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The Comprehensive Own Source Revenue (OSR) potential and Tax Gap Study is

an initiative aimed at fulElling Article 216 (3b) mandate of the Commission on Revenue

Allocation (CRA); "when appropriate to de6ne and enhance revenue sources for national

and county governments." The assessment has determined the maximum possible own
source revenue that each county government can collect from the most imPortant revenue

streams when they apply the best practices in revenue administration.

The study is a sequel to the 2018 study undertaken by the National Treasury with support
from the World Bank. Counties'own source revenue mobilization is an important aspect

in adherence to fiscal responsibility principles especially in light of the constrained

national fi scal Framework.

5l( )\

The results of this study make it possible lor the county governments as well as the

Commission and other agencies that support revenue administration reforms to
objectively measure the progress of counties as they march towards achieving their full
revenue Potential.

For instance, the study findings can be used to set clear targets which counties can work towards in their revenue

mobilization and relorm iourney and gradually move towards achieving their full potential. This approach would enhance

the adequacy and reliability of county revenues and eventually lead to faster development and improvement of service

delivery.

The Commission envisages that the findings of this study will be considered and recommendetions implemented by the

county governments. Further and in line with the Commission's constitutional mandate, CRA remains committed to
spearheading the counties' OSR enhancement.

Dr. Jane Kiringai, EBS

Chairperson, Commission on Revenue Allocation
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The 2010 Constitution oF Kenya introduced a devolved system of governance rhar gives the 47 County Governmenrs
the power to use instruments For generating revenues from their own sources. Counties' ability to efficiently use these
instruments (including service fees, rates, and taxes) is cenrral to meeting the overarching principles ofthe devolved system
for effective governance and service delivery at the local level.

The Commission on Revenue Allocation (CRA) has a principal constirutional nrandate to supporr County Governmenrs
in specifying suitable revenue streams and their policy rationale, as well as in enhancing revenue collecrions from their own
sources.

In this context, the CRA in collaboration with the World Bank commissioned Alma Economics to esrimate rhe maximum
revenues that each County Government can generate from a set of important Own-source Revenue (OSR) streams, as well
as to identify gaps between maximum potential revenues and actual collecrions. In particular, the following streams are
included in the analysis:

Trading licensing, hospitals and public health services, property rates, parking Fees, agricultural rransporration
fees, market rrade centre Fees, adntinistrative Fees and charges, natural resource transportation fees, advertising
and sign board fees, environmental and conservancy administration, liquor Iicensing fees, building plan approvals
fees, technical service Fees, game reserve Fees, and fines, penalties, and forfeitures.

A deterministic frontier analysis Framework is designed to produce reliable answers to rhe core research question:

Hou macb reuenue would each County Goocrnment genratc from cacb of tbe OSR streams if it opcrated in line witb tbe ber
pcrforming countics in Kenya?

Individual models are developed for each OSR stream drawing from various sources, including County Governmenr
Finance Acts and Bills, audited data on revenue collections made available by the Office of the Auditor-General in
the County Governments' Financial Statements, as well as from surveys and interviews with County Government
rePresentatives.

This analysis identifies the best performing counties in raising revenues For each OSR stream (considering the county-
specific economic base for each stream) and estimates the maximum revenues that County Governments can generate from
each stream ifthey operated in line with best practice.

Key findings suggest that County Governments currently generate around 40 percenr ofthe maximum revenues that they
can raise if they operate in line with best practice. Counties appear to have the potential to substantially improve their
collection ofrevenues through revising their current policies and collection systems - for example, by streamlining taxation
and fee structures and allowing automatic and cashless paymenr systems.

Detailed estimates of OSR revenue potential from this analysis can be used by the County Governme nts and CRA as tools
For enhancing revenue collections by assessing county perlormance, benchmarking against best practice and identifying
revenue-raising capacity.

E
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1.1 Background
The 2010 Constitution ofKenya established a new sysrem ofgovernmenr that devolved power, resources, and representation

to the local level. Under this system, legislative and executive power is assigned to 47 Cowty Governments across the

country, and Part II of the Fourth Schedule oF the Constitution stipulates their Functions and powers. These include

agriculture, health, environment and pollution, cultural activities and public entertainment, public transport, animal

control and welfare, planning and development, education, public works and services, disaster management, control of
drugs and pornography, and ensuring participation oFcommunities in local governance.

According to Chapter Eleven of the Constitution, the aims of the devolution include recognizing the right of communities

ro manage their own affairs, promoting social and economic development and ensuring equitable sharing oFnational and

local resources throughout Kenya, among others. Having reliable resources to enable effective governance and service

delivery is one ofthe key principles ofdevolution.

According to Articles 215 and 216, rhe Commission on Revenue Allocation (CRA) has a principal constitutional mandate

to make recommendations regarding the sharing of nationally raised revenue. In discharging its mandate, the Commission

is guided by the principles ofdevolution, which require equitably sharing ofrevenue raised nationally among the National

and County Governments. The Commission is also constitutionally mandated by Article 216(3b) to recommend defining

and enhancing revenue sources for both National and County Governments.

In addition, Article 209 srares that County Governments have the power to raise revenues through imposing taxes and

charges for services, including property rates, entertainment charges, and any other tax and charge authorized under an Act
of Parliament. Fiscal decentralization in the Kenyan context requires the 47 County Governments to generate revenues for
funding their own functions. In addition to nationally raised revenues, counties impose taxes, fees, and charges to address

their local development needs.

Based on recent evidence on county Own-Source Revenues (OSR) by the Office ofthe Controller ofBudget,'the counties

nranaged to raise Kshs. 34.4 billion from own source s in 2020/21against a targer of Kshs. 54.3 billion. While county own

revenues increased in rotal compared to the previous financial year, the Counry Governments managed to raise only 65% of
their target, Ieaving room for substantial improvements in revenut generation.

In 2018, the National Treasury, in collaboration wirh the World Bank, commissioned research to help policymakers

understand the potential of different streams of own-source revenues available to counties (Outt-Soure Reoenue

Potential and Tlrx Gap St.d!). The objective ofthat research was to explore each countyt OSR performance as well as

their potential. To address this objective, a team led by Adam Snrith International conducted quantitative research on OSR

potential and tax gap at rhe sub-national level in Kenya.t The research revealed fiscal instruments that each county can use

to raise own revenues.

As part ofthe research carried out in 201ti, a set ofcriteria was developed to select key OSR streams to be analyzed. These

included: adequate policy rarionale, Iegal basis, revenue-raising objective, and applicabiliry across counrics.

Six OSR srreams met the criteria and could be studied using existing data. In particular, the following streanls were

included in the analysis;

. proPerty rates,

. building permits,

. business licenses,

. Liquor Licensing Fees,

. vehicle parking fees, and

' outdoor adYertisinB.

'Annual Counry Budget Inrplcmcntation Rcport 2019'20.
Il hroughour thc rcport, rhc Adam Snrith I rrrcrnarional OS R I)otcrrtial and Tix Gap Studv crrricd our in 2018 i" rcftrred ro rs rhc 2018 rePort/
rcscarch. This srudy can be found hcre: htrps://documents l.worldbank.orglcurrrcd /en/280O2158588G703203/pdtTOwn-Sourcc-Revenue-
Porenrial-and-Tax-Gap-Study-of-Keoya-s-Counry-Governments'Final-Report.pdf
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However, data gaps hindered the replication of this analysis across each of rhe 47 counties. In particular, there were

inconsistencies in the OSR classi6cation categories used to report on audited revenue collections across counties over the

period bctween 2Ol4/15 end 2016/17. For example, many counties used aggregate categories (e.g. "others") to rePort on

most oftheir revenues, while in other counties total collections were reported under a single category.

While data on aggregate collections ofrevenue from own sources were reported across all counties, inFormation on collected

revenues from the six streams included in the analysis was not always available. In particular, only 15 counties in 2014/15,

8 counties in 2015/16, and 10 counties in 2016/17 reported on revenues From Property rates. Just 27 counties reported on

revenues from business licenses in 2014/15,32in 2Ot5/16, and 40 in 2016/ 17 while 24 counties reported on revenues from

Parking fees in 2Ol4/15,30 in 2015/16, and34in2016/17. Only two counties reported on revenues from Building Plan

Approvels fecs in 2014115 while there were no counties reporting on any revenues from this stream in the Following fiscal

years. Similarly, only one county reported on revenues from Liquor Licensin g fees in 2014/ 15 while there were no rePorts

on revenues From this srream in the following 6scal years. No counties reported any revenues from regulating advertising

activities across the fiscal years analyzed in the 2018 research.'

Moreovcr, while there was detailed informarion on the definition ofthe revenue base For each OSR stream in the county

Finance Acts and Bills, dara on the actual revenue bases was limited. For example, land valuation rolls that could be used

to examine the economic base for property rates were either outdated and incomplete or not digitalized, hindering their

incorporation in the study. Additionally, official statistics on the economic size ofeach county were not available in 2018.

To addrcss these limitarions, the study used available data From national statistics and KNBS surveys and publications to

estimate reliable proxies ofthe economic base oFeach ofthe six key OSR streams included in the analysis.

Finally, there were extensive lists olrates, Fees, and charges For each stream across counties. While this might be appropriate

in cases where a range oFdifferent services is provided (e.g., healthcare), the study concluded that there was scope to simplify

and reduce the length oF the rate schedules by grouping and/or eliminating some charges. In this context, indicative fees

and rates were selected to carry our rhe analysis and produce reliable results on the revenue potential and tax gap from the

six key OSR streams.

1.2 Rationale
As discussed in the previous section, the CRA has the mandate to define and enhance revenue sources for both National

and County Governments. lt carries out research aiming to help County Governments expand their revenue base, improve

data collection processes, enhance their fiscal instruments, and achieve their targets.

,4 basclinc sndy on oun-slunr rrucnuc carried out in 2015 identified 146 revenue streams that County Governments use

ro raise their own revenues. 'fhe Oun-soarcc Rcucnuc Potcntial and \hx gap stttb (2018 study) only estimated potential

revenues that can flow from six revenue streams. There is a need to determine the potential revenue that can fow from more

revenue streams, focusing on streanls that are important to each County Government and can be used to broaden their

revenue.

However, the 2018 study was not cxhaustivc. Only six revenue streams that the counties use to generate revenues from a total

oFmore than a hundred sourccs were analyzed. In addition, rhe study did not consider unique streams that are important

for specific counties (e.g., game reserves), thus the six key streams ana,lyzed might not be important to all counties. The

study also did not engage with representatives From the County Governments to explore county-specific information that

could feed into the analysis. Thc englagernent activities carried out were targeted and response rates were limited.

This anomaly was addressed in Gross Counry Product (GCP) study published in 2021, whose overarching objective is to

provide a picture of the economic strucrure and relative size of the economy for each county. The estimates are expected

to be instrumental in informing knowledge about economic growth and supporting county level decision making and

economic planning. It is envisaged that thc GCP will be cenrral to the estimation of revenue potential lor each county,

among others. In this context, ir is importanr that any current analysis oFown-source revenue Potential at the county level

incorporates latest GCP data to enhance the accuracy ofthe revenue potential estimates.

Understanding rhe revenue adnrinistration policy issues and practices at the county level is vital to provide a context for

estimating revenue potential. 'I-hercftrre, it is paramount to engage representatives From county Sovernments as they would

be the users ofthe revenue potential estinration. This aspect was lacking in the 2018 study.

,Morc detailcd infbrmarion on the data that wes lvaileblc and urilizcd in thc 20ltt Own Sourcc Rcvenue Potcntial and lbx Gap Srudy of Kenya

County Govcrnments.
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f.3 Objectives
The overarching objective ofthe present work is to establish benchmarks For counties to achieve in the process oFoptimizing
collections ofrevenue From their own sources, expanding their fiscal space and, thus, improving service delivery.

In order to achieve a comprehensive estimation of the revenue potential and gap across key streams lor all County
Governments in Kenya, this research aims to address the following objectives:

expand on the 2018 study to incorporate more streams and estimate the revenue potential and gap across all counties
in Kenya,

review current OSR practices and policies by involving relevant stakeholders,

develop a mode ing Framework that uses best available evidence to estimate the revenue potential lrom key streams,

determine the counties that have the porential to be self-sustaining,

provide a basis For County Governments to set realistic own-source revenue targets and revenue forecasting,

make policy recommendations to enhance own-source revenue, and

provide reference material for policymakers and scholars on matters own-source revenue.

1.4 Scope
This comprehensive study on own-source revenue potential covers all 47 counties and incorporates revenue streams that
make up 80% ofthe individual county total own-source revenue collected.

It takes into consideration updated evidence on key county-specific indicators, including county economic activities
captured by the Gross County Product (GCP) data in the GCP Report 2021, population captured by the 2019 census, and
latest audited data on OSR collections for each county. It also explores updated evidence From KNBS surveys and official
statistics to arrive at reliable estimates ofthe revenue base for each stream included in the analysis.
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2.1 Introduction
This chapter provides an overview oFrhe policy and legal framework olrevenue-raising across Counry Governnrents in Kenya.
It discusses the relevant constitutional provision and the national policy and legislation that operationalize the revenuc-raising
power oFcounty governments.

2.2 Constitutional Framework
County Governments have the Constirutional' power to impose certain taxes and charges within their jurisdiction to raise
their own-source revenue. The speci6c taxes that counties can impose are property rates and entertainment tax€s. However,
Counties can impose other taxes ifr an Acr oFParliament is passed aurhorizing them to do so. In providing public services,
County governments are allowed to impose charges fbr those services.

Although the Constitution gives county governments revenue-raising powers, it also obliges them to operate within certain
considerations.5 Counties are prohibited from prejudicing national economic policics, economic acrivities across county
boundaries or the national mobility oFgoods, services, capital or labour.

In providing public services to the citizens, the Constitution has stipulated the counry governmenrs'functions" and has
also empowered the county assembly- to make legislation necessary for the effective performance oF the functions and
exercise ofthe powers oFCounty Govcrnments.

As county governments develop their revenue-raising instruments, the Constiturion obligates the Commission to
recommend the definition and enhancement oFrevenue sources for county governments.8

In agriculture, county governments' constitutional functions include crop and aninral husbandry; livestock sale yards; county
abattoirs; plant and animal disease control; and fisheries. In order to execute agriculture services, county governments charge
Agricultural Products Transportetion fees as well as Market Trade Centre fees among other charges.

County health services are broad as assigned in the Constiturion. They includc county health lacilities and pharmacies;
ambulance services; promotion oFprimary health care; Iicensing and control ofundertakings that sell food to rhe public;
veterinary services (excluding regulation oFthe profession); cemetcries, funeral parlours and cremaroria; and refuse removal,
refuse dumps and solid waste disposal. County Governments charge Hospital fees in order ro provide health facilities
and pharmacies, ambulance services, promotion of primary health care. For Iiccnsing and control of undertakings that
sell food to the public, the County Charges Public Health Services fees. Veterinary services, cerneteries and crematoria
are provided at a fee and in the categorization of revenue sourccs, counties placc it eirher undcr technical services fees or
external services fees. County Governments charge environment and conservancy administration fees in providing refuse
removal, dumps and solid waste disposal.

Counties are also mandated to Control air pollution, noise pollution, other public nuisances and outdoor advertising.
Advertising and Sign Board fees are charged by counties in the provision oFoutdoor advertising control. Since counties
also are mandated to license liquor they do so while charging liquor licensing fees fbr businesses rhat sell alcohol.

In providing county roads, street lighting, traffic and parking among other county rransport functions, the county

Sovernments charge Parking fees as well as Natural Resource Transportation fees For vehicles that transport natural
resources extracted fronr the county.

'Aniclc 209(3) and 209(4)ofrhe Constitution ofKcnya
54nicle 209(5) oFthe Consrirurion ofKenya

'Article 186(l) and Fourrh Schcdule ofthc Constirution of Kcnv:r

Articlc ltl5(2) ofthe Constirution ofKenyr

'Arricle 216(3b) ofthe Constitution ofKcnya
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In the development and regulation of trade within counry jurisdictions, Counry governments are mandated to provide

trade licenses among other funcrions. They charge Trade Licensing fees while providing trade licensing services.

In providing services on counry planning and development, county governments develop spatial plans which guide

development within the county. As residents plan to construct various structures the county checks for adherence to

the spatial plans as well as standards of safety. Therefore, counties approve building plans for all construction within the

counry and charge Building Plan approval fees. In county planning and development, county governments also provide

county housing and charge rent to tenants that occupy them.

2.3 Policy and Legislative Framework
To standardize policy, legal and insritutional framework for local revenue-raising measures and enforcement across

counries, the Government developed a national policy in 2019 to support the enhancement of own-source revenue. The

policy envisaged that the standardization will broaden the revenue base and enhance the revenue administration capacity

of County Governments. The policy recommended specific policy interventions which included: the development of
narional Framework legislarion, the development ofcounty government legislation, and improving revenue administration.

In enhancing revenue administration at the counry level, the policy assigns rhe national government the responsibility of
supporring County Governments to enhance rheir capacity to prepare credible revenue forecasts. The policy envisages that

there will be efforts to generate comprehensive data needed to support more accurate revenue Forecasting.

The policy requires thar county governmenrs in their annual revenue statenrents to provide explanations of the basis of
the revenue estimates as well as each category oltax, fees or charges, annual collection as well as previous years collection,

description olrthe revenue bases ofeach stream ofrevenue and the applicable rate. Total projected collections, assumPtions

made on each streams and reasons lor previous year's perlormance are also expected in the revenue statement of eaclr

county government.

According ro section 132 of the Narional Treasury's Public Finance Management Act (PFMA) 2012, County Governments

have the legal duty to define and announce the revenue-raising measures that are in place in each financial year. The measures

are then published as part of the County Finance Bills. The PFMA states that they should conform to article 209 of the

Constitution. They should also be aligned to the approved 6scal framework and the CRA Act and should Promote the

principles ofequity, certainty, and ease olcollection. County Governments also have the duty to explore the economic, social,

and 6scal background that is relevant to each tax and charge, as well as the impact that these may have on county development,

investment, and economic growth.
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CHAPTER 3: CONTEXT AND
SITUATION ANALYSIS

E

According ro secrion 163 ofthe PFMA, thc counries have the legal dury ro monitor their perFormance in revenue raising

and inform national government bodies. In parricular, they are expected to prepare annual financial statements reporting
on the revenues they managed to raise fiom their own sourcest among other things.

3.1 Introduction
This chapter summarizes key findings from the context and situation analysis of OSR revenue generation across the 47

counties in Kenya. It focuses on the current county-specific practices in defining OSR streams that are important to each of
the 47 County Governments. It also discusses county approaches towards reporting on collected revcnucs and monitoring
pcrfirrmance in using own sources to generate revenues.

3.2 Context of Revenue Collection and Reporting
Key findings discussed in this chapter are mainly drawn From extensive engagement with county representatives. In
particular, survey questionnaires aiming to contribute to a more detailed undcrstanding ofthe policy landscape across each

oFthe 47 counties in Kenya were devckrped to guide conversations with county representatives.''

Bascd on cvidence From OCOB, therc are rrore than 100 streams that Oounty Governments use to generate own revenues

in Kenya. This analysis focuses on thc srreams that contribute to ar lcast ll0% of total OSR collections in each county. Data

on actual collections of revenues for each srream covering the fiscal years 2017/18,2018/19, and 2Ol9/20, drawn from
County Government audited financial statements and made available by the Office of the Auditor General, was used to
idcnrify the set oftop streams includcd in this analysis."'

'lable I presents the streams that contributc to at least 80% of total rcvenue from own sources across counties. The
infbrmation included in the table is the output ofanalyzing audited data on actual revenues from the Office of the Auditor
Gcneral.TheFull list of top revcnue streanrs lrv county is presented in Anncx 1.rl

''Morc infbrmation on thc strkcholder engagcment mcrhodology edopted in this rescarch can bc tirund in Appcndix B ofrhis docunrcnt. '[ hc

qucsrionneire trscd to collate thc intirrnratiorr discussrd in this chaprcr is attachcd rs supplentenrrrv ntaterial ro this rcp(,rr.
r"A nrinimum ofsix top streanrs wcrc rxplorcd in countics whcrc lcss than six srrcrnrs gcncrrrc morc than 80% ofthe total rcvcnucs.-l hcrc wls no
nraximum llmit on the number oftop strcanrs aaross c()u nties, where more than six strcf,nrs gcrlcrrtc morc than 80% ofrcvenues.
Ik should bc notcd rhrr while rhe revenucs wc idenrilied rs top across the counties are overall in linc wirh rhe top strezms prcscnted in thc project
'ltrrrrs ofRcfcrcncc lbR (Anncx l). rhcrc arc sonrc discrepancies. ln most cascs, our calculatiorrs Icd to r longer list oftop streanrs. On rhc orhcr
hrnd, for somc countics the 

-foR 
includcs srrcanrs rhar did nor cnrerge as top from our crlculations, namely: 

-l?ch 
n ical Scrvices ltcs in K isu mu,

'ltchnical Scrviccs fees end Adnrinisrrativc fccs and chargcs in Machakos, External Scrviccs in Nairotri City, Hospital fecs and Putrlic Hcahh scrviccs

in Narok, and Administrative lccs and chargcs irr Siaya.
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Table l: Top streems across Kenya

Revenue stream
(* defined in tbe Couttty Execrtiue
Financial Statements)

Number of counties where thc
stream gen€retes substantial

revenues

Revenues generated by the
stream as a share oftotal OSR

collections (county a

14.8%47'liading Licensing

Hospital fees and Public Health services

l)roperty Rates

43

+0

39

33

25.7%

10.ti%

9.3Yo

tt.3%

7%

t5.7%

14Yo

3.4%

5.I/n

2.2Yo

Agricultural Transportation Fees

Market Trade Center Fees 2S

19

t3

Natural Resource Tiansportation fbes

Advertisrng and Sign Board Fees

Environment and Conservancv

Administration fees

l0

9

6

Liquor Licensing fees

Buildin g Plan Approvals Fees

Gchnical Services fees

6

)

)
Ganre Reserve Fees

Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures 3

External Services fees

Sotrce: Own estimates based on OSR data b CRA, tbe Ofice of tbe Contoller of Budget, tbe NT, and Auditor General.

Information collated from 40 out of the 47 counties which participated in the survey showed inconsistencies in cross-

county data collecrion and reporting. Counties often have bespoke monitoring systems in place and design their own
approaches to assess revenue gaps. According to the PFMA 2012 (sections 157-16l), County Governments are required by
law to set up their own targets based on county-specific information (e.g., economic performance).

The survey findings suggest that best practice involves carrying out research to identiFy and understand gaps on a regular
basis, as well as to arrange meetings regularly to discuss reasons For observed gaps in revenue collections and ways to enhance
performance. 5 counties report that they periodically conduct monitoring activiries, revenue assessment, and/or gap

analysis. 2 counties mentioned that, while not yet conducting monitoring activities, they explore the scope for commencing
as soon as the revenue collection automation process is completed.

