, etc.).



Functional: “For what purpose is the money spent?” A classification system that organizes government
expenditure according to its various activities and policy objectives in different sectors, e.g.
health, education, agriculture. This system is independent of the administrative units (i.e.,
ministry, department, or agency) that carry out the transactions. More than one ministry can
contribute to a sector.



Program-level: “For what purpose is the money spent?” Program-level classification is a type of
functional classification, but it is at a more detailed level. In budgets, the term “program” refers
to a level of detail below an administrative unit, such as a ministry, department, or agency. For
example, the Ministry of Health’s budget could be broken down into a number of programs,
such as “primary health care,” etc.

County governments previously used to prepare line item budgets. However, the PFM Act, 2012
requires all counties to prepare Programme Based Budgets (PBBs) starting FY 2014/15.
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TASK QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Baringo County Budget Proposal Analysis for FY 2015/16
1. Are there reasons given for choices my leaders made in the budget?
This question asks whether the budget contains a narrative explanation that explains why the county made certain choices.
Every budget must make choices about how to use limited resources. There is no one right way to distribute funds, but good
practice is to provide some explanation of priorities and the reasons for making choices.
It is not good practice to simply provide tables with data without a good explanation. While the budget speech or statement
that accompanies the budget may provide some information about county priorities, it is not a substitute for a detailed
narrative within the budget documents that explains key tables and charts.
In addition, the PFM Act 2012 requires county governments to use a programme budget structure. Programme-based
budgeting demands that each ministry or department have a clear mission, and that it be organized around a set of
programmes with clear objectives and indicators. It is not possible to prepare a programme-based budget without a narrative
explaining ministerial and programme-level policy objectives. The key question is whether there is a close link between the
narrative and the tables.
The Baringo budget proposal has narrative relating to the proposed allocations. At the beginning of the
budget proposal (page 1) it is indicated that the allocations in the budget are borrowed from eight strategic
enablers indicated in the CFSP, 2015. These identify the priority areas for the county. Page 4 indicates that
the budget was also informed by the CIDP, ADP and broad development policies (page 4). It is not clear
what these broad policies are.
Looking at the health department (from page 72) the vision, mission and the context of budget intervention
is given. While the proposals highlight the challenges and achievements by the department in the FYs
2013/14 and 2014/15, the narrative fails to show a direct link to how this affected the proposed budget
estimates FY 2015/16.
A program budget is designed to clarify trade-offs at the program and sub-program level. In other words,
why spend more or less on specific objectives of government? Thus the narrative in the budget should also
clarify those choices. Recall that the CFSP was about making choices at the sector level; the budget is about
choices within departments among programs and sub-programs. Baringo’s budget narrative in the health
department does not do this.
2. Does the budget contain a summary table allowing easy comparison of total proposed
spending for all ministries/departments?
Because a programme-based budget is often produced in a word processing programme rather than a spreadsheet to allow for more
narrative, governments sometimes do not include a summary table at the beginning with basic information. Good practice would be
to include a summary table with the total budget for all ministries for the current year, plus two years of projections. Additionally,
separate tables would show the breakdown of total expenditure into recurrent and development, and show the ministries broken
down to programme level. This is particularly useful because the Appropriations Bill that will be approved by the assembly must
be at the programme level. Thus, a summary table showing all ministries and programmes by recurrent and capital spending would
mirror what should be in the final Appropriations Bill approved by the county assembly.

Baringo budget proposal has a summary table that allows easy comparison of total proposed spending for
all departments for both capital and current expenditure. Below is a snippet of the summary table (page 6)
4

Another useful summary table in the Baringo County budget proposal is that giving details of allocations
to programmes. This can be found on page 7. Below is a snippet of the summary table on Health sector
(page 9)
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Additional summary tables are found in the annex of the budget proposal detailing the development budget
and percentage of development budget to each ministry/ department as well as specific development
projects for each ward and sub-county by each department. However, the summary tables in the budget
proposal fail to give estimates for the FY 2013/14 and 2014/15 or projections for FY 2015/16.

