
 

 

NAIROBI COUNTY BUDGET AND ECONOMIC FORUM NON-STATE  

 

ACTORS CONSTITUENT GROUPS MEETING REPORT 

 

15TH NOVEMBER, 2016 

 

SILVER SPRINGS HOTEL- NAIROBI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1. Background 

The County Budget and Economic Forum (CBEF) is established under Section 137 of the 

Public Finance Management Act, 2012 as a means of consultation by state and non-state 

actors at the county level on county plans and matters relating to budgeting and financial 

management at the county level. 

The Nairobi City County Budget and Economic Forum was established in 2013 bringing 

together both the state and non state actors nominated by organizations representing  the  

Faith based groups (muslim and Christian faith) , CSOs, women, youth , informal 

settlements and the professionals that have since engaged in consultations in  county 

planning and budget related matters. 

On 15th November, 2016, The Nairobi County Budget and Economic Forum non state actors 

with Nairobi City County and the Institute for Social Accountability, organized a 

consultation forum which brought together members of the nominating organizations to 

engage in the review of the County Budget Review and Outlook paper and subsequently 

provide an opportunity for wider input into the upcoming County Fiscal Strategy Paper for 

fiscal year 2017/18. The meeting also served as a peer accountability exercise as the 

membership of nominating institutions had the opportunity to articulate their 

representation to CBEF members. 

The main objective of the forum was to review the County Budget Review and Outlook 

Paper 2017/18 as well as consolidate views of the CBEF non-state actors constituent 

groups on regarding their priority projects/ programmes to inform the County Fiscal 

Strategy Paper for fiscal year 2017/18. The forum also provided an opportunity to review 

the just ended MTEF process.  

1.2 CBEF mandate and role   

Mr. Abdalla (CBEF- Religious groups – Supkem - representative) expounded to the 

participants the role of County Budget and Economic Forum, which among others  entails  

CBEF non-state actors engaging  in consultations with  the public from their constituent 

groups on budget related matters throughout the budget process that is to say formulation, 

approval, implementation and oversight. Annet Manjoli ( TISA Asst Program Officer) took 

participants through the budget process stages and stressed the significance of the CBROP 

and CFSP. 



 

Figure 1 Faith based CBEF non state member providing an overview, role and mandate 

of CBEF 

 

2.0 Analysis of the County Budget Review and Outlook Paper  - Annet Majoni 

The CBROP serves as the county government’s end year report that details the 

achievements and successes of the preceding financial year, and provides provisional 

ceilings for the next fiscal year including the total budget and expenditure distribution in 

the sectors/ departments.  Three key budgetary and financial concerns in the county 

budget review and outlook paper for fiscal year 2017/18 were highlighted; 

 Shortfalls in local revenue collection in the last  three financial years of 2013/14, 

2014/15 and 2015/16; 

 Establishing whether the  provisional ceilings  provided in the CBRO FY 2017/18 

were in line with public priorities; 

 Views of participants on the conduct of the MTEF public hearings as well as uptake 

of the same in the final budget documents. 

 

2.1 Shortfalls in local revenue collection in the last three financial years of 2013/14, 

2014/15 and 2015/16; 

The CB that the Nairobi City County internal revenue performance FY 2013/14, 2014/15, 

2015/16  has persistently failed to achieve the set revenue targets. The CBROP cites the 

unrealized internal revenue targets as a cause of low capital investment in the county and 

poor budget performance/implementation.  



 

Fig.1 Nairobi City County Internal Revenue Performance FY 2014/15 and 2015/16 

(Kshs in billions) 

MTEF 2015/16- FY 2013/14 saw a revenue shortfall of Kshs 4.3 billion equivalent to 20.2 

% of the approved budget, FY 2014/15 indicated a shortfall of 5.83 billion equivalent to 

20.2% of the approved  budget estimates and  FY 2015/16 indicated Kshs 5.57 billion 

shortfall that  is equivalent to 18.1% of the approved estimates.  

There has also been a decline in the following revenue streams – parking fees, single 

business permits, building permits, billboards and advertising.  In real terms the 

underperformance in local revenue was higher in 2015/2016. Some of the reasons cited 

include non-enforcement, collusion, non-compliance, evasion pointing towards poor 

governance in revenue administration.  

Given the declining revenue performance, it is clear that the county is not in a position to 

attain the proposed 18.7 billion revenue target for the year 2017/18. Further, given the 

governance loop holes and the forthcoming elections this trend is likely to continue.  

CBEF members therefore reject the proposed revenue increases as set by the county as 

unrealistic. Members were also not satisfied with the proposed interventions to boost 

revenue and note that this could jeopardize development implementation even further.  