On the other hand, there are counties which perform little to no nronitoring. In particular, l2 olrhe counties responding
to the questionnaire reported that they keep track ofindicators refecting the revenue base for key streams (e.g., number of
Trading Licensing issued, numbers of stalls in markets, numbers and size of billboards and signboards). However, those
counties do not specify whether this information is analyzed systematically to understand gaps in revenue collection. In
other cases, county-speci6c data on indicators that can be used to estimate the economic base lrom different streams is either
not collected or held by different departments within County Governmenrs. Despite data sharing between departments,
weak data sharing mechanisms hindered the effective use of county-specific indicators ro inForm decisions about OSR
policy design and impleme ntarion.

+
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Parking Fees

I Administrative fees and charges
t-
I Counry Housing Rent 4Yo

3.2Yo

6.Wo

57.7%

0.8%

3.}Yo



In line with findings from the review ofcounty Finance Acts and Bills, rhe survey uncovered evidence ofheterogeneity in
the defnitions oFfees, charges, and tax rates under different streams. In some cases, there is also substantial variation in the
economic base for fees, charges, and tax rates that are categorized under the same OSR stream. Cross-county inconsistencies
in defining OSR streams, setting out fees, rates, and charges, selecting the economic base for each source, and reporting on
actual collections do not allow for conrparisons and benchmarking across rhe counries.

Moreover, the review revealed that in nrany counties, OSR streams constituting key revenue drivers were not consistently
reported. For example, a stream that is a rlajor source of revenue in one year drops down to zero in the following and/or
previous years. As part of the survey, and t<> understand the reasons behind data inconsistencies and gaps, counties were
asked to describe changes in OSR stream defining and reporting practices over the past three years.

Of the 27 counties that responded, 16 did not report significant changes in the way revenues were defined. Some counties
suggested that recent changes in their reporting systems could cause inconsistencies. For example, Kwale County explained
thai a major change in their reporting methodology occurred when the Standard Chari of Accounts (SCOA) was

inrroduced. The SCOA is yet to be Fully adapted, though counties are in the process ofaligning their system to the new
re quirement.

It should be noted that IFMIS, which is used by County Governments to process financial transactions, can help counties
intprove their perfornrance in monitoring the generarion of revenues from own sources. According to evidence From the
National Treasury,r: integrating different systems for revenue collection and management into a standardized format is

expected to generate numerous benefits for counties. Standardized systems for revenue collection and management across

counties should be designed in line with IFMIS. Seamless integration in IFMS allows for oversight by Office of the Auditor
General, County Audit Committees, and County Assemblies, as well as For comparisons across counrics.

Institutional changes could also account for reporting inconsistencies. For instancc, in one County the respondents stated

that a new chief of revenue was appointed and some OSR were moved to different deparrments, affecring the tabulation

Process.

County Governments are currently in the process ofaddressing the challenges discussed above. Some counties implement

policies to discourage the use of cash - fbr example, by adopring mobile phone payments (MPESA), a system which is

already increasing revenue collections significantly. Similarly, other counties Focus on strengthening cooperation and
knowledge transler within County Governments and other sub-county bodies. Counties report that revenue collection
was improved after training sessions targeting sub-county adnrinistrarors.

While counties agree on the necessity olt a standard revenue collection and reporring format, rhey appear to have made

little progress in following the developments made by the CRA in this area. A consistent OSR reporting system will enable

counties to monitor their performance over time and benchmark against best practice. This will allow for evidence-based

decision making, setting ofrealistic targets, and identifying areas for improvement.

Despite the wide agreement that a consistent reporting system will generate benefits for County Governments,6 county
representatives oppose rhis idea, arguing that there are significant differences in the revenue streams that are relevant to
each county and rheir internal formats are simpler and easier ro use. Introducing a consistent reporting system allowing for
some customization across counties could be the ideal way to go forward.

Nevertheless, representatives From most counties have concerns regarding the idea oFsimplifying the tax structure through
introducing consistent rates. County representatives argue that the current methodology fully realizes the benefits of
devolution by allowing County Governments to customize the tax structure and ensure local interest. They also point out
that county specific characteristics, including resource endowment, geography, economy, and living standards, would not
allow for establishment of a universal single rate per stream.

In addition, the analysis reveals that there is scope for improving OSR policies and strategies to enhance revenues from own
sources while ensuring fairness and equity. For example, a special license for businesses in this area could be introduced
instead of cess for quarrying and mining products - alternatively, cess for these types of products could be replaced with
an environmental levy. Such a reform would help address the high economic burden that traders located away from major

production centers are likely to face, the challenge of double taxation, as well as the risk of excessive costs for crossing

borders.

1r-l'he National Trcasury (2017). Draft Narional I)olicv to Support Enhanccmcnt ofOounty Govcrnnrents'Own-Source Rcvcnue: https://
counrytoolkit.dcvolurion.go.kelsites/default/filcs/rcsources/Dreft%20Nationel%20Policy%20ro%20SupportEnhancemcnt%20of%20
County%20Govcrn ments%20Own-Source%20Revcnue.pdf
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In addition, according to key findings From this research, not all OSR streams are suitable as targets for revenue

enhancement. In particular, imposing fees for access to key services such as healthcare can create inequalities and result

in reduced welfare for people in Kenya. County Governments can use revenues from this stream to ensure provision of
high-quality, adequate health services for people in the county, but should not view healthcare as an area for maximizing
revenues.

Finally, county representatives report (less frequently) that understaffing, lack of a strong enforcement system, and

the existence of political interferences in revenue collection hinder revenue generation. However, the nature of these

interFerences and their impact on revenue generation remains unclear.

3.3 Overall Performance in Top OSR Streams
According to counties interviewed, there is scope lor enhancing performance in generating revenues from various sources,

including property rates, trading licensing, liquor Iicensing fees, parking fees, cess, market fees, healthcare fees and charges,

advertising, and charges on tourism. The streams that can generate more revenues than currently collected in most counries

are property rares, trading licensing, and parking fees. For example, representatives from one County mentioned that property

rates have the capacity to generate up to three times the current revenues.

Inrerviews revealed that current approaches to define streams and their economic base might be responsible for counties not

achieving their potential. For example, represenratives from Garissa County mentioned that more revenues could be generated

from property rares ifrhere was an updated valuation roll allowing for a more targeted and streamlined design oFrate structure.

Moreover, the contribution of parking fees to actual revenues could be maximized il parking spaces were marked properly.

Overall, streamlined processes for deEning streams and collecting revenues, as well as clarity around definitions of streams and

their economic base, are central to enhancing OSR performance across the country.

The remainder ofthis section presents key findings from our survey across the 17 streams identified as top.

There is a lot oFcomplexity in the schedules setting the fees and charges under this stream, with fees differing across business

size and type of economic activity. There is no consistent way to define business size, with some counties using dimensions
(e.g., square meters, square feed and others using numbers of employees (e.g., small, medium, large) to identiFy size and

charge corresponding fees.

In addition, 12 counties mentioned that they charge different rates depending on location.rr For example, a business located in

an urban area will pay a different rate compared to a business ofsimilar characteristics in a rural area.

The Fees charged across business types and sizes vary considerably. For example, license values range from Kshs. 15,000 to
Kshs. 30,000 for hotels (based on the number ofbeds available) and Kshs. 1,500 to Kshs.4,500 for shops.

Finally, in some cases, fees for licenses to sell alcohol are reported under this stream even though there is a distinct policy rationale

for charging liquor licensing fees, and liquor licence fees are different compared to licenses for other businesses.

Counties charge revcnues under this stream for Levcl 4 healthcare services and above. Healthcare provided ironr
community scrviccs, dispensaries arrd clinics, and prinrary health centers and nraternity clinics arc free ofcharge. Children
and the eldcrly are also exempt Fronr fees. In some countics, services to vulncratrle groups (such as pcople with substance

abuse problcnrs) are also free.

Complex schcdules including different fees and charges for a great variety ofservices are de6ned in the county Finance Bills

and Acts. According to responses from the counties, inpaticnt healthcare scrviccs and admissions in intcnsive care units arc

key drivers olrevenucs. Laboratory and pharmacy services also generate substantial revenues.

Interviews carricd out with county rcpresentatives show that counties collect data on healthcare usage. However, this data

is often held by a different department, ministry, or directorate, and there is linrited exchange ofdata between departments.

''Bomet, Kilifi, Kitui, Laikipia, Machakos, Makueni, Mandera, Mcru, Murang'a, Nakuru, Narrdi, and Nyeri
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There is a lot of variabiliry with respect to the revenue base and tax rates charged under this category. Counties usually

charge rates on the unimproved site value (that is, not considering the value ofbuildings on the sites), while there are others

with rates on the improved values in line with international practice. The annual rates range from 1% to 5%, with dif[erent
rates being applied where there is no updated valuation roll. In some counties,r' revenues are collected from fixed fees per

plot, ranging from Kshs. 1,200 to Kshs. 2,000.

Some counties provided further details on the definitions ofthe stream to exemplify the challenges Faced. Siaya, Nyandarua,

and Marsabit counties, for insrance, menrioned rhat the structure ofrates and lees for this OSR stream was inherited from

the defunct local authority, and has not been updated.'5

Similarly, rhese counries reported that the last valuation roll update was between the late 90's and early 2000's. In Tana

River, there is no valuation roll, but the County Government is working to develop one. Overall, counties do not have access

to updated informarion from valuation rolls that can be used to identify the economic base and explore their potential.

.lr.
Fees For parking vehicles in designated areas are often charged on a daily basis. According to data made available From

County Government representatives, Fccs can range from Kshs. 50 to Kshs. 100 a day for cars and snrall vehicles. Fees oF

up to Kshs. 1,000 per day can be charged for larger vehicles such as lorries and trailers, or vehicles used for commercial

purposes such as taxis. Some counties offer monthly or seasonal tickets at Kshs. 1,500 to Kshs. 2,000 a month.

Statistical data on the economic base of this OSR stream is scarce. For example, counties explained that parking units
(spaces) could be retrieved from parking Point of Sale (POS) data, In other cases, statistics are only available for public

transporration (e.g., in Kirinyaga). In counties where this data is collected, departments responsible for OSR policy design

and implementation put efforts to address weak data sharing mechanisms.

The lack of a well-developed parking infrastructure prevents some counties fronr identifying their revenue base and

maximizing revenues they generate from this OSR stre am.

i \'ri r

According to Finance Acts and Bills, counties impose cess for all agricultural produce that is sold within the county, sent to

other counties, or sent abroad (including, beans, vegetables, fruit, livestock ). Fees are not charged For agricultural produce

coming in the county from cross-country trade unless Fees were not charged at the county of origin (identified through a

proofof payment).

County representatives also reported that OSR departments within counties do not always have access to statistics on the

quanrities of agricultural produce sold in the county. Even in counties where agricultural produce is monitored through

data collection (for example, in Taita./Taverr, Nandi, Nairobi City, Meru, Laikipia, Kirinyaga, Kilifi, Embu and Elgeyo

Marakwet), inFormation appears to be held by different departments (e.g., Department of Agriculture). Weak data sharing

mechanisms can cause barriers in usage oFthis data by departments responsible for OSR collections.

Cess on agricultural produce (as well as on quarrying and mining products reported under the'Natural Resource

Transportation fees' category) creares challenges as a result of double taxation and excessive costs for transporting goods

between counties. Moreover, the policy rationale and the legislative framework regarding this Fee is often weak across

counties.

In a recent case, the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional the cess charged by Mombasa County on minerals transported

from Kwale County to Mombasa port on the ground that Mombasa County Government did not offer any services (in that

case, road transport services) for which it could charge fees.

i..1.(r Nl.rrlict 'l'r',rtlt' ( cttttt. I ccr

Key drivers of revenues under this srream are fees to businesses, individual producers, and traders For getting access to

markets. Fees vary depending on the location (e.g., rural/urban), type of market (e.g., open air market), and sometimes type

and size ofproduce. They can be charged daily, monthly, or annually.

r'Natok, Murang'e, Mandera, Machakos, Kirinyaga, Kilifi, Garissa, Elgcyo Marekwc, Vihiga, West Pokot, and Wejir

'lChangcs in dcvolurion powers in Kenya havc bccn in placc sincc 2010, rephcing the old system.
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There is substantial heterogeneity with respect to the fees and charges reported under this category. In addition to fees for market
entrance, counties reported that rents for stalls and shops owned by the County Governmenr, and sometimes rates on the value

ofsales and fees on the size ofproduce traded in the market (cess fees), are grouped under this OSR stream.

Hence, there are complex structures of fees and charges under this category, as well as lack of clarity with respect to the
deEnition and ob.jectives oFMarket Trade Center fees (or market Fees). For example, monthly rental charges for stalls range
from Kshs. 500 to Kshs. 2,000.

This stream comprises of various revenue sources that could form parr of other OSR categories, rhus hindering
comParisons between counties. County representatives report different types of administrative fees and charges being
charged for services related to health, agricultural produce, environmenr, water, alcohol, building approvals, tourism, and
other activities generating revenues which are typically reported under different streams.

In genera[, responses evidenced a lack oFclarity in the definition and rationale ofthis stream. Most counties did not compile
statistics on administrative services, and those that claimed to do so were unable to share them.

The National Government is responsible for managing and regulating the exploitation ofnarural resources, thus it manages
and collects taxes for the extraction ofnrinerals, oil, and gas.

County Governments heve limited 6scal instruments in this area. These mainly include cess charges For transportation of
Products from mining, sand harvesting, and quarrying. It should be noted that cess specifically on quarry products used
as building materials is not considered emcient. The Kenya Revenue Authority (KRA) is reviewing the policy For Nairobi
City. In the context oFthe new policy, vehicles used to transport building materials, as well as their tonnage, will have to be
declared on a monthly basis and charged a monthly flat fee based on ronnage.

Fees are also levied on businesses engaged in Natural Resource Transportation services. However, these are mainly
reported under the 'Trading Licensing' stream, thus creating confusion around rhe definition and objectives of the
structure offees for typical and special licenses (such as licenses for extracting natural resources).

There is substantial variability in fee structure and payment frequency under this stream across counties (e.g., daily fees

For billboards, monthly charges for roadshows, annual charges for banners, etc.). On the other hand, compared to other
streams, the revenue base of the 'Advertising and Sign Board fees' stream is quite consistent, including charges for the
regulation of advertising activities within the counties.

Billboards and signage generate the largest revenue within this stream over the last Few years. Large communication
companies such as Telkom Kenya and Salaricom are key users ofcounty advertising services.

Counties report charges For county waste management collection and county rransportation services under this stream
These activities are considered the principal driver oFrevenues across rhe counties.

f,.****n"o*

This stream mainly includes rental charges for residential property owned by the County Governments. Monthly rents for
residential properties vary by size, type, and location, with rents ranging lrom Kshs. 2,000 and Kshs. 20,000.

Counties also collect rentaI charges for commercial properties they own under this stream. Rents for commercial properties
range From Kshs. 500 and Kshs. 3,000 per month. These properties mainly include sralls and shops. Hence, there is
substantial overlap between rental charges For stalls and shops reported under this OSR stream and under'Market tade
Center'fees. From the survey data collected, it remains unclear how counties handle this overlap in lees.

Finally, therc are counties that currently hold assets and social premises such as stadiums, sports cenrers, and social halls/
centers, for which they charge user fees. Statistics on the number oFcounty properties renred For residential and commercial
use, as well as rental values, seem to be available in almost halFofthe surveyed counties, although only Bungoma was able
to share this inFormation.
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In particular,4 counties (Makueni, Kisii, Kisumu and Nandi) also collect revenues from noise pollution permits and/or
fines. Others report on revenues from licenses to businesses in waste management, water supply, sewage, and remediation
activities under this category.

Revenues from some sources reported under this stream may not be collected directly by the county, but through a third
party. For example, Kirinyaga and Meru pointed out that water companies oversee warer and sewage fees and revenue

collection.

Businesses involved in manufacturing and sale ofalcohol are required to pay special licenses For selling or supplying alcohol
(sometimes referred to as licenses For distribution services). A typical annual lee lor such a license can vary lrom Kshs.

15,000 to Kshs. 50,000 depending on the venue (e.g., bar, hotel, etc.).

This stream is also oFten reported under the'Trading Licensing' category instead.

The majority of actual revenues under this stream are generated from approvals of building plans. Revenues also fow from fees

charged for inspection and renovation approvals.

Where information on the economic base For this stream is available (e.g., in Turkana, Nyandarua, and Mombasa), it is

often held by different departments within the County Governments (e.g., the Physical Planning Department). Weak

communication mechanisms hinder information sharing between OSR departments within the County Government.

This stream appears to be a wide category and includes various own-source revenue activiries. Examples of revenue

sources under this stream include land survey, valuation fees, land transfer, subdivision, disputes resolution, and boundary
establishments.

This stream includes Fees charged For entering game reserves, therelore it is only relevanr to counties that have reserves

wirhin their boundaries.r'' National Government bodies such as the Kenya WildliFe Services (KWS) are responsible for
revenue collections From national parks, while revenues from Fees lor entering game reserves are collected locally by the

County Governmenrs.

County representatives reported that numbers of domestic and international visitors to game parks, national parks, and
heritage sites are recorded. However, only one county (Baringo) shared this data as part oF the survey, raising concerns

around data accessibility and sharing between different departments within County Governments.

The most common examples of illegal acts For which fines are issued are late payments, parking fines, and touting. Despite

cross-county divergence, late payments and parking fines are common drivers oFrevenue collection.

Among the counties claiming to collect relevant statistical information, Vihiga and Kisumu reported that the data gathered

is related to revenue collection only.

The ma.jority of counties did not report revenues under this stream. The definition oF the revenue base for this stream

is vague, with counties explaining that this stream is used to report revenues From miscellaneous sources. For example,

Nakuru reported that all county functions are grouped under this stream. Nandi stated that they would place in this stream

sporadically collected revenues that did not accrue every financial year but only once or twice and were not captured under
the remaining streams.

" k should bc nored rhat gamc p,rrks are nranagcd by thc National Governnrcnt whilc llanlc rcscrvcs irc manlgcd by Oounry Gt)vcrnrlcnrs
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There is a lot oF heterogeneity wirh respect to the fees and charges included in this group across counties, thus hindering
comparisons between counties. Moreover, key drivers ofrevenues under this stream vary across the counties.



3.4Bmerging Issues

The revenue category "Others" that is often included in reports of county revenue collections, includes miscellaneous

revenues that are not classified under specific types of streams. This category comprised of 120 different types of revenue

sources across all counties in 2018/19.'- It is excluded from the quantitative analysis oFthe OSR potential and gap between

potential and actual revenue collections across the counties.

Table 2 presents the contribution of streams classified under the category "Others" to total revenues across counties

Ttble 2z Revenue collections classified es'Others" across l6 counties

County

Kajiado

lfajir

Marsabir

Revenues genereted by streams in the ' Others" category (as a share of total OSR
collections).

32.3,X,

Kakamega

Lanru

25.7'/o

24.2%

t7.,//o

Elgeyo Marakwer

Makucni

Vihiga t6.6%

15.7%Sanr[ruru

Nvandarua 12.7%

Kirinya6ia 12.4,N,

Busia 11.5%

Garissa I t'il,

Nyanrira 1t'x,

Nandi 1t'/,

Turkana 10.2%
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Counties relying on the tourism and hospitality sectors were hit the most by the pandemic. Restrictions that were in place

directly affected revenue collection (for example, fees for entering game parks and licenses for selling liquor). In addition,
the pandemic had a significant impact on the county economies (for example, through reductions in employment, and

decreases in trade, consumption, and other activities ), further hindering revenue generation.

A representative from a County Governnrent explained that " [the pandemic] has heavily impacted thecounty. The county
derives most of its income from the tourism sector. This is one sector that has been hit hard. In 2019, the county was able

to realize Kshs. 94 million from the tourism sector. Currently, the revenue from tourism is Kshs. 4.5 million, with almost
Kshs. 85 million being eroded due to Covid-19." Another County Government representative described the impact of the

pandemic on the hospitality sector: "The businesses selling liquor have been affected the most, followed by small and
medium traders. Many businesses were shut down and never recovered. This led to a reduction in the number oftraders who
were able to pay for their licenses."

'-CRA (2019), Own-Sourcc Revcnue Analysis Per Stream - Counry Governmcnt Financial Starements 2018/19.'I he strcams reportcd under this
category in each county arc shown in Appendix A (table 2).
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The pandemic also affected the collection systems - in particular, the Fact that the majority oftaxpayers use cash to complete

rheir payments hindered revenue collections. As described by a County Government representativ€: "Initially, there was

stigma that cash was a super spreader ofthe disease. Therefore, a lot ofrevenue was lost because staffwere unwilling to go

to the markets to collect daily fees."

The effect of Covid-19 on revenue collection is widespread, with all counties stating that the pandemic reduced the

revenues collected. Among those, 8 counties described the impact as major, significant, or severe.

However, county representatives are optimistic that the economy will recover to pre-pandemic levels. They even point out
that the pandemic fostered changes in the economy that can improve revenue collection in the Future. For examplc, in some

counties online purchases have increased since the onser ofthe pandemic and the uptake remains high.

In this conrext, counry representatives argue that county perlormance in revenue collection can improve as a result of
changes in the collection system taking place during the Covid-19 pandemic compared to pre-pandemic levels. In one

case, positive effects are already noticeable. Isiolo County reported improved timeliness for payments and stakeholder

responsiveness to inFormation exchange.

On the other hand, three counry representatives argued that Covid-i 9 can hamper recovery in revenue generation and col-

lection. Counties which have stopped collecting revenues from sectors severely affected by the pandemic to provide tax re-

liefs are now facing challenges of reimposing charges. For example, Garissa County Government stopped charging fees on

motorbikes (boda-bodas), tuk-tuks, and taxis during the most challenging moments ofthe pandemic and are now facing

new negotiations with the transport sector to introduce permanent changes in their fee structures.

Moreover, there is skepticism regarding a speedy recovery, and there are county reprcsentatives expressing concerns that
the impact ofthe pandemic will linger on for the next three to four years. For example, representatives from Isiolo County
poinr out that the tourism sector is still vulnerable to the impact ofthe pandemic and new restrictions can also affect other
sectors.

At the national level, rhere is need to improve OSR policies and strategies to enhance revenue from own sources while
ensuring fairness and equity. Healthcare fees are not suitable for revenue enhancement as they can easily affect access to
health care services, creating inequalities and reducing the welfare of the people of Kenya. The study recommends that
counties should avoid enhancing revenue From health care services.

The Council of Governors led the design ol policy inlerventions and coordinated the efforts to tackle the harmful
consequences ofthe pandemic across the County Governments.

According to rhe County Covid-19 Social Economic Re-engineering Recovery Strategy published in September 2020, Counry

Governmcnts responded to the crisis through plans rhar included treatment interventions, prevention measures (such as issuing

prevention guidelines and ensuring enforcement), provision of support to vulnerable groups, and raising resources from the

national Covid-l 9 emergency funds.

The counties were reported to support key socioeconomic areas inrpacted by the pandemic.

As a response ro the pandemic County Governments, through their umbrella body Council of Governors, developed

recovery strategies aimed at boosting economic growth. The interventions in the strategy to boost the economy included

supporting micro enterprises and small farm holders as well as strengthening ICT capacity within the Counties to enhance

digital literacy.