3. What are the priority areas in my budget?
When we talk about priority areas, we generally mean the sectors that have received the highest allocations (most money). This
is one way of understanding choices and relative priorities. However, not all areas are equally expensive. For example, if one
considers international benchmarking for different sectors, education is usually more expensive than health, health more
expensive than agriculture, and agriculture more expensive than water. It does not follow that spending more on health than
water means health is more of a priority than water.
Priorities are also about changes over time in allocations. If a county receives an extra Ksh 100 between 2013/14 and
2014/15, how is that money used? Is that extra funding used for health or water? Is it used for other areas? This is also a
measure of priority. A priority area can be identified by comparing the current budget to last year or to the budgets of similar
counties.
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A summary table at the beginning of a programme-based budget, as suggested in question 2 above, makes it easier to answer
this question.
The total proposed budget for Baringo County is Ksh.4.99 billion for the year 2015/16. The health sector
has the highest allocation with Ksh 1.6 billion. This is a common situation because health is the most
expensive sector that was devolved to counties. Second is the County Assembly with Ksh. 540 million,
while Education and ICT has the third highest allocation Ksh.436 million. See the chart below showing the
total expenditure as indicated in the budget proposal 2015/16 and the budget estimates indicated in the
CBROP 2014/15.1
Note: A significant part of the allocations to the county assembly are statutory leaving little room for
discretion in allocation for the county government. It cost approximately 588.4 million to run the Baringo
county assembly. This is inclusive of the operations and maintenance expenditure which is not statutory.
See annex 3 of IBP Budget Brief 32, Kenya, How Much Does it Cost to Run a County, September, 2015 available
at http://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/Budget-Brief-32-Kenya-How-Much-Doesit-Cost-to-Run-a-County.pdf.
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The health department not only had the highest allocation in the current year and is still remains the
department of priority together with finance and economic planning making the top three areas of
priority proposed in the current year (2015/16) when we compare the change in the % share of the total
budget with the previous year. These three sectors have the highest increase (2.83%, 2.37% and 1.98%
increase respectively) in the share of the total budget. The water and irrigation, agriculture and education
and ICT have the largest decrease (2.26%, 1.25% and 1.15 % decreases respectively) in the share of the
total budget for in the budget proposal 2015/16. The table below shows the proposed %
increase/decrease in the share of the total budget in the two years.
Table 1: Percentage Change in the Share of the Total Budget for Each Department
Department
% Share of Total Budget
% Share of Approved
Change in Share of
Proposal 2015/16
Total Budget
Budget 2014/20152
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Health Services
Finance and Economic
Planning
County Assembly
County Executive
Environment and
Natural resources
Youth Gender
Industrialization
Transport and
Infrastructure
Lands and Housing
Education and ICT
Agriculture
Water and Irrigation
100.00%

31.84%

29.01%

2.83%

7.49%
10.84%
8.18%

5.12%
8.86%
6.98%

2.37%
1.98%
1.20%

1.42%
2.02%
3.94%

1.28%
2.83%
4.81%

0.14%
-0.81%
-0.87%

8.22%
3.13%
8.74%
7.34%
6.84%

9.27%
4.25%
9.90%
8.59%
9.11%

-1.06%
-1.12%
-1.15%
-1.25%
-2.26%

100.00%

The health services department has the highest recurrent expenditure, at 1.34 billion followed by the county
assembly and county executive with 515million and 343 million, respectively. The finance, education and
ICT, and agriculture departments also have significant amount allocated to recurrent expenditure. These
six departments spend approximately 89% of all recurrent costs (2.98 billion of the 3.37 billion). The other
6 departments share the rest of the recurrent funds (385 Million). See the chart below showing the proposed
allocation in the budget proposal 2015/16.
.
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Comparing the percentage share of each department to the total budget in proposed estimates versus the
previous year (FY 2014/15) approved estimates, one realizes that even though the health department has
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the highest allocation; the county assembly is proposed to have the highest increase in the share of total
budget. This together with finance and economic planning and the county executive are the priority
departments proposed for the current year (2015/16). See the table below showing the percentage change
in the share of recurrent budget.
Table 2: Percentage Change in the Share of the Recurrent Budget for Each Department
Department
% of Total Recurrent Budget
% of Total Recurrent Budget
Proposal 2015/16
2014/153
County Assembly
Finance and Economic
PlanningExecutive
County
Environment and Natural
resources
Health
Industrialization
Water and Irrigation
Transport and
Infrastructure
Education and ICT
Youth Gender
Agriculture
Lands and Housing

15.29%
9.86%
10.18%
0.95%
39.83%
2.89%
2.41%
1.55%
7.71%
1.26%
5.68%
2.37%

12.29%
7.88%
9.60%
0.90%
39.97%
3.17%
2.81%
2.12%
8.32%
2.02%
6.46%
4.47%

100.00%

100.00%

%
Increas
e/
Decrea
3.01%
1.98%
0.58%
0.05%
-0.14%
-0.28%
-0.40%
-0.57%
-0.61%
-0.76%
-0.78%
-2.10%