Resolutions 

CBEF hereby reject the proposed revenue increase pending adequate consultation and 

justification specifically;  

a. The County to urgently convene a revenue enhancement meeting to provide 

detailed information and justifications for proposed increased revenue. The meeting 

to include CRA, chair of budget county assembly and relevant county government 
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leadership and officials.  

b. The County to demonstrate what steps it has taken to resolve the liabilities owed to 

it by the National Government to inform further action by CBEF members.    

c. The County to demonstrate what steps it has taken to incorporate transparency, 

accountability and public participation in revenue processes in the county and 

undertake urgent resolutions to implement the necessary under the 2017/18 fiscal 

year. This includes transparency of Public Private Partnerships and borrowing 

undertaken by the county government.   

d. Lastly, government to demonstrate what steps it has taken to curb conflict of 

interests by its officers and county legislators in collusion and rent seeking activities 

which directly undermine revenue and expenditure performance.  

 

2.2 Review of sector ceilings for FY 2017/18 

The CBEF meeting reviewed the proposed sector ceilings for 2017/18. These were found to 

be much in line with the ceilings of the previous years. Whereas this may be explained by 

the county’s projection for the same workforce and the need to complete ongoing projects 

several concerns were raised. 

a. The CBROP ceilings and proposed priorities are infrastructure biased and ignore the 

deepening of service delivery through education, awareness raising, strengthening 

of governance at the expense of infrastructure.   

b. One area of great concern is health sector which showed declining development 

performance. CBEF members complained of lack of basic drugs and facilities in 

county dispensaries. There were also complaints about lack of support for non-

communicable diseases by the county.  There have also been recent media reports 

of non-payment of KEMSA which has stopped the supply of drugs to the county 

government.  This disproportionately affects the poor in the informal settlements 

who rely solely on government for their health needs or fall into the hands of 

unregistered medical practitioners who exploit the gap. It is also not clear what 

steps the county has taken to resolve the debt incurred by the national government 

with respect to health equipment which had not been delivered during the last CBEF 

meeting in June. It is noteworthy that the National Government continues to hold 

onto vast resources and key health personnel instead of transferring and 

redeploying them at county level. It has also come to our attention that the county 

government is not a paid up member of the council of governors and is not utilizing 

this critical platform to lobby for the successful transfer of funds and functions to 

the county governments.  



c. The environment sector also demonstrated poor development performance despite 

increased allocations through the supplementary budget. Members also questioned 

the prudence of seeking to expand the sewerage system as indicated in the CBROP 

as opposed to rehabilitating and sustaining existing sewer lines. Again this pointed 

towards the county’s penchant for new infrastructure development at the expanse 

of sustaining service delivery.  

d. It is noteworthy that the budget line of the office of governor consistently failed to 

provide itemized budget lines. CBEF members raised this as an issue during the 

review of budget estimates and find the same detail lacking in the CBROP. The office 

of the Governor and deputy Governor remains one of the biggest beneficiaries of the 

fiscal year 2017/18 budget with an allocation of Kshs 5812 million. However, what 

is not clear is how the resource envelope will be distributed under the same.  

e. It was felt that the sector priorities in the CBROP were too generic and the CBROP 

lacked past implementation information.   

 

 

 

Fig 2: participants making their submissions during the meeting 

 



Resolutions  

a. CBEF members resolved that the proposed priorities CBROP priorities should be 

reviewed to address deepening of development. The county to avail sector reports 

which informed the CBROP in particular to provide a breakdown of performance 

per sector in the preceding 4 years by project and expenditure against annual 

priorities.  

b. CBEF members resolved to take up the issues pertaining to national government 

transfers through contributions to the BPS and possible petition to the National 

Government organs. The possibility of going to court was also discussed.  

 

2.2 Public participation in the MTEF 2017/18 budget process  

Several of the participants at the CBEF meeting had also attended the MTEF public 

hearings. There was great dissatisfaction with the recently ended process.  

 The forums were only advertised through newspapers on Wednesday 2nd  

November 2016, one day prior to the commencement of the meetings  on 3rd 

November 2016 resulting in extremely poor turn out as most members of public did 

not receive the required notification  or could not respond due to the short notice 

period. It was observed that the MTEF public hearings in the previous financial year 

were well mobilized unlike these where it appears county administrators were not 

given notice.  

 Lack of information on previous implementation. Those in attendance residents 

complained of the county officials failing to provide feedback on their status of the 

previous year’s proposals.   

 Uncentralised forum locations, venues to the forums were not easily reachable in 

some cases the venues were changed without prior communication of the same to 

the residents. 

 The MTEF sector hearings were also plagued with similar challenges. Several did 

not avail the sector report until the actual meeting, in the case of governor’s office 

this was not availed at all. The reports provided were for the most part poorly 

drafted, and did not provide the needed information for participants to review 

county priorities.   

 In Kangemi ward the MTEF meeting was disrupted by youth citing unpaid salaries 

for garbage collection by the environment sector.  



 It is noteworthy that the MTEF report is not ready even as the CFSP draft is ready 

indicating that the proposals given by the public may not have been taken up. 