The recovery strategy developed reform initiatives in the following areas:

. agriculture - capacity enhancement (as a result oFnew technologies), easier market access, financial support, and risk

management for small and medium businesses through legislation and policy.

. water and sanitation - improvements in existing inlrastructure ro increase access to water and address needs of more

households, as well as inrprovements in sanitation services.

. urban development and housing - implementation oF National Home Ownership Policy, stimulation of economic

activity rhrough urban development and inFrastructure, and provision oFaffordable housing.
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transport - enhancement of road development and maintenance plans by using local resources and labor, prevention
offloods, and development oFsynergies between different means oftransportation (for example, car, bus and train).

tourism - investment in activities and infrastructure for different types oltourism (for example, agritourism, medical
tourism, cultural tourism), diversification oFtourism products, and support to affordable domesric tourism.

health - investments in research and developnrent, delivery oftraining (and changes in legislation) for workers, students,

and volunteers to provide high-quality services, and proactive strategies ro address mental health needs.

education - provision ofsupport to students from vulnerable backgrounds as well as to teachers and school stafl design

ofinterventions to address learninggaps, introduction of new ICT methods in the classroom to lracilitate learning, and
promotion of investments and collaboration between counties and other organizations (e.g., non-state and not-For-

pro6t organizations).

social protection - ensuring access to healthcare and social services for all and providing different types ofsupporr ro
citizens and children.

gender and youth - awareness-raising and provision olrsupport to survivors ofgender-based violence, and interventions
aiming to help inlorm youth about reproductive health to prevent common risks (such as AIDS, HIV and Covid-19).

natural resources management - promotinB collaboration between the County Governments, the private sector, local
NGOs, and local communities to promote tree seeding and planring.
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4.1 Introduction
'I'his section presents the modelling lramework designed to estimate the revenue potential and tax gap for the list ofOSR streams

identified as top across counties in Kenya. Instead offocusing on streams that are currently top for each county, the framework
involves a comprehensive analysis ofthe revenue potential for each oFthe top streams in each ofthe 47 counries.

4.2 Methodology
Esrimating the economic base For different streams is a key step in top-down analysis. A major benefit ofthis analysis is that
it allows for the use ofconsistently collected data to produce reliable estimates ofthe revenue base for the different streams.
This method ensures that there is no disadvantaged county as a result olvarying data collection protocols.

Ideally, comparable and comprehensive county-specific indicators would be used to capture the revenue base for each

stream across counties. However, gaps and limitations in existing data collections across counties do not allow for consistent
analysis ofthe economic base for the 13 streams identi6ed as top and included in the top-down analysis component of this
framework. To address this limitation, the best available evidence from KNBS national starisrics and survey data is used to
estimate the economic base for the different OSR streams.

Microdata drawn from KNBS household and enterprise surveys, the Kenya Population and Household Census 2019 and
sraristics from the latest GCP publications are used to calculate consistent revenue bases across rhe counties. The surveys

are designed to reflect economic activity at the county and national levels.

The next step involves applying indicative rates, fees or charges under each stream to the corresponding economic base to
calculate potential revenues. The tax gap is the difference between potential and actual revenues from a stream averaged

over three financial years- 2017/18,2018/79, and2019/20. Estimates ofthe gap for each stream refect the extent to which
County Governments can enhance their revenues ifexisting policies and 6scal instruments were utilized effectively.

Top-down analysis further explores the impact of optimal policies on enhancing revenues. In particular, alternative rates

can be selected and applied to the revenue base to observe how maximum revenues change under different policy scenarios.
This modelling framework includes rates, charges, and fees for each OSR stream that are either based on current practices
and reflect the relative economic size ofeach county or are in line with internationaI best practice.

Selected county Finance Acts and Bills were reviewed to understand the specific rates, fees, and charges under the top OSR
streams. Information on typical rates, fees, and charges From county representatives also fed into the top-down analysis.

As discussed in Chapter 3, there are complex schedules of rates, fees, and charges under the top OSR streams across the
counties. To address this challenge, current rates and fees were simplified, considering the relative economic size of each

county. In other cases, the proposed fees and rates are in line with the best practice adopted elsewhere in Africa or abroad.

l'he box below includes an overview oFthe methodology adopted to address this obiective. It also presents the governance

structure of this project.

The remainder ofthis chapter discusses in detail the methods used to carry out the comprehensive county revenue potential
and tax gap analysis. It also summarizes key assumptions underpinning the methodological framework and strategies
towards addressing gaps and limitations in existing data that were used to produce the revenue potential and gap estimates.
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Phase 1- Scoping researtb

Phase 1 includes a desk-based review ofevidence on OSR across counties in Kenya (Focusing on county Finance Bills

and Acts and reports from CRA), as well as national statistics, survey data, and other sources ofevidence.

This review allowed for identification streams that generate more than 80% ofrevenues across counties. Key 6ndings

also informed the development of the methodological framework lor estimating OSR potential and gap for top
revenue streams across the counties. It contributed to the strategy design for engaging with the counties at the

subsequent phases of this project.

Pbase 2 - Stakboldcr ergagemcnt and pinary data collation

Phase 2 includes the development of a stakeholder engagement strategy aiming to involve representatives from
County Governments with this work and to collate key information to feed into the analysis of OSR potential and

gap by stream and by county.

As part ofthis phase, a survey was developed to understand different approaches towards defining OSR streams and

ser our srrucrures of fees, charges, and tax rates. The survey also aimed to collate data on the economic base of the

different streams across countries, as well as on revenues generated across streams.

In addition, interviews were carried out to identify best practice and areas For improvement in setting out OSR policies
and generating revenues across counties. The interviews sought to explore current practices around identiFying
revenue potential using monitoring performance and taking policy decisions about Fees, rates, and charges included
under different streams.

They also focused on exploring the impact oFCovid-19 on revenue generation and collection, as well as the potentially
persistent consequences that the pandemic might have for counties.

Ph*e 3 - OSR potenti4l atd tax gap analysic

Phase 3 involves expanding on rhe merhodological framework developed in the context of the 2018 research to
produce reliable estimates ofthe revenue potential and gap for top OSR streams across all counties. This Framework

seeks to provide evidence-based answers ro one core question:

,. How much revenue would each county be able to generate from each ofthe streams identiEed as top if it
operated in line with the best perForming counties in Kenya?

To address this question, the Deterministic frontier analysis is adopted. For consistency and to address gaps and
inconsistencies in county-specific data, publicly available KNBS national statistics and survey data are used to
calculate the economic base for each top stream and for each county.

In addition, top-down analysis is carried out to explore how much revenue each County Government would generate

from each of the streams identified as top if optimal fiscal instruments were used at their full potential, assuming
no issues around administration and complete lack of evasion. Detailed results from this analysis are presented in
Appendix D.

Rcp,oningfunes,OlL

This study adopts a three-tier level structure governed by CRA\ Revenue Enhancement Committee (REC), a

Technical/Oversight Committee (TOC) comprising of key stakeholders, that provided overall guidance For the

study, and an Operations team.

REC is the apex body rhat offers strategic thinking and direction for the study, enabled by the technical input
received from the TOC. Roles and responsibilities oFthe REC include:

i. Buildinghigh level support for the aim, objectives, and activities oFthe study, and promoting active engagement

ofand collaboration with all srakeholders.

ii. Shaping the study directions and activities and making signi6cant strategy and policy decisions.
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The membership of TOC includes the World Bank, the CRA, the Office for the Controller of Budge t, the Council of
Governors, the National Treasury, and KNBS. Roles and responsibilities of the TOC include:

' Ensuring the research adheres to the work plan and progress is reported to the REC,

' Mobilizing stakeholders for the study's operations,

' Quality controlling and reviewing the study reports,

' Providing technical guidance and direction to rhe research,

. Offering advisory services on addressing challenges that may arise during the assignment,

. Signing off and/or approving key deliverables.

The Operations Team includes members of the CRA. Roles and responsibilities oFthe team include:

. Monitoring, supporting and managing the study (including risk management),

. Implementing the study's strategy under the direction of the TOC,

. Sharing existing data with researchers and assisting them in gathering counry data through ensuring mobilization
ofCounty Governments,

. Ensuring mobilization of National Government counterparts (KNBS, National Treasury),

. Undertaking capacity building on the estimation of OSR potential.

The organogram below presents the reporting Framework adopted throughout this study
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4.3 County Engagement Strategy
The CRA began the project by organizing a virtual meeting with Counries Executive Committee Members of Finance

and Heads of Revenue officials on 14th October 2020. The meeting resolved to conduct a revenue potential study for
revenue streams that account for 80 percent ofa counties'total own source revenue. This was adopted For the study.

The county engagement strategy comprised of several stages. First, a survey questionnaire was carried out to gather
information on setting out OSR streams across counties, defining revenue bases, setting out rates, charges and fees, and
collecting revenues. One-hour interviews were conducted to walk County Government representatives through rhe
questionnaire and collate the requested data. During this round oF interviews, county representarives were requested to
share the following county-speci6c data and information on actuaI revenue collections and indicators on the revenue base

oFdifferent streams.

. Unaudited revenue reporrs,

' Summary statistics from the latest valuation roll (numbers ofproperties across value bands),

' Vehicle registrations, number and use oFparking spaces per day, month, or year by cars and buses,

' Numbers and value of new residential and commercial properties built in the county,

Usage ofhealthcare services in the county,

' Quantities and value ofagricultural produce (or specific products where cess is charged)
. Numbers of and revenue from county properties rented for residential andcommercial use,

' Numbers ofdomestic and international tourists in the county, as well as visits ro game reserves, heritage sites, etc.,

' Usage of administrative services which drive revenue generation categorized as "administrative fees and charges",

' Statistics on the fines, penalties, and forfeitures issued per type oFactivity.

In the first round, 41 counties participated in the survey data collection exercise, our of which 26 counties shared at least

some ofthe requested reports on revenue collection.

The second round involved follow-up interviews, to gather qualitative insights from the County Government representatives,
including challenges faced, good practice examples and the impact of Covid-19 on revenue generation. The second round
involved 27 counties.

The response rates across the 47 counties are presented in Table A1 while Table 2 summarizes the information that the
counties shared in response to requests included in the survey quesrionnaire.

County representatives reported several challenges in providing the requested inFormation, including (i) unavailability of
information with counties not collecting the requested data or data collection processes being under development, (ii) lack
oFcollaboration and coordination with the data owners, and (iii) a lack ofa consistenr reporting framework.

Finally, the heads of revenue For all the 47 county governments were invited to a validation workshop held on Sth February
2022. Participa,nts included representatives of 31 counties.

4.4 Approach to Estimating OSR Potential and Thx Gap
The OSR potential and tax gap modelling framework does not distinguish berween gaps in revenues arising fronr
administration issues (e.g., evasion and non-compliance) or others from policy decisions (mainly setting out rhe structure
oF fees and charges under different streams). This is because it is important to produce a framework that can consistently
assess the revenue potential across all streams in all counties based on objective indicators rather than each countyt policy
choices (e.g., decisions to not impose taxes or fees under some streams, charging high rates under others, etc.). Fiscal effort is

defined on the same basis for all counties, thus revenue potential is calculated on rhis consistent basis. Distinctions between
underperformance as a result of administration challenges or policy are less relevant.
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How much revenue would each county generate from each oFthe streams identified as top if it operated in line
with the best performing counties in Kenya?

This topic is explored adopting a top-down methodology. Maximum revenues (revenue potential) that can be generated from

each stream are calculated by applying the relevant fiscal instrument (e.g., rates or fees) on the estimated economic base ior each

stream. The top-down methodology is adopted to estimate maximum revenues for the following streams:r8

. Property rates

. Building Plan Approvals fees

. Trading Licensing fees

. Liquor Licensing Fees

. Advertising and Sign Board fees

. Parking fees

' Cess

. Hospital and Public Health Services Fees

. Market Trade Center fees

. Natural Resource Transportation Fees

. Environment and Conservancy Administration fees

. Game Reserve lees

Due to lack ofconsistency in the definitions and reporting across counties, it was not feasible to find economic indicators

rhar can be used to robustly estimate the economic base for Administrative fees and charges and for Technical Services.

Thereforc, potential revenue and tax gap for these streams is estimated using only deterministic Frontier analysis with
comparisons being made on the basis ofthe economic size oFeach county (as refected by latest GCP data).

The same approach is Followed for Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures. There is no consistent data that could be used to estimate

the revenue base for this stream. It is also counterintuitive to attempt to maximize revenues flowing from offences and illegal
behavior.

Finally, there are two streams on the list that are not included in the analysis presented in detail in the remainder of this
report. The'External Services Fees'stream is only relevant to one county (Kajiado) and it mainly incorporates services that
are reported under different OSR streams in other counties. It is not included in the modelling framework due to its Iimited
scope and overlap with other streams in this analysis.

The'County Housing renr'stream is only relevant to counties which own commercial and residential properties. Lack of
consistent data that could be used to estimate the economic base for this stream (that is, number ofproperties by size and type,
and relevant rental values) does not allow For a meaningful top-down analysis. Even ifconsistent data were made available,

maximizing revenues from this stream does not fully depend on decisions and practices by the County Governments, but on
wider factors influencing rental markets. In addition, carrying out deterministic frontier analysis means that counties with
properties would be compared with others that do not own residential and commercial properties.

4.5 Deterministic Frontier Analysis
Deterministic Frontier analysis is carried out to identify counties with best practice in collecting revenues for each stream. Best-

performing counties are then used as benchmarks to assess the performance ofother counties in Kenya. In general, deterministic
frontier analysis are used to establish the'best performing'unit and measure the deviation ofother units from thar'frontier.'
In the context ofthis study, best-performing units are the counties that, given their characteristics, are most effective at raising

revenue under each stream.

r3A detailcd prescntarion ofthe top-down methodology is presenred in Appendix C
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The Framework seeks to produce evidence-based answers to one core research question:



The performance of County Governments in generating revenues under each stream is reflected by a parameter thar captures
actual revenues in relation to the economic base. Estimating the economic base for different streams is a key step ofthe analysis.

Ideally, comparable and comprehensive county-specific indicators would be used to capture the revenue base for each stream

across counties. However, gaps and limitations in existing data collections acrosst'counties do not allow for consistent analysis

ofthe economic base for all streams analyzed through rhe dererministic frontier analysis. To address this limitation, best available

evidence from KNBS national statistics and survey data is used to estimate the economic base for the different OSR streams.

Microdata drawn from KNBS household and enterprise surveys, infbrmation from the Kenya Population Census 2019, and

statistics from the GCP Report 2020 are used to calculate consistent revenue bases across the counties. The surveys are designed

to reflect economic activity at the county and national levels.

To ensure the results from this analysis refect the current economic size and activities across counties, estimates ofthe economic
base for different streams data from previous years are uprared in line with the average growth in GCP for each individual county.
County-specific average GCP growth rates are calculated as rhe mean ofthe annual GCP growth rares between 2013 and 2020.

For rhe three streamsr" for which no top-down analysis was performed due to lack ofa robusr revenue base, rhe GCP 2020 figures
(in current prices), which reflect the county economic size, are used as proxies. The same approach is followed for carrying out
deterministic frontier analysis for toral collections ofrevenues.

To capture the revenue-raising performance of different counties, a multiplier is calculated for each country showing the

relationship between the economic base and the generated reyenues. The multipliers ofthe top 6ve counties are then averaged to
derive an indicator reflecting best practice in the counties. This multiplier is then applied to the rcmaining counties to identify
the maximum revenues they could potentially generate ifthey were operating in line with the bescperforming counries.

Revenue gaps are calculated as the difference between actual revenue collections (as an average over the lasr three fiscal years)

and potential revenues that the counties could generate iF they would enhance rheir performance in line wirh besr practice in
the country. Estimates ofthe gap for each stream reflect rhe extent to which County Governmenrs can enhance their revenues if
existing policies and fiscal instruments were utilized effectively.

Table 3 presents an overview of the approach developed to model the economic base and calculate the maximum revenues that
can potentially be generated across OSR streams. It includes (i) indicators used to proxy the economic base as well as data sources,

and (ii) key assumptions made to estimate the economic base. It also includes suggested fees, rates, and charges based on currenr
practices as described in county Finance Acts and Bills as well as best international practice. The latter are only used in rhe rop-

down analysis and are discussed in more detail in the Appendix.

DThese limitations are discussed in more detail in chapter 3 ofthis report.
:"Thcsc strcams arc: Administrativc fccs and chargcs, 6nes rnd pcnelties, rnd Tcchnicel Services
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OSR stream Economic basc

Properry rates

Key assumptions

In line with the 2018 research,

average rental returns to
commercial property values are

ca.lcolated et 6.7/o of the properry
value using KIHBS data. Rental
values drawn From the survey

are used to calculate the value

of residentid properties across

counties. Assuming that rental
returns are not different for
commercial properties, the same

approach is adopted to calculate

their value.

Suggested rates, fees, and charges
for the top-down anal

A fat rate of 0.1% on the improved

value of land is used in line with
input from Counry Governments.

Value of residential and

commercial properties
(excluding agricultural
land).
Data sources: Kenya

Integrated Household
Budget Survey (KIHBS,
2015/16) [or residential

properties.
Micro, Small, and

Medium Enterprises

Survey (MSME 2016) for
commercial properties.

Building Plan
Approvals fees

Trading
Licensing fees

Annual GCP in

construction activities.

Data sources: GCP bv

economic activity, 2020

GCP for construction is the sum

of the value of completed buildings

and approved plans (including
works approved in the plans).r'

A flat tax rate of 1% on the value

ofconstrucring new buildings is

used based on reviewing Finance

Acts and Bills. This is augmented

ro 2% to account For additional
administration fees and other
relevant charges.

A base fee of Kshs. 2,000 per
full-time employee is used based

on reviewing Finance Acts and

Bills. This is adjusted by a county
multiplie r reflecting relevant

consumPtion in each county.
Consumption is used as a proxy
for turnover and, thus, business

capacity to pay For permit fees.

Data sources: KIHBS, 2015/f6lor
consumption.

Full-time equivalent
employees/selF-employed

uprated in line with
annual population growth
(2.4%) to arrive at updated
estimates of the economic
base.

Data sources: MSME
20t6.

Liquor
Licensing fees

Full-time equivalent
employees/self-employed

in businesses serving

alcohol uprated in line
with annual population
growth (2.4%) to arrive at

updated estimates oFthc
economic base.

Data sources: MSME
2016.

In line with the 201ti research,

county e mployment numbers
(rather than numbers ofbusinesses

oFdifferent sizes) are considered to
be more reliable compared ro other
available statistics.

A base Fee ofKshs. 10,000 per

full-time employee is used based

on reviewing Finance Acts and

Bills. This is adjusted by a county
multiplier refl ecting relevant

consumption in each county.
Consumprion is used as a proxy
For rurnovcr and rhus, business

capacity to pay for permit fees.

Data sources: KIHBS, 2015/16 For

consumption.
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Table 3: Methodology for estimating the economic base & revenue potential for each OSR stream

:'KNBS, 2019. Gross Oounry Produt 20t9.

In line with the 2018 research,

counry employment numbers
(rather than numbers ofbusinesses

ofdifferent sizes) are considered to
be more re liable compared to other
available statistics.

L



Advertising
and Sign Board
fees

Total monthly expenditure
on outdoor adveftising.
Data sources: MSME
2015/t6.

Key essumptions

Advertising expenditure
estimates drawn from MSME are

extrapolated to national spending
on advertising based on evidence

from Reelanalytics.22 Based on
this report, 2% oFtotal spend

on adverdsing goes to outdoor
advertising (which is mainly
offered by counties).

Suggested rates, fees, and charges
for the top-down analysis

Outdoor advertising spending by
businesses is revenue For the County
Governments. The revenue base is

equivalenr to porential revenues in
this case.

Parking fees

Agricultural
Transportation
fees

Hospital and
Public Health
Services fees

Usage ofparking spots.

Data sources: Kenya

Population and Housing
Census, 2019.

Household expenditure in
inpatient and outpatient
services provided by public
hospitals.

Data sources: Kenya

Household Health
Expenditure and

Utilization Survey
(KHHEUS),2013.

According to the master plan

study in urban transportation in

the Nairobi metropolitan area,

average parking spots per 1,000

core urban residents amount to
around 3.4. This figure is used to
calculate numbers ofparking spots

across counties based on their urban
population from the latest census.

It is assumed that parking spots are

used app. 2 times a day. A multiplie r
for bus usage is also added.

The counry of Lamu is excluded

from this analysis due to its
geographical location.

Value of agricultural production
is the sum ofthe value of all

agriculture & livestock products
across counties.

Self-reported expenditure on
outpatient care and inpatient
admissions in public hospitals
(Level 4 and above) from
KHHEUS is summed at the
county level.

According to findings from
reviewing County Gove rnme nts'
Finance Acts and Bills, an indicative
fee for parking usage is IGhs. 150

for one parking space. This is used

as a base fee for the top-down
analysis. It is then adjusted by a

county multiplier ref ecting relevant

consumption in each counry.
Data sources: KIHBS, 2015/16 for
consumPtion.

A fat rate of 0.5% on the Ydue

oFagricultural produce is used

in line with input from County
Governments.

Household healthcare expenditure
on services oflered by public
hospitals (level 4 and above) is

assumed to be revenue for the
Counry Governme nts. Therefore ,

the revenue base is equivalent to
potential revenues.

rzReelanalytics, 2020. 2020 Adverrising Spends Reporr. htrps://msk.co. kelwp-conte m/:ploads/2(l2l /02l2020-Advertising-Spcnds-Reporr-by
Reclanalytics-Lrd-in-Conjunction-wirh-MSK.pdf
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OSR stream Economic base

Value ofannual
agricultural production.
Data sources: GCP by
economic activity (in
particular, agriculture,
forestry and 6shing),
2019.



Market Trade
Center fees

Number of small and

medium businesses

operating in markets
(including open markets),

stalls, and exhibitions.
Data sources: MSME
2016.

OSR stream Economic base Key assumptions

Micro, small, and medium
businesses, as well as individual
traders, are key actors requesting
access to markets.

Rents for stalls and shops are not
part ofthe analysis For this stream.

They should be categorized under
the "County Housing Rent"
stream.

Suggested rates, fees, and charges
for the top-down an sls

A monthly base fee of Kshs. 1,000

is used based on reviewing Finance

Acts and Bills, adjusted by a county
multiplier ref ecting relevant

economic size in agricultural
activities per county. Agricultural
GCP is used as a proxy for turnover
and, thus, business capacity to pay

for market entrance fees.

Data sourcer: GCP by economic
activity (in particular, agriculture,
forestry and fishing), 2020.

Natural
Resource
Transportation
fees

Environment
Conservancy &
Administration
fees

Game Reserve
fees

Value of mining and

quarrying activities.

Data sources: GCP by
economic activiry (in
particular, mining &
quarrying), 2019.

Households and

businesses paying for waste

manaSement.

Data sources: Kenya

Population and Housing
Census, 2019 For numbers

ofhouseholds.
MSME 20I6 for number
of licensed businesses-

Nrrnrber oFdomesric and

international visitors at

game reserves.

(Only counties with
game reserves within their
boundaries are included in
the analysis).

Data sources: Economic-
Survey, 2020.