Public works, transport and infrastructure has the highest allocation in terms of development spending of
just 357 million. The departments of water and irrigation and health services have the second and third
highest allocation with Ksh 259.8 million and 244.8 million respectively. Education and ICT and agriculture
departments are the fourth and fifth respectively with almost equal allocation of 176million and 174 million
respectively. The chart below shows the allocation to all departments in the approved budget FY 2014/15
and the budget proposal 2015/16.
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When we look at the % change in the total development budget comparing % of total allocations to
departments, transport and infrastructure and health departments are the departments of priority in the
current year. The budget proposal proposed an increase of 2.53% and 1.96% respectively. The table below
shows the % increase/ increase in the budget.
Table 3: Percentage Change in the Share of the Development Budget for Each Department
Department
% to Total
% to Total
% Increase/
Development Budget Development Budget Decrease
Proposal 2015/16
2014/15
Transport and Infrastructure
22.1%
19.60%
2.53%
Health
15.2%
13.19%
1.96%
Finance and Economic Planning
2.5%
1.12%
1.42%
County Executive
4.0%
3.20%
0.82%
Lands and Housing
4.7%
3.94%
0.80%
Environment and Natural resources
2.4%
1.82%
0.56%
Youth Gender
3.6%
4.01%
-0.40%
Agriculture
10.8%
11.66%
-0.87%
Industrialization
6.1%
7.18%
-1.07%
Education and ICT
10.9%
12.17%
-1.27%
Water and Irrigation
16.1%
18.19%
-2.11%
County Assembly
1.5%
3.91%
-2.37%

Note: In thinking about priorities, one has to consider at what level to look. The ministry level
may be too aggregate and may include things we do not want to include. For example, we may
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want to separate the budgets for education and ICT. Or we may want to separate the budgets for
Water and Irrigation. This may require us to look at the program level and below.
4. Does the budget have programmes, sub-programmes and further disaggregation of
government spending below the sub-programme level?
As noted above, the PFM Act, 2012 requires counties to use programme-based budgeting as of 2014/15. In order for a
budget to meet the standard of a programme-based budget, each programme must have clear objectives so that the reader knows
what the programme does. A programme is a way of bringing together activities of government that all aim to achieve a common
purpose, such as reducing crime or improving population health.
The number of programmes and sub-programmes in a programme-based budget really determines the level of detail that a reader
has about how the government is using money and for what purpose. Because programmes are often themselves too broad to
really identify the focus of spending, it is usually important to have further breakdown to the sub-programme level. Each subprogramme should have its own objectives as well. Below the sub-programmes, there should be an economic classification of
spending with information on wages, capital projects, and different goods and services to be purchased.
While ministries need a number of programmes and sub-programmes to provide sufficient explanation of government spending,
it is also possible to have too many programmes with overlapping objectives that can become confusing. Moreover, while
programmes and sub-programmes should be clear and distinct, they should also be sufficiently broad to prevent the need to
reorganize ministries every year to accommodate new government initiatives.
The budget proposal has programmes and sub-programmes. However, there are no objectives for subprogrammes. It is possible to understand something about the objectives by looking at the delivery units,
key outputs and performance indicators.
The budget proposal gives a summary of expenditure by programme and sub-programme (from page 7).
At the end of each departmental section, the budget proposal indicates the previous year allocation to these
programmes (economic classification) allowing the readers to identify trends over time and ask pertinent
questions on why allocations are shifting among these programmes.
However, there are problems with consistency of programs. Consider health. Health has four programmes
according to the summary table on page 10: general administration, development of health infrastructure,
primary health care services, and development of administrative infrastructure services. When we go to the
detail, however, things get a bit murky. Page 74-75 describe only two programmes: health infrastructure
and primary health care. The indicator table on pages 75-76 describes 4 programmes again, but with
different names: development of health infrastructure, development of office infrastructure, development
of infrastructure, and strengthening of primary health care. Then the summary of expenditure by programs
has yet a different set of programs.
Having said all that, there is data on 2014/15 by programme.
For a better PBB, look at the Elgeyo Marakwet budget 2015/16 for the health services page 106-118 where
the objectives for each programme are well stated and the key outputs, performance indicators and targets
are given. From page 114 the PBB gives a further breakdown to economic classification for each subprogramme. See Snippets below.
Snippet 1 (page 111): Programmes and Sub-programmes (with objectives key outputs, targets and indicators)
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Snippet page 114 Programmes and Sub-porgrammes (Summary)
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Snippet page 117: Programmes, Sub-programmes and Economic Classification (FY 2015/16 and 2016/17
and 2017/18 projections).
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5. Are there indicators and targets for all the programmes and sub-programmes?
There should be clear indicators and targets for each ministry in a programme-based budget. These indicators and targets should
be linked to specific programmes and sub-programmes within the ministry. The indicators should be logical, have a clear baseline
and clear timeframes to achieve the targets. The targets should be measurable and should be easy to relate back to the programme
and sub-programme objectives.
The choice of indicators and targets should be linked to the most important objectives of the ministry, but should also be designed
keeping in mind what kind of information is available and can be regularly collected. Some indicators may be ideal for tracking
objectives, but may require expensive surveys that can only be conducted every five years. These types of indicators cannot be
realistically tracked during a single year, or even three years. Some administrative targets may be less important, but easier to
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track (were certain workshops or studies conducted?). Counties must find a balance between what is important and what can
actually be measured. There should be a clear link between the indicators and targets in the budget and those in the County
Integrated Development Plan.
There are key performance indicators and the targets for each sub-programme. For example, in increasing
immunization coverage, 15,301 children are targeted for the upcoming FY (page 76).Since it is not indicated
in the PBB, it is unclear the source of data for some of these targets or their baselines. For example, for
malaria incidence, the target is reducing the cases reported to 27, 504 in the FY 2015/16 from 29, 354 in
the FY 2014/15 (page78). It is unclear from the budget proposal how these figures were arrived at. It would
be useful to have a web link to the data used to assist in the process of public deliberations leading to the
enactment of the budget.
Note: See Elgeyo Marakwet budget 2015/16 from page 106 where performance indicators and targets
relate directly to the sub-programmes in the health department. This is better than the case of Baringo
county where the targets and indicators do not relate to the programmes and sub-programmes directly.
Below is a snippet showing programme 3 and sub-programme 3.1 of the Elgeyo Marakwet budget 2015/16
(page 111).