Resolution 

a. The CBEF stakeholders resolved that the just ended MTEF process did not meet 

minimum standards for effective public participation. Members recommend that the 

county convene a county level meeting comprising ward MTEF 

signatories/representatives and key stakeholders at sector level for a full day 

consultation at City Hall to review the MTEF proposals against the needed 

implementation context (status of implementation and development outcomes). The 

meeting would serve as a consensus meeting where the county would make 

concrete commitments on approved priorities under the 2017/18 budget.   

b. The CBEF members request the CEC Environment provide a comprehensive 

statement on the issue of unpaid salaries upon which CBEF NSA members may 

consider further action. 

 

2.3 Outstanding matters 

There are several additional outstanding matters which need to be incorporated into the 

CBROP and CFSP.  

a. The county needs to institute a budget line for public participation at the minimum 

2% threshold of the Public Participation Act.  

b. There is needed a budget for CBEF. 30million was proposed to allow CBEF conduct a 

social audit of all county projects since 2012/13 financial year. 

c. What is the status of resolution of county spending at source? What is the status of 

resolution of the high county wage bill? What is the status of renegotiation and 

resolution of liabilities owned to the county by national government? in all of these 

the CBEF NSA members request supporting documentation/correspondence of 

steps taken. 

3.0 Conclusion  

CBEF members have noted the casual manner in which the county has responded to past 

concerned raised by the platform. It was resolved that a subsequent meeting with the CBEG 

government  partners will provide timelines for each action failure to which or upon which 

members may resort to more aggressive forms of action.  Going forward participants 

proposed the following recourses in order of preference in case the county fails to consider 

proposals raised by the forum in the CBEF meeting. The following were agreed.  



a. Petition and memos putting into consideration the short term and long term 
solution towards addressing the emerging concerns raised by CBEF members  

b. Press statement concurrent with court action  

c. Peaceful demonstration and protest  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex 1 

CBEF  stakeholder sector priorities  (CBROP review)  for FY 2017/18 

Sectors Recommendations 

EDUCATION AND 

YOUTH  

 

 There is need for working / active youth board in the 

county government to participate in the matters affecting 

the youth  

 Youth should be given priorities when it comes to 

procurement opportunities in the county government 

 It is important to consider engaging the youth in the 

preparation of budget and other sectors  

 Youth should be involved in projects done in counties and 

also be empowered to run their own projects  

 Construction of well equipped libraries per sub-county to 

improve literacy level and also enhance access to 

information  

 Installation of Wi-Fi in every social hall to enable the youth 

have access information and even embrace technology  

 Those areas without social hall , at least it should be 

constructed in order to allow the youth to use it for their 

development agendas  

 A recreational facility for the children in every ward is vital  

 The wards that have no ECDEcentres at least should have a 

fully equipped one with trained staff to handle the young 

age alternatively there is need for auditing the already 

existing ECDEs 



ENVIROMENT  Improving sewerage disposal /proper maintenance 

 Improving garbage collection  

 Clean rivers through sensitization campaign  

 Support of county environmental committees  

 Youth program on solid wastes management (segregation, 

recycling, business opportunities and training) 

 Support residents associations in solid waste management 

through segregation and recycling 

 Provide reliable water supply and there should be clear 

separation between sewer line and water line  

 The Nairobi water and sewerage company should be given 

the mandate to handle water and sewerage issues  

 There is need for sensitization and awareness creation on 

the importance of environmental  protection conservation 

and management  

 

 HEALTH  

 

 Recruitment and retention of qualified medics 

 Provision of essential medical services  

 Accessibly of health facilities to  pad  

 Decentralization of health facilities  

 Monitoring and evaluation of private clinics to avoid 

emerging of illegal clinics  

 Non communicable diseases like diabetes , cancer , 

hypertension , respiratory dresses should be included in 

the budget and a specific figure in the amount for such kind 

of care  

 There should be management of medical care for treatment 

for non communicable diseases  

 Accessibility and availability of drugs to persons suffering 

from nun communicable diseases 

 Awareness and sensitization campaign to the citizen 

regarding non communicable diseases 

 The level five hospitals should have specialized doctors not 

only general practitioners for quality medical care  

 The existing health facilities should be improved on and 

renovated instead of constructing new facilities  

 Funds from donors in health should be implemented well 

and in transparent way by donors in conjunction with 

counties.  



 There is need for proper coordination and mapping that 

would enhance the implementation of health services by 

donors in the county 

 Money in the ministry of health should be devolved to the 

county  

TRADE 

 

 Capacity building for SMEs 

 Completion and enforcement of county bylaws  

 Create and facilitate entrepreneurship workshop among 

the youth  

 Decongestion and improving sanitation in trading areas 

 There should be proper structure of grant disbursement 

among the youth  

PHYSICAL PLANING  

 

 Enforcement of by-laws relating to accessibility to PWDs 

(enforcement of planning act) 

 Development of walkways and NMT they are PWD friendly  

 Public participation in CIDP review  

 

 

 

 