Fees under this stream collected

by counties are mainly cess.

Therefore, it is proposed that they
arc charged on the valuc of mining
and quarrying produce. Based on
stakeholder input, Siaya does not
effectively collect any revenue from
Natural Resource Transportation
Fecs, thus is excluded from this
analysis.

The analysis focuses on the key

driver ofrevenues collected under
this stream - that is, fees for waste

management and transportation
charged to households and

businesses.

According to national statistics,

on average halfoftourism in the

country is international.rr
A multiplier doubling the entrance

fee is used ro account for additional
fees (including permission to
camp, to film, etc.).

It should be noted that the

KWS might be responsible for
collecting revenues From some

ofthe game parks included in
this analysis. Policy changes are

required to ensure that the Counry
Governnrents can make the most
of the game parks within their
boundaries.

A flet rate of 2Yo on the value oF

mining and quarrying activities is
used.

A base monthly fee of Kshs. 200

For households and Kshs. 500 For?

is used based on reviewing Finance

Acts and Bills. This is adjusted by a

counry multiplier refl ecting relevant

consunrption in each county.
Data sources: KIHBS. 2015/ 16 for
consumPtion.

A base fce of Kshs. 8.000 is used

for international tourists and Kshs.

1,500 lor domestic tourists based on
reviewing Finance Acts and Bills.
This stream is relevant to counties
with game reserves within their
boundaries - in particular, Baringo,
Narok, Samburu, West Pokot, and

Isiolo.

IMinisrrv of-Iirurisrrr and Wildlifc, 2020. Donrcstic'lirurisnr llccoverv Srrrregies for Kcnva. https://www.tourism.go.ke/wp-contcnt/
tploads / 2O2O / O7 / D<rnresric-'I'ourism-Rccovery-Stratcgy-Final. pdf
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5.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses key findings From the comprehensive OSR potential and tax gap analysis. It starts with an

overview oFestimates of maximum total revenues that can be generated across the country and For each ofthe 47 County

Governments, as well as a summary of the revenue potential From each of the top streams across Kenya. It also includes

summary tables showing actual collections ofrevenue (drawn from audited County Government financial statements), and

estimated revenue potential from the deterministic frontier analysis for each ofthe top streams and for each county. Finally,

it presents and discusses in detail findings on maximum revenues that can be generated for each ofthe top streams as well as

comparisons between these estimates and actual collections.

5.2 Overview of Findings
There have been substantial developments since the research carriedoutin 2018 on county own-sou rce revenue generation.
However, evidence From this study reveals that there is still substantial unrealized potential from top streams across

counties.

The deterministic frontier analysis of total revenues that each County Government can generate from all available sources

suggests thar the total annual revenue potential across counties is around Kshs. 93 billion.z'According to audited data on

actual revenue collections, the counties generated around Kshs. 38 billion annually on average from own sources over the
last three financial years (2017 / 18,2018/ 19, nd 2019/ 20), with the remaining Kshs. 55 billion being unrealized.'5

According to this analysis, Narok, Tana River, Laikipia, and Samburu counties appear to perform best in generating
revenues from own sources considering their economic size, as captured by the latest GCP 6gures from 2020. This high
performance, identified in this study, can be attributed to the fact that these counties, with the exception of Tana River,
have game reserves. Figure I presents the total revenues that could be generated From all streams iFall County Governments

performed in line with the best performing counties in Kenya. The Nairobi City County Government (not shown in the

graph below because it is not comparable with the other counties) collected around Kshs. 9.5 billion on average over thc
last three financial years, while its potential (considering the size of the county's economy) is estimated at around Kshs.

25 billion. ThereFore, if rhe Nairobi City County Government would generate revenues in line with the best performing
counties, it could increase the revenues it generates by nearly Kshs. 15 billion.

Kiambu, Nakuru, and Mombasa are the three counties with the largest revenue potential after Nairobi City, able to
generate Kshs. 5.2 billion, 4.5 billion, and 4.4 billion per year, respectively. The estimated annual revenue potential for
Machakos, Narok, Kisumu, and Meru are over Kshs. 2.3 billion each. Meru Countyt potential is around Kshs. 3.2 billion
annually but it only collects 20% of the revenues it could potentially generate if it operated in line with top-performing
County Governments.

r'This 6nding is rhe output ofcarrying our deterministic fiontier analysis on rotal rcvenues tiom own sources across counties and should not be

confused wirh rhc findings presented in rable 4 summarizing esrimltes on maximunr revenues that can be generared from eech specific strerm. The
6ndings from rhe deterministic fronticr aoalysis on roral revenues (nor trking into considerarion the contribution ofcach spccilic OSR streem to total
rcvenuc) are shown herc to providc an indicative sunrmary ofoverall counrics'perfirrmancc in raisinS rcvenuc fiom own sources comprred to rheir
potcnrirl ifall counries r.rpcratcd in linc wirh bcst prac!icc.
:'Detailcd sratistics on actual collccrions oftotal rcvcnues across Kcnva and rhc toral rcvenuc porential fbr each county cen bc fbund in Appcndix D.
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Figure l: Total actual revenues over the last three years and potential revenues (excluding Nairobi City)
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Table 4 presents e1gtegete results from the deternrinistic frontier analysis of top OSR srreams.r'' Charges and fees for use

of healthcare offered by public hospitals are the most prominent source of revenue. However, rargeting health services for
enhancing revenue generation can be problematic in that it might hinder access to medical care for people across the country.
In particular, treating health services as a means to maximize revenues can contradict the commitment of the Government of
Kenya to universal access to medical care.r-

Property rates are an important source ofrevenue, with counties generating around Kshs. 14 billion annually in total. In
addition, parking fees are a promising source of own revenues. In contrast to most other OSR revenue streams, County
Governmcnts collect a large portion of their potential revenue with the revenue gap being as low as 52% For parking Fees.

The only revenue stream where counties perform better is For game parks and reserve fees, with 80% oftotal revenues being
collected in total.

Revenues from cess can reach around Kshs. 7 billion per year, making it a substantial portion ofoverall revenue p otential-27
However evidence suggests that cess can impose high burdens on producers and, thus, discourage them from engaging in
agricultural activities. There are also the risks ofdouble taxation and excessive costs for traders crossing borders.

Finally, it should be noted that table 4 does not include findings on potential revenues from outdoor advertisement.
Based on our analysis, this stream would generate Kshs. 8l billion in revenues across all counties, with less than l% of this
potential ectually being collected by County Governments. However, due to substantialgaps in existing data not allowing
for the development oFa reliable evidence base for this stream, this result is indicative. Future research should be carried out
to lurther explore this stream.

Table 5 bclow presents actual revenues from all streams that County Governments report to the CRA. In the cases where
the entry is represented with a dash O, the County Governments do not report on collecting data from this particular
revenue sream. For such cases, maximum revenues are calculated and included in table 6, which presents results from
estimating the revenue potential from top OSR streams using deterministic Frontier analysis.

:''l)creiled cstimatcs on rhe revcnue potential for each srrcam and fot cach Countv Government arc shown in Appcndix D.
r-More information on the plan to introduce Universal Hcalth Covcrage by 2022 can be found here: https://www.hcelth.go.kclwp-conrenr/
uploads/2019/01/UHC-QI-Policy'BrieIpdf
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Table 4: Top streams across Kenya (deterministic frontier analysis)

Agricultural transportation Fees Kshs. 7 billion

Administrative lees Kshs. 5.8 billion

Environment and Conservancy Administration Fees Kshs. 5 billion

TLchnical Services Kshs. 4.6 billion

Market Trade Center lees Kshs. 4.6 billion

7|/o

84'/o

8s%

74%

78%

Revenue stre^m (as defined in the Countl
Exec u t i ae Financ ia I S tatemen ts)

Revenue gap (as a share oFtotal revenue

potendal across counties)
Total potential

Kshs. 32 billion tt0%Hospital and Public Health Services fees

94%

Kshs. 23 billion

Kshs. 16 billion

76%,Trading Licensing

Natural Resource Transportation fees

64%

52%

Kshs. 14 billion

Kshs. ll-5 billionParking fees

Liquor Licensing fees Kshs. 4.,i billion 94'/o

Building Plan Approvals Fees Kshs. 3.7 billion 93%

Game Park & Rese rve lees Kshs. 3 billion 20,/.

f-ines and Penalties Kshs. 0.8 billion 88%

Taken together, tables 5 and 6 show that there is stilI substantiaI unrealized potential across the streams that are identified
as top. Revenues from Natural Resource Transportation fees are a key stream that can be used to enhance generation of
revenues from own sources.

There is also room for improving performance in collecting revenues from special licenses for businesses selling alcohol. In
contrast, County Governments put significant efforts to generating revenues from annual business licenses, property rates,

and vehicle parking Fees.
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5.3 Revenue Potential and Tax Gap From Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

t.
Businesses are legally required to lravc a license in order to operate in Kenya. Still, many small businesses are unlicensed.
The revenue base is the number ofbusinesses which operate across counties calculared using sellr-reporred data on licensed
and unlicensed businesses lrom MSME 2016. The size of businesses is calculated using nurnbers of full-time equivalent
employees. As show in figure 2, Nairobi City and other urban counties have higher numbers oFthe population employed
in businesses which are required to pav for annual licenses issued by County Governments. 'l'herefore, they are expected to
yield substantial revenucs fiom this srream.

Figure 2: Number of employees in licensed and unlicensed businesses across counties
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It should be noted that different indicators capturing the numbers of businesses by size across counties were considered.

In particular, information on county-specific numbers on business by size (measured using numbers o[employees) drawn
from MSME 201628 and the Kenya 2018 Enterprise Survey from the World Bank2e was reviewed. However, data From

the World Bank survey was incomplete (mainly including a subset oF counties rather than all 47 counties in Kenya). In
addition, there were discrepancies between available data from different sources, which did not allow for credible estimates

of numbers on business by size across counties. To address this limitation, exact employment numbers by county were

used as a proxy as they appear to be more credible. The review informing the calculation ofthe revenue base for this stream

also revealed that exact employment numbers capture business activity across counties more precisely. Using employment

numbers as a proxy for the economic base for this stream also enables direct comparisons with findings from the 2018

research, thus allowing for consistent benchmarking and performance monitoring over time.

Table 7 shows rhe revenue potential and tax gap For rhe counties with the highest unrealized potential. Figure 3 presents

potential revenues that could be generated from this stream across counties in Kenya. Nairobi City Government is excluded

from the graph because it is an outlier.

Table 7z Potential revenues from Trading Licensing for the counties with highest unreelized potential

Figure 3: Revenue potential from Trading Licensing across counties

. Total (actual) collections of revenues (average ouet 2ol7lla,2o1al19,2o79/2o) Potenhalrevenues

r*The brsic Micro snrall rnd Medir.rm EnterpriscdMSME) 2016 reporr is avaihblc hcre: hrtps://www.knbs.or.ke/lp=572
r"More infbrmation on thc World Baok survey is available here: https,//microdata.worldbenk.orglindex.php/caolog/35115/reltred-meterials
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\r'Ur. R

The revenue base for this stream is the total spending on healthcare services rhat are charged by County Governments.r"
Data from KHHEUS 2013 was used but excludes Garissa, Mandera, and Wajir. Household expenditure on services
provided by public hospitals of Level 4 and above is revenues for the County Governments. Therefore, figure 4 below
presenrs the revenue base which is also the revenue potential for this OSR stream.

As shown in table 8 and figure 5, around Kshs. 6 billion can be generated from this stream in Nairobi City (not shown in
figure 5), while in Nyeri and Murang'a the annual revenue potential is around Kshs.2 billion and Kshs. 1.5 billion. Most
County Governments appear to generate less than 10% oftheir potential revenues.

Figure 4: Annual household expenditure on healthcare services provided by public hospitals
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County Actual collections
of revenues

Revenue potential
estimat€

Unrealized
potential estimate

Revenue gap

Nairobi Citv 496,3t6,790 6,t83,850,922 5,687,534,t32 92%

Murangh t4t,794,585 2,034,251,035 t,892,456,450 93%

Nyeri 258,298,108 1,780,047,505 t,52t,749,397 85'X,

Kajiado 48,275,472 1,328,428,477 1,280,I53,005 96%

Bonrct 81,213,968 t,t54,272,978 1,073,059,010 93%

Kirinyaga r35,059,755 r,072,t43,100 937,083,345 87%

Busia 53,445,076 958,42t,057 904,)75,982 94t/,t

Table 8: Potential revenues from Hospital and Public Health Services fees for the counties with highest
unrealized potential

Figure 5: Revenue potential from Hospitel and Public Health Services fees across counties
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Total improved value oFproperty (including the value ofbuildings and land) is the tax base for this stream. Figure 6 below
presents the distribution oF total value of residential and commercial properties across counties using KNBS survey data.

Property values in counties which are predominantly rural, such as Wajir, West Pokot, and Samburu, are much lower
compared to the value of residential and commercial properties in urban counries with big cities, such as Nairobi City,
Kiambu, and Mombasa.

Properties in the top counties (for example, Nairobi City, Kiambu, and Mombasa) account for more than hallthe total
value ofproperties in the country. The total value of commercial and residenrial properties in Nairobi City is estimated at

around Kshs. 4.1 trillion in2019/20.It accounts for around 40% ofthe total value ofproperties across Kenya. Kiambu and

Mombasa jointly account For nearly l5% oftotal property value in the country.

On the contrary, the combined total value of properties in the bottom ten counties (that is, Lamu, Baringo, Elgeyo/
Marakwet, Marsabit, Tharaka-Nithi, Tana River, Isiolo, Wajir, West Pokot, and Samburu) is much lower, accounting for
only 2% olthe total value oFproperty in the Country.
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Values ofresidential and commercial properties also vary within counries, with rural counties having fewer high-value properties

comparcd to urban counties. Overall, 90% ofhouseholds in the survey used to calculate the value ofresidential properties across

rhe county (that is, KIHBS 2015/16) and 90% of establishmenr owners in the survey used to calculate the value of commercial

properries (thar is, MSME 2016) reported that their residential property or business site was worth less than Kshs. 600,000. This

cut-offpoint was used to distinguish between high- and low-value residential and commercial properties. Although a flat rate of
0.1% was applied to both categories in line with best international practice, the OSR potential and tax gap modelling framework

allows for exploring various policy scenarios.

Figure 6: Estimated commercial and residential property value (excluding agricultural land)
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It follows, then, that the revenue potential is significantly larger in urban centers and areas with high estimated ProPerty
values. Table 9 below presents the revenue porential and gap for the counties with highest unrealized Potenrial. The

revenue gap is presented as a share of the maximum revenues that each county can generate from each OSR source (that

is, the revenue potential). Figure 7 presents estimates of revenues that can potentially fow From this OSR stream across all

counties. Potential revenues in Nairobi City are much higher compared to other counties, thus they are not included in the

6gure.
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Table 9: Potential revenues from Property rates for the counties with highest unrealized potential

Figure 7: Revenue potential from Property retes across counties

County Actual revenue
collections

Revenue potential
estimate

Unreelized potential Revenue gap

Nairobi Ciw 2,(\68,7t8,t28 5,913,928,908 3,845,2r0,78t 65%

Kiambu 249,664,980 1,149,25t,791 899,586,8r r 78Yo

Ka iado 46,359,792 68r,9)0,536 635,630,744 93%

Nakuru 299,720,773 569,517,889 270,397,716 47%

Makueni 7,846,4t1 24r,562,09r 233,7t5,680 97%

Kisumu 103,327,434 326,535,270 223,207,836 68Yo

Meru 46,569,962 267,899,561 22r,3D,599 83%
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Numbers of parking spots across counties and their usage serve as the base for rhis stream. In the absence oF better data
From counties, these numbers are calculated based on a study carried out in Nairobi City that determines the prevalence of
parking spaces in relation to urban population. Given data limitations and gaps in rhis analysis, the results shown in this
section are indicative.

As shown in figure 8 below, the majority of parking spaces are concentrated in the five main urban centers (Nairobi City,
Mombasa, Kiambu, Nakuru, and Kisumu), with Nairobi City leading by a wide margin. The ma;ority of predominantiy
rural counties instead have very low estimared revenue bases and, thus, low revenue potential.
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Figure E: Number of parking spaces per county
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As shown in table 10, the highest revenue potential from this stream is expected to materialize in the 5 urban cenrers in
Kenya. Counties appear to put some effort toward generating revenues under this stream. They currently collect up to
70% of their estimated potential. After Consultation with County Governmenr staff during the validation workshop it
was established that the geographical location ofLamu does not allow For parking Fees collecrion hence, the county was

excluded From this analysis.

Figure 9 below presents the revenue that can potentially be generated under this stream in 45 Counry Governments, excluding Nairobi
City (an outlier)and Lamu County Government (as it does not collect any revenues from this stream).

Table 1O: Potential revenues from Parking fees for the counties with highest unrealized potentiel

Mandcra 740,960 155,146,7t2 r54,705,753 100%

Figure 9: Revenue potential from Parking fees across counties
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5. l.5 Agriculturrtl 'Ii':ttrspol't,rl ion I ccs

The revenue base for this stream in Kenya is rhe value and size of agricultural produce in each county, with County
Governments having complex structures offees and charges depending on size, value, and type ofproduce and livestock.

The economic base for this OSR stream is captured by the data on GCP from 2020 in agriculture, forestry, and fishing. As
shown in figure 10 below, the revenue base for this stream is largest in rural counties compared to urban centers. Nakuru is an

exception, having substantial value ofagricultural produce. Agricultural production in the top ten counties, excluding Nakuru
(that is, Meru, Nyandarua, Murang'a, Bungoma, Kiambu, Kisii, Nyeri, Nandi, and Kakamega), account for over 40% of the
total value ofagricultural produce across the country. The bottom ten counties account for only 5% ofthe agricultural produce
in Kenya.
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Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gapCounry
revenues esnnlate estlnlat€

Nairobi City 1,658,250,5 56 2,527,t49,489 868,898,934 34%
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26t,183,047
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Figure lO: Value ofagricultural & livestock produce (GCp 2020) across counties
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Table 11 below shows the revenue potential and tax gap for the counties with top unrealized potential revenue. High
GCP values in agriculture, forestry, and fishing in Meru indicate that the county has a wide revenue base For this stream

and, rhus, a lerge revenue gap (that is, 89%). The remaining counties included in table 10 also have substantial unrealized

porenrial, currently collecting only 8% or less o[their estimated potential. The exception is Nyandarua, which collects 15%

of their potential revenue.

Figure l1 presents the estimated maximum revenues that each County Government can generate from cess. It should be

noted that Nairobi City and Kilifi (not included in the chart) appear to collect revenues that are much higher than their
estimated potential. This is likely the outcome ofthese two counties charging cess on agricultural produce coming from
neighboring counties.
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County Actual collections of Revenue

Potentid estimete
Unrealized potential

estimate
Revenue gap

revenues

Meru 59,075,862 550,498,742 491,422,880 8T/o

Nakuru 19,258,362 352,748,567 333,490,206 95/o

Murangh 23,48r,t02 284,662,365 26t,tgt,263 92%

Nvendarua 44,343,778 297,862,547 253,5t8,769 85Yo

Kisii 8,323,301 247,827,149 239,503,848 97Yo

Bungoma 17,913,547 255,t20,543 237,206,996 93Yo

Nandi tt,537,4t8 242,053,85) 230,5r6,44t 9SYo

Table ll: Potential revenues from Cess for the counties with highest unrexlized potential

Figure 1l: Revenue potential from Agricultural Transportrtion fees across counties
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Cess fees on agricultural produce (as well as on quarrying and mining products reported under the'Natural Resource

Transportation fees'category) often result in high economic burdens on producers and traders by causing issues oFdouble
taxation and risks of excessive costs for products crossing borders. In addition, in many cases there is no clear legislative

framework to define cess. Despite the fact that the analysis suggests that County Governments can yield substantial
revenues from cess, the relevant authorities need to review the policy rationale of these fees and consider replacing them
with other taxes and charges - For example, taxes For agricultural land and special Iicenses.

5..1.(r \Iirrkct I redc (.e ntcr I ecr
The revenue base of this OSR stream comprises oFbusinesses and individual traders having their main business location
in markets and stalls, thus having to pay Fees to access their business location. The revenue base was calculated using selF

reported data from MSME 2016.
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As shown in figure 12 below, rural counties have the largest revenue bases compared to counties with urban populations.
Busia, Bungoma, Vihiga, Kakamega, and Bomet are the top 5 counties with the highest numbers of businesses mainly
operating in markets and stalls. On the other hand, Nairobi City is at the bottom with only around 50,000 businesses in
this area.

Figure 12: Number of SMEs and individual traders with main location in markets and stalls
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Teble 12: Potential revenues from Market Trade c€nter fees for the counties with highest unrealized potentiel

Actual collections of Revenue potential Unredized potentid Revenue gap
revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)

Bomet 4,211,890 149,t70,945 t44,959,055 ,)7%

County

Busia 16,153,414 160,832,658 t44,679,2M 9Uln

Narok 6,270,370 146,817,323 t40,546,953 961X,

Vihiga 14,o14,716 153,t18,627 139,103,910 9t%

Kericho 24,77r,667 148,850,tt37 t24,075,r7r 83%

Kaiiado 28,966,478 148,264,282 rt9,297,805 8O)r'u

Bungoma 119,284,910 77%35,84r,327 t55,126,236

@
%.* €r**. r,*n*or,

( )\\ r\ \ourtc lkn ntr,. I ', , r , r r r r . r I , r r r ( | l.l\ (;.r| \ul(l\

KSHS,MILLION



Rural counties can generate substantial revenues from this stream. Currently, potentiaI revenues remain largely unrealized.
As shown in table 12, most counties are able to collect around 10% o[ their revenue potential. For example, Busia is

estimated to be able to generate a maximum of around Kshs. 161 million in revenues From this OSR stream. The County
Government collected around Kshs. 16 million on average over the last three years (that is, 2017/18,2018/19, and,2019/20),
leading to a revenue gap ofKshs. 145 million.

Figure 13: Revenue potential from Market Trade Center fees across counties
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Figure 13 presents the revenue potential from this OSR stream across all 47 counties in Kenya. Nairobi City meets the
estimated potential from this stream and is one ofthe top performing counties. Mombasa also appears to currently generate

almost the maximum amount of revenue estimated to flow from this stream.

5. l.- N.rtrn.tl l(r'sour'.t' li-.utsPort.rtiorr I ttt
The national Government in Kenya is responsible for establishing a 6scal regime mining and quarrying activities, thus
collecting royalties, fees, rents, and levies. The County Governments also have some 6scal instrumenrs For these services.

While there is substantial heterogeneity across counties in defining and structuring fees and charges (for example, in some

counties there are'transport fees'for products that are traded across counties), the key fiscal instrument in this area is cess

on quarrying and mining products. In line with best practice, the revenue base for this OSR stream is the value ofproducts
in this sector captured using the latest figures on GCP in quarrying and mining.