6. Does the budget contain detailed information about staff costs, including the salaries
and benefits of workers by ministry, and ideally, by job class, group, or individual
positions?
A key concern when reviewing the budget is to understand what share of each ministry’s spending goes to wages versus other
costs. Moreover, it is useful to know what kind of workers each ministry is employing to understand how much of public
spending is going to service delivery, how much to administration, and how much to other types of support services. Good practice
is to present the total share of ministry spending going to compensation, and then to break this down further to provide
information on the types of workers and their costs. This also applies to the county assembly budget, which should distinguish
between wages and benefits of MCAs and other employees of the assembly. It is important to note that the cost of the county
assembly wages is statutory (legally prescribed) and the counties have little room for discretion on the allocation to county
assemblies.
This is needed at the vote and programme level. In a table attached as Annex 2 (from page 124), additional
information on staff costs and special allowances is given. See page 180 and 181 for the health department.
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However, the budget does not provide a detailed breakdown of types of staff (doctors, nurses, lab
technicians, drivers, etc.). Other counties, for example West Pokot, provide this kind of breakdown. Below
is a snippet from West Pokot showing the details of staff in the health department. The annual gross amount
to each employee is not given, but it is a step in the right direction to identify the number of staff in each
department. The total number of staff is 610 and the total cost of staff is estimated at 708 million (page
116).
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7. Does the budget have the same priorities as my county's development plans?
Technically, counties should base their budgets on an Annual Development Plan tabled in September every year. In the FY
2013/14 most counties opted to produce a 5-year County Integrated Development Plan and few had Annual Plans publically
available. In FY 2014/15 and 2015/16, counties prepared and approved ADPs and for some counties they made them
publically available.
There have been challenges in producing these plans, and a weakness is that many County Integrated Development Plans
and Annual Development Plans are not closely linked to county department plans as they should be. Nevertheless, the law
requires that the budget be based on county plans, and the priorities in the CIDP (or whatever plans are currently available)
and ADPs should be the same as the priorities in the budget. This means that if the plans focus on health, agriculture and
water, the budget should do the same. This should be apparent at the level of programmes and projects.
Baringo CIDP is not publicly available (not uploaded in the county website).
The projects and strategic priorities mentioned in the ADP 2015/16 resemble some programmes, subprogrammes and development projects in the proposed budget estimates. Under the health department
(pages 35 and 46), the ADP indicates that the county intends to improve the status of individual, family and
community under the curative health services programme by upgrading Kabarnet hospital to a Level 5
hospital and upgrading five sub-county hospitals at an estimated total cost of 140 million (though this
includes 20 million for an alcohol center). Programme 1 of the budget proposal on development of
infrastructure indicates that the county intends to upgrade hospitals (page 75 of the budget proposal). Page
10 estimates the cost of upgrading sub-county hospitals facilities is 87 million. In sum, it is not possible to
clearly link the ADP proposal with the budget proposal. While the upgrading of the sub-county hospitals
is associated with ‘curative health services’ programmes in the ADP, the programme in the budget proposal
under which this project is to be undertaken is ‘development of infrastructure’. The programmes in the
ADP do not match the programmes in the budget proposal making it difficult to compare the two
documents.
8. Is there enough money in my budget to maintain or improve the current level of basic
services like health?
In future years we can compare figures from previous years in order to check whether budgets maintain or improve levels of basic
services. For example in the FY 2015/16, we can compare figures to the 2013/14, 2014/15 budgets and the 2012/13
budget to get a sense of whether enough money is being allocated to maintain services and probably improve these services.
For a proper comparison, we focus on the recurrent budgets for key sectors. The reason we do this is that development spending
tends to be less consistent over time, due to the nature of capital projects. Recurrent funding is more closely linked to the
minimum costs of maintaining services through wages and inputs.
Let’s look at the trend in recurrent spending under the health department, since this is what ensures a
minimal service level. The health budget has moved from 765 million to 837 million to 1.18 billion then
1.34 billion in the 2015/16 budget proposal. The increase has also been steady with 9% then 24% then 18.5
% increase in the years 2013/14, 2014/15 and 2015/16 respectively.
Table 4: Percentage Increase/ Decrease of Health Recurrent Budget from 2013- 2016