Expectedly, counties with mining and quarrying sites have the largest revenue base for this stream. As shown in 6gure
14, Machakos (with cement mining sites), Kwale (with limestone and titanium mining sites), Migori (with gold mining
activities), Kiambu (with natural gas exploitation and mining of sand and building materials), Kilifi (with ore mining
sites), and Meru (with quarrying and sand harvesting activities) are the top 6 counties with the largest revenue base for the
Natural Resource Transportation Fees stream.
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Figure 14: Value ofquarrying and mining (GCp 2020) ecross counties
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Table l3 presenrs the revenue porential and tax gap for counties with the highest unrealized potential. As shown in the

table, the counries with highest unrealized potential can additionally generate between almost Kshs. 700 million and Kshs.

2.1 billion on an annual basis from cess on mining and quarrying products. Kiambu currently collects only around 1% of
its estimated potential, while Machakos appears to generare around lTYo of its potential. According to 6ndings presented

in the table, many counries do not report on actual revenues collected from this stream despite the fact that mining and

quarrying activities ofsubsrantial value appear ro take place within their boundaries.

Figure 15 presents the maximum revenues that can be generated and the average actual revenues that are generated From

rhis srream across all 47 counties. According to the graph, Machakos and Kwale can generate over Kshs. 2 billion each on

an annual basis From this stream.
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Actuel collections of
revenues (Kshs.)

Revenue potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Unrealized potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Revenue gapCounty

Kwale 16,630,634 2.147.367.987 2,130,717,353.15 99./o

413,339,080 2,385,446,09r r,972,107,010.96 83%Machakos

Migori 4,527,240 1,489,944,052 t,485,416,8t1.73 100%

Kiambu tt,374,507 1,005,925,508.14 9W',n

Kilifi 824,783,241 824,783,247.00 100/o

Meru 778,230,066 778,230,066.40 100/o

Table 13: Potential revenues from Natural Resource Transportation fees for the counties with highest
unrealized potenti.l

West Pokot 22,36r,856 70r,207,t92 678,845,336.45 97%

Figure 15: Revenue potentiel from Naturll Resource Transportation fees across counties in Kenya
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5. i.tl r\rlrcrtising .lnd Sign llo.rrl l ccs

Counties charge fees for using advertising services, including public billboards, lighting posts, and other public infrastructure.
For the purpose ofcalculating the revenue pot€ntial for this stream, spending on outdoor advertising was calculated based on self-
reported evidence from MSME 2016 and latest evidence on trends in spending on outdoor advertising across the country. In this
case, the revenue base is equivalent to revenue potential.

As expected, ma.jor urban centers in Kenya are estimated to have the highest potential for this stream. In Nairobi City,
total spending on outdoor advertising services offered by the county is estimated at around Kshs. 1.4 billion in 2019/20.
In Kisumu, total spend almost reaches Kshs. I billion, while in Nakuru and Kiambu it is estimated at around Kshs. 180
million and Kshs. 130 million, respectively.
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Figure 16: Total ennual spend on outdoor edvertising services offered by the county
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Limirations in the data used to carry out these calculations resulted in indicative, rather than precise, estimates of the

revenue potential and tax gap for this stream.

Table 14 presents the revenue potential and gap for counties with highest unrealized revenues. There are many County
Governments that do not report on revenues from this stream despite the high revenue potential that they appear to have

(for example, Nairobi City, Nakuru, Kiambu, and Mombasa in the table below).

Figure 17 below shows the revenue potential and gap for all County Governments. Maximum revenues from Nairobi City
end Kisumu are outliers, thus they are not shown in the graph.
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Actual collections of Revenue potential
revenues estimate

Unrealized
potential estimate

Counry Revenue gap

Nairobi Citv 37,5r8,t49,t68 37,598,149,168 100%

48,927,654 24,822,587,843 24,773,660,189Kisumu 100,,{,

Nakuru 4,799,459,t94 4,799,459,t)4 100,,Y,

3,431,996,061 3,43r,99i,06rKiambu 1007,

Kakamega 14,302,325 2,665,274,057 2,650,971,732 )),N,

Machakos 2,028,98t,771 1,)93,465,28435,5t6,487 98%

Table 14: Potential revenues from Advertising and Sign Board fees for the counties with highest unrealized
potential

Mombasa 1,335,831,721 t,335,831,721 100%

Figure l7: Revenue potential from outdoor Advertising and Sign Board fees across counties
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The key driver of revenues under this stream is fees for waste management and collection services offered by the counties.
Therefore, the revenue base for this stream comprises of the households and licensed businesses which are required to pay

these fees across the counties. These are calculated using information from the latest census and survey data from MSME
2016. As shown in figure 18 below, Nairobi City has the largest revenue base for this stream with 13% ofhouseholds and
licensed businesses being located there. Nakuru and Kiambu also account for around 11% of the total population of
households and licensed businesscs.
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Figure l8: Number ofhouseholds and businesses paying for county wast€ menag€ment services
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Table 15 presents the revenue potentiaI and gap for the counties with the highest unrealized potential, while figure 19 below

shows the estimated revenue potential for all 47 counties. According to the estimates, the Nairobi City County Government

can potenrially generare around Kshs. 680 million from this stream. Based on audited data, it currently collects around

Kshs. 4.5 million from this stream. This is likely the outcome of a lack of an efficient waste disposal system and private

companies (rather rhan the County Government) being responsible for waste management and collection across the county.

Similarly, revenue collections across the counties are quite small compared to estimated revenue potential, suSgesting that there

is room for improvement in this area. However, this goes beyond generation of revenues from own sourc€s, calling for action

ro enhance existing strategies and systems for waste disposal. There are some notable exemptions from this trend, namely

Machakos, Nakuru, Mombasa, and Laikipia, which all exhibit a revenue gap of less than 50%. These counties might be best

practice exxmples on how to ser up efficient systems that are able to collect large parts ofthe revenue potential ofthis stream.
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County
Actud collections of

revenues (Kshs.)
Revenue potentia.l

estimate (Kshs.)
Unrealized potential

estimate (Kshs.)
Revenue gap

Nairobi Ciw 4,540,579 676,216,546 671,675,967.20 99i',o

Kiambu 44,)97,421 264,284,068 219,286,647.26 83%

Meru 278,296 186,497,950 t86,2t9,654.62 100%

Kakamega 169,977,733 169,9t7,733.25 100%

Kilifi 135,938,844 r35,938,843.86 100%

Nakuru t40,4t6,731 265,842,722 r25,425,991.74 47%

Kisumu 1,939,073 t23,906,706 tzt,967,632.73 )8%

Table 15: Potential revenues from Environment & Conservancy Administration for the counties with
highest unrealized potential

Figure l9: Revenue potential from Environment & Conservancy Administretion across counties
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Similar to business licenses, rhe revenue base for special licenses required for selling alcoholic beveragcs is the number of
businesses in this area. Fees and charges are defined based on the type and size ofbusinesses selling liquor. For the purpose of
estimating the revenue potential fionr this stream, selflreported data on employmcnt in licensed and unliccnsed businesscs

in this area from MSM E 2016 is used as proxy For business size.

As shown in figure 20, numbers of employees occupied in this area are higher in urban cenrers compared to rural areas.

The population oF employees in businesses selling liquor in Nairobi City accounts For almost half oFthc total employee
population across the country.
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Figure 2O: Number ofemployees in licensed and unlicensed businesses selling liquor across counties
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Table 16 presents the revenue potential and gap for counties with the highest unrealized potential. Nairobi City appears to
be able to generate substantial revenues From this stream (around Kshs. 2billion annually) even rhough it does not report
any data on revenues collected under this stream.

Overall, there are many County Governments which do not report on dara from this srream. Machakos and Kiambu
County Governments generate less than 10% oftheir potential each, while Nakuru manages to collecr around 30% oFits
estimated potential. Figure 21 presents the maximum revenues that can be generated from this stream in each county.
Potential revenues from this stream in Nairobi City County Government are much higher compared to other counries,
thus not shown in the figure.
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County
Actual collections

ofrevenues
Revenue potentixl

estimat€
Unrealized potential

estimate
Revenue gap

Nairobi Citv 1,936,093,109 1,936,093,109 100%

Machakos 90%

Mcru 237,236,896 237,236,8)6 10(M

Kisumu 197,590,938 t97,590,)38 100%

Kiambu r,597,r78 t90,279,177 188,681,999 ).M

Kajiado 109,103,834 r09,103,834 100/o

Nakuru 39,345,240 t44,522,103 105,176,863 73Yo

Table l6: Potential revenues from Liquor Licensing fees for the counties with highest unrealized potential

Figure 21: Revenue potentiel from Liquor Licensing fees across counti€s

I Tor:l (acruaJ) collcctions of rcvcnucs (evcrrgr (,vcr 2017/ 18, 201It/ 19,2019/20)
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The revenue base for Building Plan Approvals Fees is captured by the value oF construction of new buildings in GCP
statistics. As shown in 6gure 22 below, in counties with big urban centers such as Nairobi City, Mombasa, and Kisumu,
the revenue base For charges on building permits is quite broad compared to counties with high shares ofrural population.
In counties with big cities and towns, rapid urbanization results in approvals of expensive construction plans, while in
rural counties the size ofconstruction is rather limited.
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Figure 22: Value ofconstruction (GCP 2O2O) across counties
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It follows, then, that counries with urban centers are expected to yield higher revenues from this stream compared to
counties with mainly rural areas.

Table 17 shows the revenue porenrial and tax gap for the counties with the highesr unrealized potential. As shown in the

table, most counties do not report revenues from this stream! so most oF the revenue potential is unrealized. Figure 23

presents maximum revcnues that could be generated fiom this stream across counties in Kenya. Nairobi City is an outlier
and is excluded From the figure.
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County
Actual collections of Revenue
revenues estimate

potential Unreelized
estimate

Potentiel Revenue gap

Nairobi Ciw r,s25,033,986 1,525,033,9ri6 100%

Kiambu 475,762,887 475,762,887 1007o

Monrbasa 320,548,577 320,548,517 100%

Nakuru 140,326,795 140,326,795 100%

Kisunru 94,553,309 94,553,309 100%

Kajiado 74,855,820 74,855,820 100%

Marsabit 250,933 63,546,423 63,295,489 )Tlo

Table l7 Potential revenues from Building Plan Approvals fees for the counties with highest
unrealized potential

Figure 23: Revenue potential from Building Plan Approvals fees across counties
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Some County Governments are responsible for collecting revenues from lees for entering game reserves which are within
their boundaries. For national parks, Kenya Wildlife Services a narional government agency is responsible for collecting
similar revenues. The analysis presented here focuses on calculating revenues for the counties with game reserves.

In particular, Narok, Baringo, Samburu, and Laikipia are included in the analysis. The Isiolo County Government also
collects revenues from visits to a game reserve that is located wirhin the county. However, data limitations did not allow
for an indicative estimate of the revenue base (that is, numbers of annual visits to the reserve) in Isiolo. Further research is
required to identify the revenue base, calculate the revenue potential and estimate the tax gap for this source ofown revenues.

The revenue base for this stream comprises of domestic and international visitors at game reserves included in KNBS' 2020
Economic Survey. Figure 24 presents numbers oFvisitors in Narok, Baringo, Samburu, and West Pokor.
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Figure 24: Number ofvisitors at game reserves in 2O2O
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Table l8 presents the revenue potential and gap For the counties with the highest unrealized potential. As shown in table
18 as well as 6gure 25 (which presents the revenue potential from this stream across all counties), around Kshs. 3 billion
in total can be generated from visits to game reserves across the county. Baringo can generate around Kshs. 640 million
annually, while in Narok maximum revenues can reach over Kshs. 2 bi ion on a yearly basis. Samburu can yield abour
Kshs. 150 million from its game reserve, while West Pokot appears to be able ro generate around Kshs. 30 million from
visits to the Nasolot National Reseryc.

Table l8: Potential reyenues from Game Reserves for the counties with game reserves
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t Porcnrid revcnues

County Actual collections oF

revenues (Kshs.)
Revenue potential

estimate (Kshs.)
Unrealized potentiel

estimate (Kshs.)
Revenue gap

Baringo 71,488,457 637,927,335 566,438,878 88%

West Pokot 30,652,O02 30,652,002 100/o

Samburu r53,465,634 r53,465,634 0%

Narok 2,t62,795,772 2,t62,795,772 o%

@t* d*.****u-r,
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Figure 25: Revenue potential from Game Reserves across counties
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Tables 19, 20, and 2l below present acrual collections of revenues and potential revenues from (i) adrninistrative fces and

charges, (ii) fines, penalties, and forfeitures, and (iii) technical services for the 5 counties with the highest untapped poten-

tial in each area. Moreover, figures 26,27, and 28 present the revenue potential and actual levels ofgenerated revenue from

each stream rcspectively across all counties in Kenya.

Potential revenues from fines and penalties, as well as from technical services, are much higher in Nairobi City compared to

other County Governmenrs, rhus including them in figures 27 md28 would not allow for observing differences between

orher counties in Kenya. ThereFore, they are not shown in these figures (detailed data on Nairobi City can be found in the

tables).

As shown in the tables and figures below, there is substantial variation in the revenue generating performance across coun-

ties. While some counties are ablc to mcet their potential, there is room for inrprovement in others. The results bclow are

indicative olthe rclative perlbrmance ofcounties and should be uscd hrr comparisons between counties fbr benchmarking

purposes. 'Ihey should not tre treated as precise cstirnates ofthe maximum revcnues that each county can generate.

Table l9: Actual and potential revenues from Administrative fees and charges with highest unrealized potential

Machakos 16r,i,810,154 l6ti,8r0,1i4 100%

Figlure 26: Revenue potential from Administrative fees and charges across counties
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Actual collections of
revenues (Kshs.)

Revenue potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Unrealized potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Revenue gapCounty

Nairobi City 100%1,437 35r,543 1,437,351,543

100%

100%

Kiambu

Nakuru

297,885,798

258,707,r80

297,885,798

25n,707,1[i0

185,908,802 10(}%185,908,802Meru
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Table 2O: Actual and potential revenues from Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures with highest unrealized potential

Figure 27: Revenue potential from Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures across counties
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Table 2l: Actual and potentiel revenues from Technical Services with highest unrealized potential

Count Actual collections of
revenues (Kshs.)

Revenue potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Unrealized potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Revenue gap

2t0,t43,52t 210,t43,521 100%

Kiambr 43,55t,468 43,551,468 100%

Nakuru 37,823,480 37,823,480 100%

Meru I,501,788 27,t80,2t9 25,678,43r )4Yo

Kisumrr t),633,565 t),633,565 100%

County Actual collections of
revenues (Kshs.)

Revenue potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Unrealized potential
estimate (Kshs.)

Revenue gap

Nairobi Citv 334,417,456 1,233,063,521 89ti,646,065 73%

Mclrnhas: 2t5,866,875 2t5,866,875 100%

Mcru 1ti, t 92,003 159,4tt5,940 14r,293,938 n)%

Nakuru 94,151,210 22r,937,624 127,786,4r4

Kakarnega 100%)8,867,65) 98,867,6s9
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Figure 28: Revenue potential from Technical Services across counties
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5.4 Areas for Improvement and Recommendations
Key findings from the comprehensive analysis ofthe revenue potential and tax gap For top OSR streams across Kenya, as

well as from discussions with representatives from County Governments, revealed evidence regarding areas that can be

improved to help counties enhance their performance in raising revenues From own sources.

Overall, there is evidence suggesting current practices towards managing OSR revenue generation and collection have

improved. For example, the Counry Governnlents, adoption of a consistent approach towards reporting on revenues From

different streams. In conrrasr ro the Adam Smith International research carried out in 2018, this comprehensive OSR

potential and tax gap srudy relied heavily on audited revenue data For the top OSR streams that were consisrently reported

across countries.

However, discrepancies between the elements grouped under the different OSR categories across rhe counties ca for
further efforts to establish a clear and simple framework for defining OSR sources and reporting on actual collections.

There are often gaps in reporring revenues under different streams across the counties and, in many cases, County
Governments use the category "Others" to report on revenues From sources that could be grouped under the existing

categories - for example, administrative fees and charges, property rates, etc.

Further collaboration berween the CRA and County Governments is required to understand the reasons For not reporting
data under different OSR categories and using rhe "Orhers" group to report on sources that could be included in other
standardized groups. It is recommended that key stakeholders, including the CRA, the National Treasury, OCOB, and

the Office for the Auditor General support counties to adopt a consistent approach towards OSR revenue reporting and

monitoring. Enhancing current practices ro arrive at a unified reporting system will be an important development as it will
allow counties to understand their potential, assess their performance, and identiFy areas for improvement.

The counties interviewed suggested that investments aiming to improve the existing County revenue management system

and the required infrastrucrure to collect and analyze data on revenue collections are critical steps towards enhancing

perFormance in generating revenues from own sources across counties. Revenues are collected manually for the most part,

mainly relying on cash payments. This approach oFten results in tax evasion and can also affect revenue collectors'welfare
and performance. It is suggested rhat an automatic and cashless system would improve perFormance substantially.

Investments in revenue collection and reporting infrastructure also involve training the current County Government

workforce and creating an automatic system for collecting data, not only on revenues, but also on the economic indicators

that are relevant to the economic base for each stream.

Putting effort toward strengthening collaboration and data-sharing mechanisms between different organizations and

departments inside and outside the County Governments is recommended to allow counties to monitor their revenue base,

evaluate their revenue raising activities, and adopt an evidence-based approach to OSR policy decision making.
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In summary, enhanced collaboration and support between departments, a consistent reporting framework, and an

automated and regularly updated database would allow easy and timely access to information and, thus, promote evidence-

based decision making.

Existing complexity in the srructure of rates, fees, and charges also poses major challenges to counties aiming to enhance

their OSR collections. In particular, existing structures create uncertainty and hinder the precise implementation of fiscal

instruments, making it difficult for revenue collectors to charge the correct rate for each activity or product.

Further key sources of revenue that counties can use to generate revenue are business permits as well as revenues generated

through the exploitation of county natural resources. !0hile the management of natural resources can be profitable for

counties, the analysis suggests that Counry Governments currently only collect around 6% oftheir potential revenues.

Cess can be replaced wirh a special type ofagricultural land rate, simplifying the process ofrevenue collections and lifting
disincentives lor producers and traders. The remaining OSR streams conrbined could generate nearly Kshs. 32 billion. This

means that iFall County Governmenrs perFormed in line with best practice, they could raise revenues from these streams

that are 4.5 times higher than their current collections.

ft is recommended that County Goyernments with existing data collections on usage of parking spaces put effort toward

srrengrh€ning data sharing mechanisms so this information can be used by departments responsible for OSR policy design

and implementation ro inform decision making. In addition, County Governments not collecting data on parking space usage

should be encouraged to collaborare with parking offices and other relevant organizations to ensure parking space data is made

available to them on a regular basis.

As discussed in rhe case ofcess on agriculturaI produce and livestock, it is likely that this OSR stream might create issues of
double taxation as a result oltoverlaps with levies charged by the national govern ment.

Therefore, there is scope for revising current approaches to consider the implementation of taxes that aim to manage the

environmental effects of mining and quarrying rather than charge trade and transport ofquarrying and mining products.

Such an approach would strengthen the policy rationale of fees in this area and also contribute to establishing a Fairer tax

system.

In line with best practice, County Governments should invest in collecting consistent data on usage of county advertising

services from businesses based within the county as well as outside the county borders. For example, relevant departments

within County Governments could explore the scope for collaborating with KNBS to design and regularly carry out a new

survey to collate information on rhe use of outdoor advertising services, including expenditure, preferred locations, and

means oFadvertising. Alternatively, existing surveys such as MSME could be enhanced to include more detailed information

on outdoor advertising.
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APPENDIX A - OSR STREAMS BY
COUNTY

Table Al: Contribution oftop OSR streams to total revenues (by county)

County Revenue Stream
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Baringo Hospital and Public Heahh Services Fees 32.58% 39.r8% 45.0tt% 38.95% 38.95%

Ganre Reserve fees 23.34% 23.54% 19.r7% 22.02,X, 60.96'/0

Market Trade Center fees 15.84% 10.60% 13.95Yo t3.47% 74.43%

Agricultural transportarion fees 13.25% 10.8,1% 9.76% 11.2V/o 85.72%

lrading Licensing 10.72% 1134% 7.)lYo ).91/n 95.7t%

Property Rates 3.60% 3.98% 3.58% 3.72% )).43%

Bomet 3n.00% 38.65% 46.07% 40.9r% 40.9r%

Property Rates 2).D% 20.82% 23.94% 24.68% 65.5'l/o

Liccnsing 0.00% 20.58% rr.52% t0.70% 76.2//o

Vehicle parking ftes 1.53% 4.87% s.65% 5.02% 81.30%

Agricultural transportation fees 0.00% 3.57% 84.88%

Administrative fees and charges 2.45% 2.7 4/o 87.62%

Bungoma Hospital and Public Heakh Services Fees 40.77% 50.81% 61.3(',t/o 50.96%, 50.96%

'Iiading Licensing r 5.80% 12.50,x, 12.32% 13.54'X, 64.50%

Vehicle parking fees 7.6'//o 9.401N, 73.)O%

Adnrinistrative fees and charges 9.5u% 8.06y, 0.)4,y" 6.trx, 80.0)%

Market Tiade Center fees 6.35% 5.07/u 4.5r% 5.3r% 85.41t/o

I)roperty Rates 4.6')/o 3.Zvy. 2.2tvy,) 3.3vy. 88.71/o

Busia Hospital and Public Health Services fees 7.40% 27.24% 29.07% 2r.24% 2r.24%

Vehicle parking ftes 26.52'/,, | 6. | 1'X, 14.90% 19.18% 4\).42'/,t

Trading Licensing 18.23% 18.27% 16.02% t7.51% 57.93%

Agricultural rransporration fbes 16.21% 12.8t% 17.98'y,, 15.67% 73.60%

Market 'frade Center fees 1r.83% 6.62% 5.74% 7.06/o 80.66%

Advertising and Sign Board lces l.lJl.,{, 3.36% L + 5',1, 2.21'N, 82.87%
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L

------t-------

I 1

.t

I

t';;l
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Marakwet
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 32.27/o 40.72% 3).68/o 39.68%

Agricultural transportation fees t).15,/, 18.1l% 17.60% 18.21/o 57.97%

Trading Licensing 10.76% 9.00% 7.45% ).07% 67.04%

Market tade Center lees 4.68% 5.78% 5.62% 5.36%, 72.40%

Vehicle parking Fees 2.)l/u 3.28% 3.58%

Property Rates 3.63% 3.19:/o 2.07% 78.65%

Environment and Conservancv

administration Fees

0.83% 0.96Yo 0.64% 79.46%

Liquor Licensing fees 0.00% 0.00% 1.099/o 0.36% 79.82%

Fine, Penalties, and Forfeitures 0.5$/o 0.25Yo 0.32%

Administrative fees and charges 43.37% 55.48% 56.t0%

18.21% 14.18% 14.87%

Agricultural transportation Fees 1\.3+'X' 10.2,/h 13.55% 11.73% 79.t3%

Parking Fees 6.83% 5.I I% 4.56% 5.50% 84.63%

Market Trade Center fees 4.G2% 5.14%, 4.06% 4.61% 89.23%

Advertising and Sign Board fees 5.00% 3.52% t.65%, 3.39% 92.62%

Property Rates I ti.697, 25.51'/o 18.7|'Xt 20.9n% 20.)8,y.

Administrative fees and charges 18.48% 16.95% 18.50% t7.98% 38.95%

Trading Licensing tl.78%

tt.t4%

l0.tto% 11.7Y/r 11 .46% 50.4196

Fine, Penalties, and ForFeiures 10.21% I r. 15% 10.83% 6r.25%

Agricultural rransportation Fees t0.7t,x, 9.82% t0.72% 10.+1% 71.66%

Hos ital and Public Health Services fees 8.16'/o 7 48% 8.t7% 7.94% 79.5T/o

Market -I'rade 
Ce nrer fees 6.31'/,t 5.6.)/, 6.21% 6.07% 85.66%

H ()s tll il Il d l)ut)l I C tleal tll Scrvlccs iees 28.24% 39.04% 57.90% 41.72Yo 4r.72%

Markct 'liade Center fees t).74% 16.0,)/. 9.87% t5.23% 56.)6%

Trading Licensing 12.88% t3.57% 10.30% 12.25% 69.21%

Vehicle parking fbes 13.13% 12.18'/, 9.86% rJ0.93%

tural transportation fees 12.7ry. 6.47% 4.15% 88.74%

Counry Housing Rent 3.7,N, 2.62% 1.30%t 91.30%

Game Reserve Fees 58.34% 60.26% 32.92/o 50.51%

Property Rares r0.ul% 10.2s% 27.80% 16.30'N,

Hospital and Public Health Services Fees r0.62% 6.67/o r6.08% tt.13%

icultural transportation Fees 6.61'X, 8.32'/o tt.21y) 8.72% 86.66'y,,

Vehicle kin lees 3.46% 89.81%

Garissa

lsiolo

5.21%

Embu

66.tt0%

77.94%

3.06% ,2.87%

t@_,,

%;

'Iirrdi Licensing 3.981/o 0.00%

G,***.u"*,

( )$ n S('urcc l(cvcrrut l',,t.rrtr.rl .rrr,1 l.rr(,.r1SrLr.l,

46.03Yo

Homabay

l
l

3.27/o

2.96%

0.81%

75.6v/,

lTra<!ing _Licensing

036%1 80.18% |
l

5r.65v,1 sr.65v"l

ts.75y"l 67.4w"1t

!!4+
7.8Wol

14
50.51%

z.s%l t.v%l t.$xl
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Kajiado 28.56% 19.26Yo 17.32% 21.71/o 2t.7r%

Natural Resource Transportation fees 8.32% 7.47% 16.41/o t0.76% 32.47%

Administrative lees and charges 0.00%

6.46%

0.14% 22.l0Yo 7.4r% 39.8!/u

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 3.20% 9.05% 6.24% 46.t3%

Technical services Fees

Parking fees

3.82');

6.2'|/o

14.64% 0.00% 6.r5% 52.28%

4.1ti% 6.47/o 5.65%

Property Rates 9.09/o 0.00% 4.35Yo 4.48% 62.4$/o

Market Trade Center fees 2.32%

External Services Fees 2.2I/o

2.34% 6.25% 3.64% 66.04%

0.0(}/o 0.00% 0.76%

r.17% 0.76%

66.80%

0.00% 1.1I% 67.56%

County Housing Rent

0.00%

o.t2%

0.00% o.r3% 67.6D/o

67.73%0.00% 0.00% 0.04%

Kakamega Hospital and Public Health Services fees

'Iiading Licensing

18.16%

13.68'/o

39.7Aln 39.7U/o

tt.00% 6.24% 9.3t% 49.01%

Vehicle parking fees 11.10% 5.95%

4.93%

3.60/o 6.88% 55.t11/u

Agricultural transportation fees 5.41% 4.22% 4.85% 60.74%

7.36%

6.13'/o

4.54% 2.56% 4.82Yo 65.56%

Property Rates l.tt6% t.86% 3.28% 6lJ. ti 5(,{,

5.31% 1.7t/o r.43% 2.85%

Building Plan Approvals fees 1.64% 1.65Yo 1.60/o r.63% 73.33%

Counry Housing Rent 23Wo 1.32% t.24% 1.62% 74.95%

Advertising and Sign Board fees 0.00/o l.75Yo 0.94% 0.90% 75.84%

Kericho Hospital and Public Health Services fees 32.l7Yo 42.33/o 47.07% 40.52% 40.52%

Property Rates 9.44% 14.23/o 18.01% 13.81/o 54.42%

Trading Licensing 13.02% lt.74% 11.00% 11.92/o 66.34%

Vehicle parking fees 7 .41/o 7.86% 7.78Yo 7.7r% 74.05%

County Housing Rent tt.7a),o 3.08% 2.591o 5.82% 79.86c)/o

Market Trade Center fees 6.22'/o 5.44Yo 5.t3% 5.60Yo tas.46%

Kiambu Hospital and Public Health Services fees 3r.58% 37 .82Yo 58.81% 42.74% 42.74%

Technical services fees 16.til% 17.05% 3.61% 12.41/o 55.23%

Property Rates l0.74Yo ll.4t/o 9.8lYo 10.68% 65.9lYo

Vehicle parking fees 13.3Wo 7.82% 9.36% 10.19Yo 76.1A/o

Trading Licensing 10.8S/o ll.57Yo 7.5r% 9.96Yo 86.06%

Agricultural transportation fees 5. r8% 4.06% 3.85/o

(@)

%'; €,*o*o**n*o*

Trading Licensing

I L
57.93%_--------------_

r-l
Agricultural transportation fees

Fine, Penalties, and Forfeitures .1ry]

71.6'l/o

llr"-T -';l

Market Tiade Center fees

Liquor Licensing fees

436101 9o.42Yo
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Kilifi Agricultural transportation Fees 27.96% 27.72% 34.85/o 30.17/o 30.17%

Propeny Rates 25.47% 22.72% 17.63% 2r.92% 52.Cfl/o

Administrative fees and charges 12.91% 0.0(}% r0.54Yo 62.63Yo

Trading Licensing t3.84% 7.86Yo 5.35% 9.02% 71.65%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.38% 24.r2% 8.6D'o

4.76%

80.34Yo

County Housing Rent 4.43% 2.OO% 85.10%

Kirinyaga Hospital and Public Health Services fees 30.06Yo 33.93Yo 4r.48% 35.t6% 35.16%

Tiading Licensing 24.63% 24.04% t6.64% 2r.77% 56.93%

Marker Trade Center fees 9.Ot% 7.4Wo 8.69'o 8.37% 65.27/o

Property Rates 7.9!/o 4.97% 5.86%

5.5|t',o

6.25/o 7r.55%

Vehicle parking fees 5.24% 5.45% 76.97%

Kisii

Administrative fees and charges 2.94% 5.84%) 4.30%

30.33%

4.36% 8r.33'X,

Hospital fees and Public Health services 47.04/o 32.46% 36.6lYo 36.6r%

14.53% 18.95%t 22.4r% 18.63% 55.24%

12.07/o 16.01/o 73.7$/n 13.95Yo 69.20%

10.25%t t2.42,X) 81.10%

Advertisin and Board lees s.83% 6.02% 87.26%
I

Bu I d Plan PProval s fles 2.tt% 1.48%t 5.11% 3.90% 9t.t6%

Kisumu Administrative Fees and charges tll.7A/o 3r.62% 0.43% 37.9r% 37.9t%

Hospital and Public Health Services lees I 0.00% 14.18% 27.33'X, r3.94% 51.85%

Pro rty Rates 15.62% 0.92% 20.15% 12.23% 64.08%

Trading Licensing 0.00% 15.96% 15.17:/o l0.3tt% 74.46%

Vehicle parking Fees 0.00% 20.6'l/o 9.48% 83.94%

Marker Trade Center fees 0.00% 1.33% 7.02% 3.78% 87.72%

Kitui Administrative Fees and charges 46.37% 22.83% 20.00% 29.73% 29.73/o

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 2.17% 28.97% 39.r0'X, 23.68% 53.41%

Tiading Licensing 16.48% 12.78% 16.5//o

Marker 'Irade Center fees 7.13% 3.25% 6.68% 76.68%

Property Rates 5.75% 4.61/o 5.65% 82.34%

5.66% 3.74% 4.5D/o 86.)2,y,,

Kwale Hospital and Public Health Services fees 19.37% 34.02% 37.77% 30.3D/o 30.31/o

Trading Licensing 26.82% 22.05% t5.27% 2r.38% 5t.77%

Property Rates 18.73% 17.56% t7.12% 17 .80/o 69.57%

Natural Resource Transportation fees 5.63% 5.68% 6.38% 75.95%

Vehicle parking fees 4.85%

@t* 6-**,*u*,,

I

I vehicle parking fees

-i_-_
_Lr.4ile!ry!'IC
I Market Trade Center fees

-_--..._.._--

ffiI
;;,il
;AT-Ar,l

7 .7 51/"

73.04/.1

6.6;;[-
r r.90/o 

I-""il

I Vehicle parking fees

-T

F

70.00%

I

I

7.82%

-t
1

18.7lYo

l.56Yo

7.86Yo

5.43/o

4.59'"1
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Tcchnical scrvices fees 7.32'Xt 5.50% 0.91% 4.58'N, 85.43%

Laikipia Hospital and Public Health Services fees 40.72% 42.76% 42.7 6Yo

Trading Licensing

46.56%

13.44'/o

40.97/o

11.51% tt.(\2% 11.97/o 54.75%

8.94% 66.05%Property Rates

Vehicle parking fees 8.9ti% 8.75'y,

14.41/o l0.4tt%

Ir.7tt%

1r.3t%

8.8+(,{, 74.9y/o

0.00% 82.37YoEnvironment and Conservancy

administration fees

Ttchnical scrvices fees 2.10%

12.22%

3.06% I 5.80% 3.65'X, 86.O2'/,,

3t.r7% 29.34%Lamu Tiading Licensing

Hospital and Public Health Services ftes

3l.54Yo

23.18%

25.32%

15.1 l% 0.00% 12.87% 42.2\%

Property Rates 12.16% 54.37%

Oounty Housing Rcnt 0.00% 0.00%

0.00%

t8.44% 6.r5% 60.52%

3.80% t3.70% 0.00% 66.35%Agricultural transportation fees

Market Tradc Center fees 2.85% 3.56Yo 3.5Wo

5.83%

3.34% 6).61)/o

0.0il/o 0.00% ).13YoAdvertising and Sign Board fees

Natural Resource Transportation fees 0.00./o 5.57Yo\'ly,0.0 t.86%

0.78% 0.96% 3.60/o 1.78%

0.00% 0.30,,{, 0.00%

3t.52% 19.17.)',o

0.10/o

28.57/o 28.5)/o35.05%

25.57% 28.7yy. 1.87% 18.71% 47.33%

13.63%10.03%

0.00% 30.04% 10.01% 70.55%

4.06% 5.87/o 5.81)',o 76.45%

Narural Resource Transportation fees

3.78'/o

15.98%

Vchicle parking lees

0.00%

6.00% 5.60'/o7 .0tYo

22.04% 41.t7lo 25.31/oHospital and Public Health Se rvices Fees t2.r7%

'Iiading Licensing 25.82,/o 24.84% t9.7ltx)

25.31/o

23.45%,

9.43/o

64.55'y,

71.r5%

Agricultural transportation fees

Market Trade Center €ees r0.53%

4.38%

tt.47'yo

8.86%

Liquor Licensing lees

Ve hicle parking fees

7.82%

9.32%

5.55%

3.lilt%

7.)3/n

7.78%

6.6r%

3.75% 74.9(\%

2.34% 77.7t\%

Makucni

2.54%

5.4r%

3.00%

3.23/o 2.7Wo

7 4.5j/o

76.47%

82.t)1%

r.88% 79.58%

Building Plan Approvals Fees

't 2.4?

t@t

%';

I)roperty Rates % t.7t)% 1.52%

G*.****n"o*

( ),,,, rr Sornte l{errurrr: l','rrnrill .rn.l lir (i.rp Strrrlr

29.74'yo

10.03',(, 2-6.+5'/,'

3.01,X, 72.73'/,

YI 7.48%

l

I

Vclriclc p:rrLing ti'rs

] Administrative fees and charges

[ ,..n"t* fr.*..o ru,.,

] Environment and Conservancy

] adminisrration fees

t,-.-
I Iradtng Lrcenslng

Horpitrl and Public Health Services fees - .- +'1,

7 6.37'/o

I 3.21l'1, 6().i{'.1,=l
4u.84%,

56.77'/o

2.S0,,{,

1

-----+
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Mandera

Advertising and Sign Board fees l.4lYo 0.87% 2.47/o r.58% 8t.16%

Property Rates 16.73% 27.60% 34.2(\% 26.t8% 26.18%

Agricultural transportation fees 29.35% 24.72%

27.02%

l6.tllVo 23.62Vo 49.8U/o

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.37% 24.00% 17.13Yo 66.93%

Trading Licensing 11.16%

26.96%

10.26% 9.64% r0.35% 77.28%

Adminisrrative fees and charges 0.0(I% 0.0()% 8.97:/o 86.27%

Counry Housing Rent 15.43% 4.52% 4.OWo 8.02% 94.28%

Marsabit Agricultural transportation Fees 3r.t3% t9.43% 14.27tXt 21.671/o 2t.61%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 2.58% 49.38% 18.88% 40.41/o

Trading Licensing 17.04% 18.7u% 6.78% 14.2{',t/o 54.61/o

Natural Resource Tiansportation fees 7.93% 3.74% 6.9ff/o 67.51/o

Property Rates 5.96% 4.ruyo 3.73% 4.86% 66.45%

Counry Housing Rent 3.96/o 3.74/o 3.56% 3.75% 70.2tr/o

Market Trade Cente r fees

Liquor Licensing Fees

2.73% 2.27% t.48% 2.16% 72.36%

2.26/o 2.87/o 0.03% r.73% 74.0T/o

Building Plan Approvals fees

Hospital and Public Health Services Fees

0.02% 0.19./o 0.38% 0.20% 7 4.21/o

Meru 30.46% 29.13% 31.13% 30.24% 30.24%

Trading Licensing 22.60%) 24.53% 17.43% 21.52yo1 5r.76%

Parking Fees rt.t6% t0.41% 12.63% 17.4A/o 63.r6%

Agricultural transportation Fees 7.88%, 9.14% 11.60% 9.54% 72.7(W

Property Rates 9.15% 8.05% 5.82% 7.6Wo 80.37Yo

Market Trade Center fces 6.40% 5.r2% 6.56% 6.2'|/o

Migori Hospital and Public Health Services fees 16.15% 27.46% 31.22% 24.94Yo 24.94%

Vehicle parking fees 20.50% 19.28% 17.7|/o t9.r,/yo 44.13%

Trading Licensing 22.98% 19.3lYo 15.23Yo 19.t7%

cultural trans rtation lees 11.7Wo

Market Trade Center fecs l4.38Yo

11.37Yo 15.77% 12.94% 76.25%

12.tWo 8.5(}/o 11.66% 87.92%

Advertising and Sign Board fees 4.84% 3.65% 3.48% 3.9A/o 91.)1'/o

Mombasa Properry Rates 23.63Yo 29.1A/o t6.26% 23.0A/o 23.OWo

Administrative fees and charges 24.46% 78.77/o 23.26% 22.16% 45.16%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 13.65% 19.10% 23.98/o 18.91% (,4.07%

Trading Licensing 15.80/o 13.95% 13.62% r4.46% 78.52%

Vehicle parking fees 14.8Wo 12.15/o t5.7r% r4.25% 92.77%

r@lk; 6*.or.-*r,

l.rr(,rt'\

4.67Yo

9.04Yo

86.66%

63.31%
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Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

3.3r% 2.98% 3.1[i,x, 3.16% )5.93/o

Murang'a Hospital and Public Health Se rvices Fees t9.64% 25.34% 28.95% 24.64/o 24.64%

Trading Licensing 30.07% 18.08% 17.86% 22.0A/o 46.65Yo

Property Rates 18.75% 19.06% 19.63% 19.t4% 65.7Wo

Vehicle parking Fees 7.60/o 7.75% 7 .61/o 7.68% 73.47%

Marke t Trade Center lees 5.63% 7.2r% 7.63% 6.82% tlO.21/o

Agricultural transportation ftes ).61% 2.81/o t.25% 4.58% r,r4.88%

Nairobi Ciw Property Rates 20.25% 23.45Yo 2r.88% 2t.86% 2r.86%

Trading Licensing 17.74% 41.43%

18.72Yo 16.36% 1734%

11.03%

17.47Yo

Administrative fees and charges 1ll.tt2lo t4.)vy. 14.95% 73.85%

Counry Housing Re nt 4.30% 8.1 1% 6.04% 79.88%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 3.59i',o 8.11% 5.34% 85.22'X,

Nakuru Administrative fees and charges 31.57/o 44.41/o 42.6A/o

13.34%

42.6Wu

Trading Licensing 15.23Yo 14.11% 10.67% 55.)3%

15.32Yo rr.75% 8.90% 1l.9Wo 67.92Yo

Vehicle parking Fees I 1.38% ,.62% 10.38% 10.46% 78.38%

Environment and Conservancy

administration Fees

0.24%

0.79%

7.74% 5.35% 83.73%

County Housing Rent 4.55% 3.)2% 3.09% ti(,.ti2%

Nandi Hospital and Public Health Services fees 34.63% 36.99./u

t3.66% 16.1).,%

48.94%

t2.6ty,

40.11/o 40.11/o

Trading Licensing 14.t3% 54.3\%

Vehicle parting Fees

Property Rates

17.27Yo ro.6vv.l 9.25%

9.2r% 7.84%

12.40% 66.71%

4.96% 7.34%

4s3%

74.05%

Market Trade Center lees

Agricultural transporration fees

5.rr%

5.33,X,

4.13%

3.83%

78.88%

4.57% 4.58% 81.46%

Narok Game Reserve Fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Tradi ln8

Property Rates

93.33% 86.44% 92.4A)/o

2.12% 3.03% 3.88%

r.57% 0.82'Xt

t.o7% 0.60% t.0ti%

90.72% 90.72%

93.73%3.0r%

1.31/o

0.92%

95.t2%

)6.03%

Market Trade Center fees

0.41% 0.42%

0.27'/o

0.52%

0.23%

0.45%

0.26%

96.48%

96.74%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Property Rates

22.36%

19.91)/o

43.48%

12.2)%

57.6r% 4t.15%

13.53%

4r.t5%

54.68%8.30%

9.41% 11.01% 65.61/.

E
Trading Licensing

6**.o"ort

Vehicle parking fee

Property Rates

23.22Y"1 t7.76Yo 19.57%

r!2qr]

I r.roqo 
I I

4.33Yo

-al-

L
l- ----------t-

I r*;r

I

Vehiclc parking fees

5.25%

F
-I t.76%

I
(GD)

k;}

;,

-T

L
t
t pe4%f 2.6sy:I
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13.08% 8.04% 7.70% 9.6t% 75.21/o

Market Trade Center fees 9.96% 6.11/o 4.88% 7.0r% 82.34/o

Agricultural transportation Fees 4.87% 3.68% 3.64% 4.06% 1 86.37Yo

Nyandarua Hospital and Public Health Services fees 26.22% 30.88% 35.83% 30.98% 30.98%

Trading Licensing 25.88% 21.81% 21.23/o 22.98% 53.95%

Agricultural transportation fees 12.9r% t2.36% I 1.08/o 72.l2Yo 66.O7Yo

Vehicle parking fees 5.).4% 6.18% 5.51% 5.6r% 7t.68%

Property Rates 7.20Yo 4.37% 5.14/o 76.82%

Administrative fees and charges 15.21% 0.00% 5.07% 81.899/0

33.6WuHospital and Public Health Services fees 36.44% 24.3Wo 33.6I/u

Vchicle parking fees

Trading Licensing

15.64% 
|

13.10% 46.7T/o

13.50% rr.74% 12.17% t2.27% 59.06%

Property Rates

Administrative fees and charges

8.)6% 8.04% 7.95% 8.32%

7.37%

67.38%

8.68% 74.75%

Liquor Licensing Fees 5.63%,' 5.50% 5.88% 5.67% 8032%

73.77Yo 67.63%Samburu Game Reserve fees 68.4//o 60.62%

Property Rates 4.85% 5.53% 6.35% 5.58% 73.2lYo

Trading Licensing 5.6A/o 2.62% 3.43% 3.8Wo 77.0//o

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 4.12%

2.92Yo

3.42Yo 1.36% 2.97% IJ0.06%

Agricultural transportation fees 2.t7Yo 2.65% 2.58% 82.64%

I (,3% 0.3rj% 0.51%

46.93%

0.n4% 83.48%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 30.72Yo 36.23% 37.96Yo 37.96%

25.3r%, 22.28% 14.20% 20.60% 58.56%

17.84/o 12.OWo t4.r4Yo 72.69!n

Vehicle parking fees 9.82% 8.87% 7.58% 8.76% 8I.45%

Agricultural transportation fees 3.13% 4.00% 2.6!/o 3.28% 84.73%

County Housing Rent

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

3.4D/o 4.78% 1.00% 3.jvy.