Year

Recurrent expenditure
(Health department )

Increase/ Decrease

% increase /
decrease
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FY 2012/13 (National
Treasury)
FY 2013/14(Approved
budget)
FY 2014/15(Approved
budget)
FY 2015/16 (Budget
proposal)
FY 2015/16 (Approved
Budget)4

765,476,460.00

0

0%

837,059,803.00

71,583,343.00

9.35%

1,183,352,549.00

206,921,552.00

24.72%

1,341,965,012.00

158,612,463.00

18.95%

1,377,374,160.60

194,021,611.60

16.40%

For other departments there has not been an increase in allocation in the previous FYs. The table below
shows the trend over time in the agriculture, livestock, fisheries and veterinary development departments.
The recurrent budget increased sharply in the first year of devolution by 82%. It then decreased in
2014/15(from 227 million to 175 million in 2013/14).The approved budget in 2015/16 increased the
allocation to 210 million for agriculture, livestock and fisheries. One question we should ask when budgets
go down is whether we are able to maintain the same level of staffing. If compensation to employees goes
down, this suggests we might be cutting services (we might also be cutting unnecessary staff, but it is hard
to know). The decrease in 2014/15 might have caused services to fall below maintaining services, but it
might also be that the 2013/14 budget was simply too high. One way to see this would be to look at actual
spending in 2013/14 (which we do not have). The table below shows the change in recurrent expenditure
for agriculture department.
Table 5: Percentage Increase/Decrease of Agriculture Recurrent Budget from 2013- 2016

Year

Recurrent Expenditure
(Agriculture )

Increase/ Decrease % Increase / Decrease

FY 2012/13 (National
Treasury)

124,819,105.00

0

0%

FY 2013/14 (approved
227,272,181.00
102,453,076.00
82%
budget)
FY 2014/15 (approved
budget revised CBROP 191.511,452.00
(35,760,729.00)
-15.73%
2015)
FY 2015/16 (Budget
191,444,427.00
(67,025.00)
-0.03%
proposal)
FY 2015/16(Approved
210,646,128.00
19,134,676.00
0.10
budget)
9. Does my budget tell me where (that is, in which ward or constituency) development
projects will be located?
In order to assess the degree to which the budget is allocating resources equitably, we want to know where buildings and
infrastructure will be located. This requires that spending information be broken down below the county level (to sub-county or
ward). Generally, this information should be included in the part of the budget that details development (capital) expenditure.
This information should allow us to assess whether the distribution of these projects is related to the needs of the areas receiving
them, and whether funds are fairly distributed across the county.
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The budget proposal indicates the location for all development projects. This information is provided as
Annex 4 (from page 209). This is good practice because information is bulky and thus best suited for the
annex. The tabular presentation makes it easy for the reader to understand information including the ward
and sub-county location of each project. There are three kinds of projects, county wide/’all sub-counties’
projects (page 233), sub-county wide projects (page 229-231) and ward projects (231-232). The snippet
below shows how this information is provided for in the budget proposal (page 232) for the health
department.

10. Does the budget contain any funds for civic education, or to facilitate public
participation in county decision-making?
The Fourth Schedule of the Constitution assigns to counties the role of ensuring community participation in governance. The
County Governments Act requires counties to facilitate public participation in a number of ways. These include, among others:
meetings where plans, budgets and government performance can be discussed, opportunities to give inputs on bills and policies,
to participate in selecting development projects, citizen commissions in various sectors, and a variety of information dissemination
platforms (e.g., through notice boards). Since these activities are not free, the county should budget for them in some way and
this should be clearly indicated. Moreover, the budget should contain some narrative information explaining how comments or
suggestions from the public were incorporated into the budget. If these inputs were not included in the budget, then this should
also be explained. To improve on the quality of public participation the counties may loop in experts or train members of the
executive to assist the public in deliberations during public participation forums.
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There is a sub-programme by the name ‘civic education development’ under the general administration,
planning and support services programme under office of the governor department. In the summary table
(page 7) there is no allocation to this sub-programme. Page 21 indicates that the sub- programme will have
the outcome of ‘informed citizens in the aspect devolution and equipping the public on public participation
principles’. Under the sub-programme, barazas, seminars and trainings will be held. It is unclear where the
funds for the same will come from. On page 22, under the legal services sub-programme, the budget
proposal indicates that legal officers will be trained to attend public participation forums. This could be an
indirect allocation to assist in public participation.
11. Does my budget have a deficit and how will it be paid for?
Counties may have deficits if they can pay for them. A deficit has to be financed somehow, and this almost always means
taking a loan. But loans are not permitted without national sign-off, which is unlikely at this time (S.58 PFMA). Given
this, it is also important to know what will be cut from the budget if the deficit cannot be financed.
In the first several years, national agencies have been clear that deficits are not allowed. In subsequent years, counties will
need to seek permission to borrow. There should be evidence in the budget that borrowing has been allowed if a county is
presenting a deficit.
The revenues and expenditures match in the PBB (page 3 and 4). However, the figure representing the total
expenditure in page 6 shows that there will be a minor surplus of 200,000. Total expenditure is
4,984,238,106.46(page 6) while the revenues are 4,984,438,108.00(page 3).
12. How much money does my county say it will raise from its own taxes and fees and is
that reasonable?
Counties mostly receive money from national transfers and from their own taxes and fees. Good practice is to clearly show local
revenue estimates against previous year estimates and actuals. Revenue sources should be broken down by source, and it should
be easy to connect this information to what is in the county’s cash flow projections for revenues.
We have some data from the Controller of Budget that tells us how much counties have actually been able to raise during their
first two years (2013/14 and 2014/15), and the beginning of 2015/16.
Counties are also required to prepare implementation reports every quarter to indicate the actual revenues collected. These actual
figures may be used as a baseline to evaluate whether the revenue projections are realistic.
From the COB annual implementation review reports, the county targeted to raise 260 million in 2013/14
(page 30 COB report 2013/14) and 255 million in 2014/15 (page 4 COB report 2014/15) in local revenues.
The actual collection in those two years was 201.5 million and 249 million respectively. The target in the
budget proposal (which was also retained in the approved budget 2015/16) is 300 million. This represents
a 20.13% increase from the actual local revenues collected in the FY 2014/15. This is an ambitious but not
unreasonable target in light of past performance.
We can also judge the reasonableness of the targets in the budget proposal (and the approved budget) by
looking at the county’s own revenue in the first and second quarter implementation reports for 2015/16.
The county has managed to collect 125.69 million as of December 2015 (page 17 second quarter report).
This is 42% of the annual target of 300 million and implies a realistic target as revenue collection tends to
be stronger in the second half of the year than the first.
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13. Did my county table a cash flow projection with the budget showing how much it
expects to take in by month, and how much it expects to spend by month?
Counties have restricted access to borrowing, and they depend on national transfers that come at specific times. Local taxes/fees
are also higher at certain times (e.g., business permits tend to be renewed in the third quarter). It is therefore important for the
county to project its flow of cash by month (and it is also a requirement of the PFM Act that this be tabled by June 15 each
year). A cash flow projection helps us to know whether the county will have enough money to execute all the projects in the
budget, given that it may not be able to start these projects until it has money to cover them. Moreover, it gives us a sense at
different points in the year, such as after the first and second quarter, whether the revenue and spending projections for the year
were realistic. For example, a county may raise and spend much less in the first quarter than in the third quarter. If this is
captured in the cash flow projection, we will be less concerned about low collections in the first quarter. If on the other hand, the
county expected to collect a lot in the first quarter and did not, we will be more concerned that its revenue projections are
unrealistic.
A good cash flow projection is not simply presented at the aggregate level, but is broken down by revenue source and expenditure
type.
The budget proposal did not have a cash flow projection of how much it expected to take in and spend by
month or quarter.
14. How much money does my county expect to get from national government?
In analyzing the budget proposal and subsequently the enacted budget for the FY 2015/16, the CARA, 2015 is taken
into consideration. Available at www.kenyalaw.org/kl/index.php?id=5194
However, it is often the case that the CARA is not available when the county is preparing its budget, so it is forced to rely on
the CAR Bill, which may change. Looking back, we should also compare the CARB and the budget to be fair to the
information the county had when it prepared its budget.
The CARA, 2015 indicates that the county will receive Ksh 4.4 billion in equitable share, 230.9 million in
conditional grants from national revenues, and 43.1 million from loans and grants from development
partners. That totals4.68 billion in funds from national transfers. The original CARB 2015 had similar
figures for Baringo county as did the budget proposal and subsequently the approved budget.