34.36%

87.82%

35.43/o 34.98Yo 32.65% 34.36Yo

Natural Resource Transportation fees l8.6tt%

Tradi n Licensin l8.0tt%

Administrative fees and charges 0.80%

Marker Trade Center fees

I
,')

ti6% 17.56% t6.37<X, 50.72%

66.95%10.82% 19.79/o

15.52% t1.96,N, 9.43%

7.84%

4.26% 5.13%

21.60%

76.38%,

84.22%7.38%

6.97% 4.r5% 89.35%

19.rr%Taita'Iaveta

Vchicle king fees

19.1r%

tr
t@-,,

%;

culrural transportation Fees
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Vehicle parking fees

3.85%

Nyeri

i
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0.007o
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| 40.26%)
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17.78/o, 11.896
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, Liquor Licensing frcs

. I liirdingl Licensing

Marke t liadr Ccnrer fees -r4
1-

Tharake
Nithi

-yryr[-"4
-I

Lr.snxI
1-_________-t----------------

B.ory,l v.6s%l



County Revenue Stream
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Administrative fees and charges 13.24% 20.62Yo 23.t8% t9.01% 38.12%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 17.\Wo 14.45/o r6.8t% 54.93%

Trading Licensing 14.36% 14.9'lyo ,.76% 13.00%

Market Trade Center fees 6.85/n 11.8(M 8.84% 9.l6Yo

Properry Rates 13.2Wo 6.52% 6A5% 8.72% 85.82%

Tlna River Agricultural transportation fees 56.57/o 211.9(Vo 31.43% 38.9n6 38.97Yn

Trading Licensing 34.53% 24.48% 12.57% 23.86'X,

Naturd Resource Transportation fees 0.00% 3r.58% 22.t5% 17.91Yo 80.74%

Properry Rates 1.06% 3.2Wo I I.00% 5.12% 8t.85%

Counry Housing Rent

Vehicle parking fees

0.00% 0.00% t5.24% 5.08%

3.71/o 4.94% 1.90% 3.55% )4.48%

Tians-Nzoia Hospital and Public Health Services Fees 27.35%

23.77%

42.25Yo 48.88% 39.4D',o 39.4t/u

Trading Licensing 18.47% 13.31/o 18.54% 58.04%

Vehicle parking fees 10.00/o rr.15% 17.rt% 12.76% 70.7U/"

Property Rates rt.70% r(\.62% 6.25% ).52% 80.32%

Agricultural transportation fees

5.32%

5.53%

4.35%

5.6I/o 7.15/o 87.47%

Market Tradc Center fecs 3.38% 4.35% 91.82%

Agricultural transportation fees

Trading Licensing

26.05%

16.87%

24.92/o

20.13%

39.43%

21.1'//o

30.13% 30.13%

o.53'X,7).40%

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Natural Resource Transportation fees

2.28%

20.78%

2t.06% 10.93%

0.00%

tt.43Yo 60.95Yo

72.t0%12.65% r1.r4%

Property Rates

Parking lees

7.91Yo

8.52y,

9.30% 9.23Yo n.81%

86.42'X,5.77Yo 5.5r%

Uasin Gishu Vehicle parking fees

liading Licensing

21.28%

24.62%

25.52Yo

1.8.52%

25.t7%

21.6A/o

25.r7%

46.77Xt21.65/o

Properry Rates

Hospital and Public Health Services Fees

13.08%

8.38%

13.36%

8.57%t

13.45%

7.r5%

13.30% 60.06%

8.03% 
]

68.10%

Agricultural transportation lees

7.32Yo

5.64%

6.96Yo 7.26%

7.67%

7.t8% 75.28%

8t.7 t /o5.98% 6.43%

Yihiga Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Vehicle parking fees

23.11,N, 25.llYo

24.04%

30.4T/o

20.93%

26.24%

22.6t%

26.24%

22.87%t 48.85'N,

0.04% 10.91%

7.68%

17.75Yo

9.46%

67.94%

liadi Licensing 58.4t%

67.28%

t@l

k-ili

Market Tradc Ce nter fee s 9A5%

6+,***n"*,
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77.|Wo

62.83%

90.93/o I_l

t0.24%

l'l'urkana
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80.91%I

Advertising and Sign Board fees
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9.56%,
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Revenue Stream
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Agricultura.l rransportation fees t0.23% r.05% 1.08% 4.r2% 7l.4Wo

Property Rates 2.64% 2.87/o 4.83% 3.45% 74.85Yo

Building Plan Approvals fees 4.23% 1.38% 2.37Yo 2.66% 77.51%

Adverrising and Sign Board fees 0.2D'o 3.26Yo 2.62% 2.06% 79.57%

2.33% r.77% 1.28% 1.79/o 8r.36%

Natural Resource Transportation Fees 100.0% 2.52Yo 7.82% 36.78% 36.78%

0.00/u t7.55% 27.94/o 13.l6Yo 49.94%

Agricultural transportation fees 0.00% 20.97% 9.3Wn t0.12% 6lt.O6Vo

Technical services fees 0.00% 23.32Yo 0.00/o 7.7Wo 67 .83Yo

Property Rates 0.35% 0.82% 68.65%

Administrative fees and charges 0.00% 0.00% 1.76/o 0.5A/o 69.24Yo

Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.00% 0.56% 0.06% 0.2t% 69.44%

Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

0.00%

tr.,)yy"

0.09/o

t9.4'M

0.007n o.o3% 69.47Yo

Wcst Pokot 40.80/o 24.1A/o 24.1A/o

25.4lYo 17.2Wo

8.2A/.

2t.61%

1.6.06%

13.95% t2.t(vo 73.88Yo

78.45%8.17% 4.58%

Naturd Resource Transportation fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Tiading Licensing

Property Rates

Vehicle parking fees

2.51% 3.05%

2.56% 4.02/o 82.48%

r(@)

k*l €+. *" "*n*-,

County Housing Rent

Wajir

Trading Licensing

0.00/o 2.l2Yo

22.24% 45.71/o

6l.77YoI 30.08% I 9.9Wo
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Table A2: OSR streams categorized as 'Others' across counties

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Baringo Marigat AMS

Koibatek ATC

Bomet Profits and dividends

Other local Ievies

Other miscellaneous

Busia AMS-Busia

Busia Hills water supply

Busijo water supply

Butula water supply

Munana water supply

Bungoma Other miscellaneous rece ipts

Sale ofcouncil assets

Other education related receipts

Other miscellaneous reyenue

Water supply administration

Other cducation relared fees

Animal stock auction fees

Tiade applications fees

Clearance Fees

Hides and skins

Promotion,/advert

'Iiade

VSD Funds

Youth afhirs and sports

Agriculture

'fourisr:r

Recoveries

Other fees and charges

Enrbu Hospital fees and Public Health Services

Fines ,penalries, and forfeitures

Garissa

liactor hire

Stand premium

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Hospital lees and Public Health Services

Public health facilities operations

Slaughterhouse administration

Homabav Stock auction fees

Landing fees

Administration certifi cation fees

Noise pollution

Hire of equipment

Water supply administration

Weights and measures fees

Missing revenue stream

Isiolo \(ater supply

Branding

Weight and measures

'fransfer and approvals

Clearance

Miscellaneous charges

Miscellaneous receipt

Public works

Livestock auction

Miraa export

Kajiado Other local levies

Other miscellaneous receipts

Education related receipts

Other revenue not classified anywhere

Other local receipts

Ilukura A I(l

Farm inputs

(@r

%; 6, *o".o r**n*o*

(, rl' \l

l
I

l

I Miscellaneous income

-l

---.]

I

r-lElgeyo 
]

Marakwet I

t
I

t
t- l

I __t I

Kakamega Interest/dividends 
I

l
il
IOther receipts classified elsewhere 

1



County Streams Categorized as others

Sugar fund receipts

Other miscellaneous receiptsKericho

Pro6t and dividends

Other education related receipts

Profits and dividends

Kilifi

Kianrbu Agriculrure , livestock, and fisheries

Other local levies

Other miscellaneous receipts

Grader

Water supply administration

Kirinyaga Other miscellaneous receipts

Sale oF incidental goods

Local levies

Kisii PIot transler fees

Quarry extraction fee

Kisurnu Orher education related reccipts

Admin Fees

Kitui

Laikipia

Lalnu

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Hides and skin

Council vehicle hire

Fisheries License

Plot subdivision

Sign board

Tiactor services

Advertisement

Training centers

Sale offlowers, plants, and 6rewood

Salarv commission

!flater distillation plant

Machakos Miscellaneous revenue

Various fees

Other local fees

Machakos noise pollution

Motorcycle registration

House loan repayment

Agriculture farm
Fire compliance fee

Agricultural Training Ce nter

Devolved f unctions revenue

Agriculture goods

Education related receipts

Miscellaneous receipts

Encroachnrent ftes

Fund raising event- donations

Sale oFflowers, plants, and firewood

Miscellaneous income

Salary rclunds

'lourism

Social services

Firefighting /Ambulance management

Not reporting any streams unde r the
"Other" category

Mandcra Water supply admin

Agriculture mechanization services

'fender and quantity survey fees

Others

Missing figure

Makueni

@
ft*

Marsabit Scrap metal

ff*-*o***n*o*

()rrrr\

-l

-11-

I No,..por,ing.ny streams under the

| 'Othe." cat.go.y

t

=

Receipts not classified elsewhere 
I

| *"ter supply administration 
I

I I Interest received
Miscellaneous income

lmpounding charges llIt--

l

L---------------

t r
, 

l\{cter rent

. 
Insurance clailns

-1 r-



County Streams Categorized as others

Cemcnt

Miscellaneous charges

AMS

Water Bill

Sale of tender documents

Weights and measures

Livestock lees

Meru Other miscellaneous receipts

Karugu ATC

AMS Matunguu

Local levies

Samburu Public works charges

Mararal Camel Derby

Sale of motor vehicle

Hide and skins

AMS

Hawker fees

Weight and measures

Dircct debits

Kwale Unbanked CRF

Migori Agriculture

Burial permits

'liadc

Sale oftender assets

Entry/exit Fees at Isibania border

Transport on land

Fisheries

Fuel LEVY

Other education related receipts

Weight and measures

Mombasa Other education related fees

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Other miscellaneous receipts

Education related revenues

Mariira Farm

Coop audit

Wate r supply admin

Livestock

Weights and measures

Others

Fire fighting

Nairobi City Other krcal levies

Other miscellaneous

Insurance claims

Other revenues from 6nancial asset loans

Donations

Long-term loans

Education rclated fccs

school lees

Other education related fecs

Other education revenues

Missing figures

Nakuru Fund raising events

Other education related receiprs

Water supply admin

Missing figure

Various fees/ miscellaneous income

Nandi Miscellaneous

Kiborgok tea proceeds

ATC-Kaimosi

Narok Miscellaneous receipts

Miscellaneous income

Nvemira Other local levies

Imprest recoveries

Water supply admin

Nvandarua
Murangh

(6D)

6i

Sclf-help group
Grants

@ *moa^**-n

( 1{ ,.11, \111111

E
=

tI--l
l

Physical planning, surveys, and public
works

l

l

l



Counry Streams Categorized as others

Other education related receipts

Other miscellaneous

Ilfater supply admin

Canle dips

Groups renewal

Hire of machines

Sub-division ofIand

Plan inspection fees

Site indication

Change ofuser

Change ofbusiness

Dev-PPA forms

Clearance certi6cates

Weights & measures

Water fee

G rave fee

Survey fees

Hire of water tanker

C.O.T

Lease extension

Betting

Compliance certificate

Search fees

ATC

Cooperative audit

Fisheries

Motorcycle mortgage fees

Fertilizer -subsidized

Miscellaneous

Fire certificate

Logging fees

Physical planning

Project management

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Nye ri School ftes

Other miscellaneous revenue

Agricultural produce/ sale of agricultural
goods

Other receipts

Siaya Grants

Reserve funds

Other miscellaneous

Other local levies

Grader

Agricultural income

Approvals

Education related fees

Weighta and measures

Physical planning

Fire inspection

School fees

Miscellaneous

Cattle auction

Receipts classifi ed elsewhere

'Ilita Taveta Other local lcvies

Water supply administration

Tlna River Receipts from sale oflncidental goods

Other miscellaneous receipts

Tharaka
Nithi

Nurserv school fees

Mt. Kenya Tourism Lodge

Coop Audit

Veterinary fees

Weights and Measures

Trans-Nzoia Cemetery charges

Audit cooperatives

@t*

Way leave charges

€, *o.- t^**o*rt

( )i! n :i()urcc l(evcrtrre l',,t, r,t r.rl f,l I.rr (,.rr, \tLr I

-i

I
_l

r
Trade income
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County Streams Categorized as others

Livestock auction

Amusement permits

Fire Inspection

Noise control pollution

Tiee harvesting permit

Temporary occuparion license

Weights and measures Fees

Agricultural mechanization

Plot sub-division

Survey fees

Turkana Other miscellaneous receipts

Other education related receipts

Fundraising events

Local levies

Uasin Gishu Warer supply admin

Miscellaneous

FertilizerVihiga

Sale of tender documenrs

Plans inspection Fees

Countv Streams Categorized as others

Weights and measures

Way leave

Search fees

Renovation fees

Group registration

Miscellaneous income,/receipts

Inspection of buildings

Land boundary disputes

Noise emission

Water supply admin Fees

Licenses

Vihiga FM receipts

Wajir TransFer from reserve Funds

Local levies

Medium term loans

School fees

Other education related receipts

'West Pokot Miscellaneous income

Other miscellaneous receipts

@
9,,.Ch Gr****n*r,

( )n'n S.rrrr.c l{er<r
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APPENDIX B - S]AKEHOI-,DI:II
ENGAGEM ENT ST'IIA I'I]G Y

Teble Bl: Stakeholder engegement results

Level ofengagement
Number of

counties
Counties

Completed round I and

2, and shared requested

documentation

Baringo, Garissa, Isiolo, Kakamega, Kericho, Kitui, Kwale , Lamu,
21 Machakos, Makueni, Meru, Nairobi Ciry Nandi, Nyamira,

Nyandarua, Nyeri, Siaya, TaitalTaveta, Trans Nzoia, Vihiga, Wajir

Completed round I and 2, but
did not shre documentation

5 Kili6, Murang'a, Thna River, West Pokot, Uasin Gishu

Completed round 1

Bomet, Bungoma, Elgeyo/Marakwet, Embu, Kiambu, Kirinyaga, Kisii,
l5 Kisumu, Laikipia, Mandera, Marsabit, Mombasa, Nakuru, Narok,

Turkana

No response 6 Busia, Homabay, Kajiado, Migori, Samburu, Tharaka-Nithi

@9a* @toonmnrmar
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Figure B1: County Governments representation during the validation workshop
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APPENDIX D _ DETAILED
COUNTY-LEVEL FINDINGS

Table Dl: Actual revenues & potential revenue €stimates, Kshs. million - Baringo (rural)

I)roperty Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

12.1

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

+ -\. /

Top-Down
Revenue Potentid

30.8

Building PIan Approvals Fees

Trading Licensing 32.6

10.2

207.6

40.9

769.3

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

r 5.3

35.0

27.1

ll

Parking fees

Agricultural transportarion fees 36.4

43.3

84.3

56.8

15r.7

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

125.8

43.0

626.6

tt7.7

849.0

878.4

Naturd Resource Transponadon Fees

Environment and Conservancy

administration lees

31.0

64.6

3.0

462.7

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

71.5 637.9

4t.3

1,o73.9

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

6.0

35.4

-Ibtal
321.4 2,000.0 3,744.9
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Property Rates

Actual collections of
rev€nucs

4ti.5

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

48.5

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

33.6

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 33.4

61.0

99.2

25.0

35.4

244.5

62.8

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

34.4

1.3

Parking ftes

Agricultural transportation fees

10.0

19.5

16.1

238.0

16.4

428.2

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Cenrre lees

81.2

4.2

1,154.3

t49.2

1,563.9

3,t42.4

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

153.5

73.7

r4.7

395.7

2,216.7 5,937.9

Table D2: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Bomet (rural)

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative fees and cha

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

196.8

Table D3: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Bungoma (rural)

Total 670.5

124.7

459.0

5,9r0.1

I

Actual collections of Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

123.3

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

tt(,. tt

revenues

Property Rates 22 2

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 92.1

31.4

283.7

125.9

201.2

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

4. tt 49.4

t8.4

75.9

0.7

Parking ftes

Agricultural rransportation fees

64.0

17.9

109.3

255.1

421.9

15 5.1

Hospital rnd Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Ce ntre fees

364.0

35.8

57r.6

3,502.8

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environme nt and Conservancy

administretion fees

I I 0

74.3

129.3

7.1

754.3

Game Rescrve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 38.2 llt.3

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

7.1

r3.3

t6.3

9t.5

1,874.3

t@.r6

I I

I

'Ibtal

82.2)

12.0 
|

70.5

----------f

T
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Table D4: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Busia (rural)

Table D5: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Elgeyo_Marakwet (rural)

Property Rates

ActuaI collections
of revenues

2.8

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

91.0

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

64.0

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

44.6

183.3

178.5

92.7

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board Fees

4.0

5.5

I I 9 13.1

1.333.1

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

43.0

35.9

65.4

92.0

53.2

t65.5

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

53.4

r6.2

958.4

160.8

r,298.6

1,309.8

Naturd Resource Transportadon fees

Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

72.9

78.2

7.0

364.4

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 4tt.9

Fines, Penalties and Forfeirures

Technical Services fees

7.t

4r.9

Total 205.9 1,889.6 3,548. r

Property Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

3.tl

Deterministic Frontier
Andysis Revenue Potential

42.0

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

29.6

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

0.03

11.6

6.0

32.6

24.0

23.7

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board Fees

t.6 J.O

4.8

5.7

0.2

Parking Fees

Agricultural transportation fees

11.8

224.0

r 3.8

403.1

Hospital and Public Health Se rvices fees

Market Trade Centre Fees

Natural Resource Tiansponation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

52.4

7.0

343.8

r23.3

465.8

2,444.9

1.0

120.0

40.0

11.5

240.2

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charge s 63.0

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

0.4 9.2

54.t

I,O78.2Total 105.9 3,662.5

e
t@.r

%; ff,- *t r,*n**,

( )rrr \,'Ltr,r I{r ,.. ( ,,I) \,

4.0

4t.r

4.3

23.7
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Property Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

Actual collections
ofrevenues

14.4

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

91.3

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

64.3

7.7

8t.4

67.6

177.5

270.9

151.2

Liquor Licensing Fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees t7.4

29.1

t29.5

53.7

5.0

Parking fees

Agriculrural ransportation fees

28.4

6t.1

43.6

t20.7

59.8

217.7

Hospital and Public Health Services Fees

Marke t Tiade Centre fees

1.3

24.4

430.8

82.9

583.7

885.2

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

56.2

70.7

5.4

538.9

Game Rcserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Pendties and Forfeitures

Technicd Services fees

82.9

0.6 t2.l

7t.l

Total 236.7 2,835.2

Table D6: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Embu (rural)

Table D7: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Garissa (rural)

Parking fces

Agricultural transportation fees

Natural Resource Transportation Fees

Environmcnr and Conservancy administration Fees

Game Rcscrve Fees

Administradve fees and charges

I1.5

27.7

tr

Actual collections
ofrevenues

22.iProperty Rates

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

t0.5

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

35.6

Building Plan Approvals Fees

Tiading Licensing t2.l

12.0

28.7

48.0

18.7

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

0.7

208.5

1.0

8.0

I1.0

tzt.2

51.8

126.8

93.2

Hospitd and Public Health Services Fees

Market Trade Centre Fees

8.4

6.4

8.4

89.0

137.0

31.4

407 .9

1.5

r3.1

t67.3

32.3

Fines, Pendties and Forfeitures

Technical Services Fees

11.5

1.9

9r9.5Total 75.4

@
%*

810.6

€r**r-*o-,,
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Table D8: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Homa Bay (rural)

105.5

t04.2

Game Reserve Fees

Administrarive lees and charges

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

0.6

Total I 66.0

Table D9: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimetes, Kshs. million - Isiolo (rural)

(,5.8

9.6

56.4

Property Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

20.2

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

22.5

15.2

21.9

7.7

34.4

72.2

12.4

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

l5.ti

60.9

18.8

14.4

1.3

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

0.4

6.0

2.6

0.ti

66.2

125.1

9.9

I3.8

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board Fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Se rvices fees

Market Trade Cenrre fees

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

Total

tt.2

-t-_t3.7 207.6

6u.9

99.7

22.4

2rJ1.3

0.9

692.O

75.9"

100.6

66.2

14.3

2.1

12.3

Property Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

2.4

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

79.6

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

1.8

20.7

13.8

365.2

55.3

276.3

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

72.5

202.2

I18.9

7.7

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

65.0

150.3

79.r

270.4

Hospital and Public Health Se rvices Fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

82.6

24.0

460.5

t06.7

623.9

t,4t9.6

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

2.5

0.2

10.1

763.3

3,680.6

(@,r, a
581.5

6**r*o,,

(,.rr, \t

I
-.l
0.r 

I

t).7

11.5

I

------f-----
1,857.41
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Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

6u2.0Properry Rates

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

4u0.2

299.9

694.3

Buitding Plan Approvals fees

Tiading Licensing

Advertisi and Sign Board fees

Liquor Licensing fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

45.5

10.5

48.3

29.0

6,359.1

r,799.9

796.7

65.7

t,t76.9

Table DlO: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kaiiado (urban)

Actual collections
of revenues

46.4

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market tade Centre fees

Naturd Resource Transportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

l)rrr Ratcs

Building Plan Approvals Fees

Trading Licensing

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation Fees

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centrc iecs

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy

adnrinistration Fees

Game Reserve fees

Administracive fees and charges

Fines, Penalties and Forleitures

Technical Services fees

Actual collections
of revenues

74.9

628.7

109.r

r,020.7

357.8

60.7

r,328.4

148.3

687.7

113.0

til.0

I 1.8

96.7

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

213.2

19.5

1,252.5

83.5

2,665.3

106.5

24t.7

385.2

151.9

356.7

t69.)

1 15.2

r6.8

98.9

26t.3

39.1

635.9

t09.2

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

150.1

77.9

863.1

t24.7

102.1

118.1

434.8

86.4

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

'fotal 544.5

Table Dll: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimetes, Kshs, million - Kakemega (rural)

2.7

96.7

I
23.8

t4.6

,!)
20.5 

i

3

6

2.t

0.5

+

{
52

37.5

36 52r.)

3,249.r

34.1

l,055.0

639.8 6,73r.O

t@.rk; a
5,876.8

Cr,*"o.o"o.r,

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

'fotal

T
t79.2

--+

llqd
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Property Rates

Actual
collections of

revenues

60.8

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

114.8

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

u0.u

Building PIan Approvals fees

'Iradin g Licensing 52.8

26.8

353.7

107.4

263.6

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

93.r

204.3

150.4

7.8

Parking fees

Agricultural rransportation Fees

34.t

6.0

53.8

217 .9

64.5

392.1

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

178.4

24.8

589.1

148.9

798.2

2,871.1

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy adminisrration
fees

4.2

6.7

36.2

87.9

3.5

565.6

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 24.5 8li.7

0.5

12.7

405.5

13.0

76.t
'Ibtal

2,104.2

Table D12: Actual reyenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kericho (rural)

Table Dl3: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs, million - Kiambu (urban)

190.3

3,432.0

)80.7

254.3

Total

5t7.8

131.5

tr

Top-Down
Revenue Potentid

809.2

23t.)

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

I, f.i9.3249.7

'lradin Licensin

I) Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Actual
collections of

revenues

475.8

1,009.7

r,906.2

1,267.1

1.6

Adve rtisin and Si Board Fees

Liquor Licensing fees

226.r

99.trtation fees

Parking fees

cultural trans

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre lees

1,980.3

457.;

2,505.7

1,235.3

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conse rvancy administration
fees

1,018.6

23.3

11.4

45.0

97.1

3,042.9

t,849.3

54.9

I,Ot7.3

264.3

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and ch

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

297.9

285.5

43.6

285.5

2,192.1 13,950.8

@
%*

11,304.6

€r **" r,.n"oro

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees I _ 5,305.0l

I
-l_-t-



Property Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

r54.6

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue

Potential

266.3

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

r87.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

11.8

60.1

12.3

277.1

49.2

255.4

Liquor Licensing fees

Advenising and Sign Board fees 20.6

44.r

I 11.3

88.1

4.3

Parking fees

Agriculturd transportation fees

27.7

218.8

226.4

218.8

335.8

227.r

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Cenrre fees

68.9

10.0

288.5

61.8

390.9

690.8

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

824.8

t35.9

78.8

t,078.5

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges I 13.0 113.0

Fines, Penalties and Forfeirures

Technical Services fees

16.1

94.3

Total 685.5 2,690.7 3,386.4

Table D14: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kilifi (rural)

Table Dl5: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kirinyaga (rural)

c

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

23.6

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentiel

t22.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing u 3.6

3.8

r59.4

Liquor Licensing fees 29.0

39.8Advertisin and Sign Board fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

20.8

5.9

78.3

172.5

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

135. r

31.8

1,072.7

52.4

Naturd Resource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees 7.7

352.5

87.3

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

86.3

15.4

156.4

6r.8

1.5

123.6

310.3

t,452.7

800.0

33.7

784.9

Game Reserve fees

Adminisrrative Fees and charges

4.4

70.1

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

10.3

60.2

Total 312.9

@
ft* G*. *o*o **u"ort
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Top-Down Revenue
Potential

10:.I

Actual collections
ofrevenues

10.2

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

1i2.2

37.3

268.1

r49.4

190.0

Advertisi and Sign Board fees

Liquor Licensing fees 7t.2

54.3

r9.0

68.5

6.0

30.2

99.3

445.9

Parking Fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees 5 8.4

180.9

9t.2

8.3

91.2

247.8

722.9

t07.6

979.5

2,359.2

2,r90.6 5,r93.8

Table Dl6: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs, million - Kisii (rural)

Properry Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

Natural Resource Transportation fees 0.2

Total 472.9

Table DlZ Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs, million - Kisumu (rural)

Natural Resource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancv adnrinistration fecs

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penalties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

'fotal

0.0

1.'