15. Does my budget spend money on things that counties are responsible for rather than
things the national government is responsible for, and are there any areas that
counties are responsible for that are missing from the budget?
Citizens can consult the Fourth Schedule of the Constitution to determine which functions counties are responsible for, and
which national government is responsible for, and then see if the county budget is aligned with county functions. Further
details on the functions described in the Fourth Schedule are available in a Gazette Notice issued by the Transition
Authority on 9 August 2013 (discussed earlier in the training).
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In reviewing some budgets, we find that counties are taking up primary or secondary education, or security, while things like
housing are completely missing. Primary and secondary educations, and security, are national functions, while housing is a
county function. When counties spend money on national functions, they reduce the funds available for county functions. While
no county is obligated to spend money on specific functions, it is useful to raise questions about the rationale for ignoring core
county functions in the budget.
Answering this question should start with a look at the Fourth Schedule, but also within each sector to compare the activities
in the budget to those that a sector specialist (in health, housing, etc.) would identify as key areas of spending. This can be
supplemented by looking at key sectoral activities contained in (MTEF) sector reports and the 2012/13 budget at national
level. In some cases, however, poor classification of the budget makes it difficult to tell what functions are being taken up under
each county department/ministry.
Generally, the budget proposal 2015/16contains items that are under the county functions as captured in
Schedule 4 of the Constitution. For example, under education we see only ECD and polytechnics, not
primary or secondary schools. However, the county government proposed to undertake various
programmes at secondary school level including introducing ICT clubs (page 67) and disbursing a bursary
fund to secondary school students (page 68). Many counties have pursued these types of programs, and it
is an open question whether these are really county functions. Whenever a county funds a non-county
function, it reduces funds available for other county functions.
16. Does my budget have an emergency fund in case of any disaster?
All counties can (and should) have a County Emergency Fund in their budget to provide for disasters. As per the Public
Finance Management Act, this can spend up to 2 percent of the county revenues in a single year (based on previous year audited
revenues). The PFM Act states clearly that the Emergency Fund should only cater for unforeseen circumstances that constitute
a serious threat to human life or the environment. The fund should be accessed in accordance with operational guidelines made
under regulations approved by Parliament
There is an emergency fund with an allocation for the budget year of 59.8 million (page 8 &243). This is
1.2% of the previous year’s estimated revenues (5.012billion) in the revised budget 2014/15. This might
be small given that a county can spend up to 2% of previous year revenues in a given year from the
emergency fund. However, it depends on whether there was money in the fund already from previous
years that was not spent. This is not clear, but a look at the approved 2014/15 budget indicates that 37.66
million was set aside for the fund in that year. We do not know if it was spent.
Note: The emergency fund was later increased to 76.4 million in the approval stage leading to the enacted
budget 2015/16.
17. Does the budget properly distinguish between recurrent and development
expenditure?
In some budgets, we find that these expenditures are misclassified, which also leads to an incorrect assessment of the share of
the budget that is for development. The PFM Act 2012 requires at least 30 percent of the budget for development spending
over the medium term (3-5 years). Some budgets classify medicines as development spending (when they should be recurrent)
and assets like specialized equipment as recurrent spending (when they are capital/development). We also noticed variations of
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classification within a single budget, but across departments (e.g., equipment classified as recurrent in some departments, and
development in other departments).
The budget distinguished between recurrent and development expenditure. However, there are issues that
are not clear, and this is a problem that extends beyond Baringo. For example, budget officers around the