72.8

101.6

r2r.3

107.3

15.7

92.r

404.7

r23.9

r34.3

9.7

742.2

536.6

1,020.3

3tt 6

1,2t9.7

6,667.2

I

Actual collections
of revenues

103.3

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

326.5

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

229.9

94.6

1,083.7

378.8

1,t76.8

465.3

950.9

u2.8

207.5

141.9

Pro rty Ratcs

4[i.9

197.6

24,822.6

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board lees

Building Plan Approvals Fees

Trading Licensing

r22.5

3.4

253.4

115.3

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Cenrre fees

183.3

50.2

396.0

99.9

@t*

19.6

115.2
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Table Dl8: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kitui (rural)

Property Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Si n Board fles

Prrking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospitd and Public Health Services Fees

Market Trade Cenrre fees

49.4

8.9

tt.2

97.2

I8.6

2.5

t2.5

18.1

85.5

72.5

58.7

16.0

1.6

Top-Down Revenue
Potentiel

87.8

34.3

249.9

899.7

1,037.7

15.2

557.2

3,OtO.7

240.4

609.0

205.1

459.0

15.0

11.8

31.0

138.9

10.8

42.6

664.0

84.4

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges

Fines, Penaldes and Forfeitures

Technical Services Fees

Narural Resource Transponation fees

Environment and Conservancy adminisrration fees

Game Rescrve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Pendties and For€eitures

Technical Services fees

Total

159.3

96.6

73.4

to.7

63.0

244.4 1,603.1

Table Dl9: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kwale (rural)

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

139. I

Advertisin and Si Board Fees 14.tt

Parking Fces

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

13.0

8.5

82.4

6.8

t6.6

12.1

72.7

tt7.j
177.4

58.6

2,147.4

77.9

0

Actud collections
of revenues

t7.3 124.7

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

)7 '9Proper Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Actud collections
ofrevenues

47.1

1.8

56.4

101.9

82.7

63.2

7.0

2,165.O3,271.9

9.4

55.3

@t*

259.5

€I,**t^r,.n-rt
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Teble D2O: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Laikipia (rural)

Table D21: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Lamu (rural)

Property Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

83.0

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

96.3

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

(,7.ti

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 85.3

47.2

t33.2

28.6

95.2

189.0

1 10.1

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

8.2 5r.3

3.6

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

63.3

23.9

73.2

76.3

y7.3

r37.3

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

304.7

10.6

494.0

t27.0

669.3

858.1

Narurd Resource Tiansponation fees

Environmenr and Conservancy administration Fees 86. t

28.6

86.1

2.7

408.1

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 22.3 5l .0

Fines, Pendties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

0.6

26.7

7.5

43.8

'fotal 714.8 1,388.0 2,594.7

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

li.6

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potentiel

46.7

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

32')

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 16.0

0.9

55.3

3.4

54.3

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board Fees 2.7

17.9

65.3

38.1

2.5

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees 1.1 27.3

74.0

62.3

49.1

8.7

t.8

100.2

150.5

Natural Resource tansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

t.7 31.r

14.9

3.0

151.4

Geme Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penddes and Forfeirures

Technical Services Fees

t7.7

2.6

15.2

Total 43.6 431.0 585.4

o@
ft*, €, *o*-" r.*nro*
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Property Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

4r6.7

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

416.7

Top-Down Revenue
Potentid

220.9

Building Plan Approvals fees

Tiading Licensing

149.4

185.5

149.4

r,696.0

554.2

t,780.2

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

35. r

35.5

356.9

2,029.0

8r2.3

77.7

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

83.7

10.9

238.O

t47.8

402.0

266.0

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre Fees

672.6

87.724 0

81.6 91t.4

7,147.2

Narurd Resource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

4r3.3

284.1

227.8

r,302.9

Game Rcserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 168.r1

74.1

181.0

Ta.ble D22: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Machakos (rural)

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technicd Services fees

Properry Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

Parking ftes

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Cenrre lees

Natural Resource Tiansportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve fees

Technical Services Fees

Total

24.7

18r.0

Total 1,914.9 8,838.2

Table D23: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Makueni (rural)

7,702.5

Actud collections
of revenues

7.8

t2.3

too.7

32.2

6.8

27.4

16.0

115.5

33.1

3.2

25.9

r33.6

TopDown
Revenue Potentid

t70.1

103.6

104.8

72.0

0.7

55.9

163.7

42.3

17.7

330.9

88.8

157.8

99.5

448.4

715.1

l5.l

690.7

59.ti

8.7

5r.3

2,540.r

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

241.6

@t*l

354.9 r,39r.3

€r**"*n"-t

2,385.4

284.t

()$n 9xrarr It'v(nuc l'rx<nrirl enrl-lir (irp Srudv

44.3

91.0

Administrative fees and



Table D24: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Mandera (rural)

Table D25: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimetes, Kshs. million - Marsabit (rural)

Property Rates

Actud collections
ofrevenues

26.1

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

47.4

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

,J.+

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

t.7

9.4

20.6

r33.2

82.4

67.8

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board lees

5.5

42.8

6.t

1.6

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

0.7

zo.3

t55.4

61.1

127.4

109.8

Hospital and Public Hedth Services Fees

Market Trade Centre Fees

18.6

1.1

18.6

92.4 499.4

Natural Resource Transponation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees

44.0

5t.4

4.2

253.0

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 3r.7

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

4.6

27.2

Total 78.0 7t6.1 I,185.2

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

5.4

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

36.2

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

2 i.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

0.3

t5.7

63.5

15.7

254.6

9.3

Liquor Licensing Fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

1.9 2.6

2.0

3.7

0.1

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation lees 23.7

6r.6

48.i

64.4

87.2

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre Fees

24.8

2.4

158.0

68.7

2t4.1

294.7

Natural Resource Transpomation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

7.7 17.8

24.6

t.7

t28.4

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 33.1

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

4.8

28.4

Total 81.8 565.6 r,083.8

t@-r

€-il1 6**n*o.,

()\r n S()ur.r R,:r crruc I\rrcntiel .rn.l T.rx ( i.rp SruJr

_T

l-



()\\,r Soutcc Rcvcrttrc I).,tenti.tl .tn.l I.rx (i.rp Studr

Table D26: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Meru (rural)

"Itble D27: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Migori (rural)

Property Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

46.6

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

267.9

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

18tt.6

Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 133. 1

38.r

580.6

r52.8

518.8

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

237.2

55.6

459.7

2.r

I)arking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

69.5

59.r

79.8

5 50.5

I14.8

990.4

d Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

184.7

38.3

51 1.0

:2.5

692.4

3,534.r

Naturd Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees 0.3

778.2

186.5

74.3

r,646.0

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative fees and charges 185.9

Fines, l)en alties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

r.5

18.2

27.2

159.5

Total 551.3 3,7rO.7 8,374.O

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

8.2

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

70. I

TopDown Revenue
Potentid

49.3

B Approvals fees

'Irading Liccnsing 56.2

6.9

303.2

27.7

1.99.6

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

3.8

tt.6

69.4

390.5

99.r

15.0

Parking fees

Agricultural ransportation fees

57.0

38.7

96.r

t37.r

101.8

246.6

Hospital and Public Health Services lees

Market Trade Centre fees

77.5

34.2

842.3

101.5

r,t4t.3

1,231.4

Narural Resource'Iiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees

4.5

0.1

1,489.9

104.1

r42.3

638.0

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges G5.2

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

'[!chnical Scrvices tces

0.9 9.5

s 5.9

'lbtal 3,741.8 t,892.O

@
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Actual collections
of revenues

779.1

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

1J70.5

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

6l 3.0

Building Plan Approvals fees

liading Licensing 481.7

320.5

609.2

1,284.3

887.2

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

73.8

1,335.8

233.O

51.2

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

47t.7 694.5

10.5

1,627.5

18.9

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre Fees

63r.0

51.7

631.0

58. r

420.4

54.2

Natural Resource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees 105.1

283.5

t67.4

27.1

2,t37.3

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 733.5 733.5

Fines, Penalties and Forfeirures

Technical Services fees

t7.4 36.8

2r5.9

1,271.2 6,O4t.r 7,348.O

Table D28: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Mombasa (urban)

Total

Table D29: Actual revenues & potential revenue €stimates, Kshs. million - Murangh (rural)

Total 6,066.7

Actud collections
of revenucs

108.7

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

I58.4

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

I I1.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Properry Rates

Trading Licensi

24.0

t20.2

62.9

r20.2

252.2

80.6

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

32.5

15.8

32.7

0.6

Parking fees

Agricultural rransportation fees

43.6

23.5

68.r

284.7

88.4

512.r

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

141.8

39.3

2,034.3

53.0

2,756.2

1,335.5

Naturd Rcsource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees 11.5

52.6

844.2I 28 7

55r.2

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 108.0 
I

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

15.8

92.7

3.9

6.5

cGD.t

t*t

567.8 3,726.3

6***oo,,

Properry Rates

()* n i'urc< Rcrcnuc l)rrtcntirl and 'Iil (irp Srudy

32.5

12.4
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Table D30: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nairobi City (urban)

Table D3l: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nakuru (rural)

Properry Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

2,068.7

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potentid

5,913.9

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

4.164.2

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 1,856.2

7,525.0

7,952.8

6,tt0.4

t5,827.1

Liquor Licensing fees

Advenising and Sign Board Fees

1,936.1

37,598.t

2,527.r

180.7

8,355.7

r,440.3

Parking fees

Agriculturd transportation Fees

1,658.3

180.7

8,093.1

23.5

Hospiu.l and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

496.3

93.8

6,183.9

93.8

8,378.6

52.7

Natural Resource Tiansponation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

q.3

4.5

186.8

676.2

17.8

t2,623.3

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 1,437.4

Fines, knalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees 334.4

zto.t

r,233.r

Total 6,733.3 67,655.2 65,086.7

Property Rates

Actuel collections
of revenues

2)9.1

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

56).5

TopDown Revenue
Potential

401.0

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 335.0

140.3

2,320.2

562.2

2,530.4

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

39.3 t44.5

4,799.5

341.8

183.9

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

261.2

19.3

601.8

352.7

1,056.1

634.6

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Ce ntre fees

64.9

56.6

905.8

t45.5

1,227.3

4,54t.3

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

201.6

t40.4

20t.6

265.8

14.0

2,780.7

Game Rcserve Fees

Administrative fees and charges 258.7

Fines, Penddes and ForFeitures

Technicd Services fees 94.2

37.8

22r.9

Total 1o,965.7

(@)

k;t €.p*.^r*o*r,
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Table D32: Actual revenues & reyenue potential estimates, Kshs. million - Nandi (rurel)

Table D33: Actual revenues & potential reyenue estimates, Kshs. million - Narok (rural)

Properry Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

19.1

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

7:+,6

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

r 2.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 35.7

8.6

81.8

34.5

57.1

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

6.) t4.3

27.2

21.6

1.0

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

29.9

11.5

34.2

242.1

38.4

435.5

Hospitd and Public Hedth Se rvices fees

Market Trade Centre fees

101.9

12.0

412.8

t24.3

559.3

2,662.5

Natural Resource Tiansportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

146.6

81.9

r4.0

476.6

Game Reserve Fees

Administrarive Fees and charges 81.2

Fines, Penalties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

11.9

69.6

Total 217.O 1,411.0 4,353.2

Properry Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

21.0

Deterrninistic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

226.2

TopDown Revenue
Potentid

159.3

Building Plan Approvals fees

Tiading Licensing 33.0

8.7

407.6

35.0

430.9

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

52.0

t47.8

119.2

5.7

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

r0.8

74.0

57.7

230.6

98.1

414.8

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre Fees 6.3

334.3

146.8

453.O

2,996.2

Natural Resource Transportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

52.6

93.3

5.0

853.8

Game Reserve fees

Administrative lees and charges

2,t62.8 2,162.8

89.7

2,972.8

Fines, Penalties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

r3.1

77.0

Total 2,31O.9 4,too.2 8,543.8

(@)
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Table D34: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyamira (rural)

P Rates

Total

Table D35: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyandarua (rural)

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Total

635.0

1,255.1

3,300.9

Actud collections
ofrevenues

18.5

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

82.6

TopDown Revenue
Potential

5 8.2

Building Plan Approvals fees

Licensing

2.5

15.8

2t.8

309.5

87.3

237.7

Liquor Licensing fees

Advenising and Sign Board fees

42.O

93.7

69.9

3.6

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

13.5

5.9

27.0

170.5

33.4

306.8

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

67.2

9.7

548.9

I 11.0

743.7

t,675.t

Naturd Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees

340.5

81.9

32.5

600.9

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 64.0

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

9.4

54.9

r 33.1 r,957.6 3,849.2

Properry Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

19.3

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

133.5

TopDown Revenue
Potentiel

94.0

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

6.5

83.7

6.5

102.8

15.2

88.4

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees 4.1

8.5

27.9

15.9

1.1

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

20.7

44.3

38.2

297.9

52.9

535.9

Hospiel and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

t14.7

10.3

%8.7

47.6

0.3

t75.4

79.8

76.7

590.7

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 80.8

Fines, knelties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

3.5 1 1.8

69.3

t@l

%;

307.5 1,548.6

d*,*. r,.u"ort
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Table D36: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyeri (rural)

Table D32 Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Samburu (rural)

Properry Rates

Actud collections
ofrevenues

62.9

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potentid

t87.9

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

t32.3

Building Plan Approvds fees

Trading Licensing 92.5

45.8

472.9

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

42.7

23.4

48.9

585.5

r25.1

22.4

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation Fees

97.8

4t.2

97.8

242.3

164.7

435.)

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

258.3

35.9

1,780.0

51.0

2,4tt.8

1,093.8

Natural Resource Tiansportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

554.6

115.1

53.0

1,t97.4

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative fees and charges I 13.3

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

4.5 t6.6

97.2

'Ibtal 659.2 4,302.O 6,155.r

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

12.7

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

20.4

TopDown Revenue
Potential

t4.4

2t.7

32.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 8.tt

1.9

0.3

5.4

60.0

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

t7.7

21.8

20.7

0.8

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

0.9

5.8

27.t

17.2

23.6

30.9

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

6.ti

1.9Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penalties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

Total 192.6

f.,-**.u"o*

tL.4

400.4

-

279.0

172.5 
1

,.i 
I

123.0

155.3

205.9

t13.4

tt.7

26.0

15 3.5 r53.5

15.7

2.3

13.5
T l

875.5

@
%*

711.7



Table D38: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Siaya (rural)

Total

Table D39: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - TaitalTaveta (rural)

Properry Rates

Actud collections
ofrevenues

3.4

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

101.9

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

71.8

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

3.4

33.2

143.8

236.4

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board Fees

t.9

3.0

23.2

6.6

39.1

0.3

Parking flees

Agriculturd transportation fees

r4.3

5.5

49.1

I 15.9

61.3

208.5

Hospial and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

64.2

22.7

260.0

92.8

352.3

952.r

Natural Resource Transportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration lees 0.1 99.3 637.5

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges 57.2

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees 0.1

8.4

49.1

r 51.8 r,203.6 2,702.9

Property Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

LZ.t)

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

85.4

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

60.1

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 35.9

17.o

142.9

67.9

r25.7

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

34.0

t14.6

64.9

4.4

Parking fees

Agriculrural transportation fees

t8.2

53.2

53.9

53.2

76.3

79.4

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre lees

46.0

26.5

f2t.9

67.)

436.7

265.4

Natural Resource Transportation Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees 5.1

179.9

47.4

17.2

405.6

Game Rcserve Fees

Administrative fees and charges 34.2

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

1.1

7.6

5.0

29.4

Total 2t6.O I,186.6 1,603.1

tr
t@-,r6 f* **.n"o.,,

--t---
35.9

304.4

-T



Table D4O: Actual revenues & potential revenue €stimetes, Kshs. million - Tana River (rural)

Table D4l: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimetes, Kshs. million - Tharaka-Nithi (rural)

I)roperry Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

3'2

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

25.1

TopDown Rcvenue
Potentid

t7.7

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing I 1.6

1.0

11.6

3.8

7.6

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

"1 ')

3.7

4.6

0.1

Parking fees

Agriculrural transportation fees

t.9

19.0

43.5

29.0

45.7

52.t

Hospitd and Public Hedth Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

0.1

0.4

84.6

62.1

Lt4.6

159.3

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

17.4

t.7

t7.4

22.1

1.3

I 15.5

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 16.1

Fines, Pendties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees 0.3

2.4

13.8

Total 55.5 315.5 522.3

Property Rates

Actud collections
of revenues

4.9

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

34.9

TopDown Revenue
Potential

24.6

Building Plan Approvds fees

Trading Licensing

4.0

35.2

27.3

47.3

109.5

43.2

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

8.2 10.2

35.1

20.r

1.3

Parking fees

Agriculrurd transpoft ation fees

10.5

2.4

r8.8

58.9

294.6

75.0

45.0

44.0

33.4

4.)

28.6

27.6

105.9

Hospitd and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

74.6

't5.6

35.1

399.r

391.0

Naturd Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

4.3

340.7

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

Fines, Penddes and Forfeitures

'Iech nical Services fees

'fotal 190.4 758.1 1,467.5

c
r.@-r

t*l f, - **r" ".-oo.,

( )rr rr \r,rrri c l{r r,. nrr, l\rt,. rrt r.rl .tnJ lix ( ).r1r Sttr,lr



Table D42: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Trens Nzoia (rural)

Table D43: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Turkana (rural)

Property Rates

Building PIan Approvals Fees

Trading Licensing

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospitd and Public Health Services Fees

Market Trade Centre fees

Natural Resource Transportacion Fees

Environment and Conservancy administration Fees

Game Reserve fees

Administrative Fees and cha

32.3

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

t30.7

106.0

43.5

25.0

1.3

73.r

t95.9

436.r

1,084.4

2.1

432.4

2,530.4

8.8

50.2

o

Properry Rates

Actud collections
ofrevenues

30.3

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

204.4

TopDown Revenue
Potentid

t43.')

86.2

89.2

Building Plan Approvals Fees

Trading Licensing

4.6

58.5

21.5

t02.9

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board lees

0.2

r0.4

t4.l

10.6

26.6

0.4

143.3

352.6

1,2t4.9

2,007.4

Parking fees

Agriculturd transportation fees

702.7

196.0

Hospital and Public Health Services Fees

Marke t Tiade Centre Fees

t33.2

13.8

896.6

115.7

Naturd Resource Transponation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

t.7

3.3

67.5

86.4

6.4

634.2

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative Fees and charges u8.9

4,705.2

Fines, ltnalties and Forfeirures

Technical Services fees 0.0

r3.0

76.3

1,996.6'Ibtal 320.7

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

I IJ5.(,

20.6

33.1

26.4

77.4

80.9

108.9

58.7

32t.9

1t2.5

26.0

96.6

19.8

4.1

26.0

1.5

8.6

50.4

r57.2 1,207.7

Fines, Penaldcs and Forfeirures

Technical Services fees

'Ibtal

@
ft* €r***o"o.r,

()$t] SoOrcr. Rcrcrru( l','t,.rlli.rl.U)(l l.r\ (,.r1, \rLr\l\

42.5

22.1

Actual collections
ofrevenues

14.6

1



Table D44: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Uesin Gishu (rural)

Table D45: Actual revenues &potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Vihiga (rural)

Properry Rates

Actuel collections
of revenues

I 10.4

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

235.'

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

166.1

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 179.6

59.6

486.3

239.0

4t5.3

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees 59.5

64.3

219.2

r 19.0

8.4

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

208.8

53.1

293.2

160.5

402.9

288.7

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

67.0

20.7

583.3

t22.9

790.3

1,745.2

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administrarion fees 37.3

176.4

r24.9

16.8

1,030.6

Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges t23.2

Fines, Penalties and Forfeirures

Technical Services Fees

t9.6

35.8

t9.6

r05.7

fbtal 791.8 2,775.O 5,222.4

Property Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

5.4

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

59.3

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

4.1

15.3

33.0

67.4

t32.2

42.0

Liquor Licensing Fees

Advertising and Sign Board lees

2.6

J.+

4.3

1(
5.9

0.1

Parking Fees

Agricultural transportation fees

36.2

6.3

36.2

103.7

55. /

186.6

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre fees

4t.7

r4.0

637.9

153.1

864.3

1,405.5

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees 3.4

4t2.4

59.4

39.4

3r3.8

Game Reserve Fees

Administrative Fees and charges 16.0

Fines, Penalties and ForFeitures

Technical Services fees

0.4 6.7

39.4

'Ibtal r32.8 1,662.3 3,065.3

c
t@.r
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I rr (,.rr, \

TopDown Revenue
Potential

41.8

l



Table D46: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Wajir (rural)

Table D47z Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - West Pokot (rural)

Property Rates

Actual collections
of revenues

0.7

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis

Revenue Potential

22.3

Top-Down
Revenue Potential

t5.7

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing 11.9

25.3

t48.4

101.3

79.3

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

0.4

2.7

0.4

0.1

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees 9.1

101.8

48.9

87.5

88.0

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Tiade Centre fees

0.2 0.2

90.8 393.2

Natura.l Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

20.9

0.1

ttt.2
27.1

r0.6

114.7

Game Rcserve fees

Administrative Fees and charges 1.1 26.8

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees 14.0

3.9

23.0

Total 58.0 612.7 890.8

[)ro c Rates

Actual collections
ofrevenues

5.0

0.5

12.8

Deterministic
Frontier Andysis

Revenue Potential

22.1

TopDown
Revenue Potential

15.5

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing

3.6

r4.2

14.2

8.1

Liquor Licensing Fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

0.3

1.8

4.1

t5.6

2.8

1.8

3.4

0.0

Parking fees 18.3

99.3

16.8

t78.6

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Marker Tiade Centre lees

25.t

2.2

700.6

tt2.8

949.3

99t.6

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environmenr and Conservan administration fees

22.4

1.1

70r.2

46.7

67.0

ztt.3

Game Reserve fees

Administradve Fees and charges

30.7

43.4

5t.6

Fines, Pendties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

6.3

37.2

Total 90.7 1,840.9 2,507.5

c@t* f*,*o*-"^r,.o-,

Agricultural transportation fees
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