country are unsure whether or not scholarships and bursaries are recurrent or development expenditure.
Baringo budget proposal classifies this as recurrent expenditure (page 180) though it is probably
development. Other examples include:
 Creation of funds, for example women and youth fund (page 240) and community wildlife
conservation fund (page 220), are classified as development cost. Some have argued these should
be recurrent expenditure, while others argue that the capital for the fund is development.
 Trade shows and exhibitions (page 126) are classified as recurrent. Some have argued that this
should be a development cost.
 Purchase of vehicles: this has been classified as recurrent. In general, vehicles are considered
recurrent unless they are specialized vehicles, like bulldozers or ambulances. However, this is not
uniformly applied across the country.
18. Does the budget contain unit costs for various purchases (such as vehicles, generators
and other assets) and are these consistent across departments?
Not all of the budgets contain unit costs. Good practice is to give an indication of the number of units (say, vehicles) and the
total cost, along with a unit cost to know how much each asset is estimated to cost. This allows comparison with market
rates and with other parts of the budget. In our review of some budgets, unit costs are missing and there is some evidence that
they differ across departments within a single budget.
The budget proposal does not provide the units or unit costs for purchases. It only uses recurrent and
development expenditures with no breakdown. While the budget has two annexes detailing the various
votes, in the economic classifications this is not broken down. For example, for the recurrent expenditure
for the health department there is purchase of beddings and linens, however it is not clear how many units
will be required and how much each unit will cost (page 182). This is not broken down.
19. Are the budget lines sufficiently clear to know what each of them refers to, and are
they consistent across departments?
Proper budgeting requires a consistent set of codes and budget lines that are easy to interpret. This is usually referred to as the
Chart of Accounts. Where budget lines are not easy to interpret, narrative explanation should be provided. One can look at
this issue broadly but also within specific sectors. Ideally, the Chart of Accounts should follow the national structure and be
consistent with what is required for the use of the Integrated Financial Management Information System.
The Baringo budget proposal does give some good level of detail for both recurrent and development
expenditures and it generally uses the national COA codes for various items. This is included in the annexes.
Even though the budget proposal includes vague terms like “other recurrent and other development” there
is no allocation to these except in the case of the emergency fund where it is clear that the funds are all for
the emergency fund (page 43).
Note: The approved Baringo budget FY 2015/16 is a line item budget with COA codes as well as economic
classification of recurrent and development expenditure.
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20. Does the budget contain estimates for the coming three years or only for this year?
Some budgets seem to contain only a single year of estimates, whereas the PFM Act 2012 encourages budgeting in a medium
term framework (the coming year, plus at least two additional years). The PFM Act requires three years of revenue estimates
at least, but good practice is to provide three years of expenditure estimates as well, for both recurrent and development spending.
Development spending is particularly important because it generally commits the budget for future years and reduces choices in
those years. Multi-year projects should be discussed as multi-year projects, not single year budget items, if they will constrain
budget choices in future years.
Baringo county budget proposal has expenditure estimates for the past year, current year and projected
expenditure estimates for the next two years. See for the health department from page 78.
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FURTHER READING:
i.
ii.

IBP Kenya, Commission for the Implementation of the Constitution, et al, “20 Key
Questions About Your County Budget,” available at http://www.internationalbudget.org/wpcontent/uploads/20-Questions-FINAL-HI-RES.pdf
IBP Kenya, “County Heads of Budget Meeting – Rapporteur’s Report: Appendix D on List of
contentious items in the classification of recurrent or development,” September 2015.
http://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/County-Heads-of-BudgetMeeting-Report.pdf
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