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Own Source Revenue Potential and Tax Gap Study
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FOREWORD

oxkivintr The Comprehensive Own Source Revenue (OSR) potential and Tax Gap Study is
el an initiative aimed at fulfilling Article 216 (3b) mandate of the Commission on Revenue
Allocation (CR A); “when appropriate to define 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 fiscal framework.

The results of this study make it possible for 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 reform journey 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 recommendations implemented by the
county governments. Further and in line with the Commission’s constitutional mandate, CR A 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 that gives the 47 County Governments
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 central to meeting the overarching principles of the devolved system
for effective governance and service delivery at the local level.

The Commission on Revenue Allocation (CR A) has a principal constitutional mandate to support County Governments
in specifying suitable revenue streams and their policy rationale, as well as in enhancing revenue collections from their own
sources.

In this context, the CR A in collaboration with the World Bank commissioned Alma Economics to estimate the 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 collections. In particular, the following streams are
included in the analysis:

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

A deterministic frontier analysis framework is designed to produce reliable answers to the core research question:

How much revenue would each County Government generate from each of the OSR streams if it operated in line with the best
pcr_/brm ing counties in Kenya?

Individual models are developed for each OSR stream drawing from various sources, including County Government
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 if they operated in line with best practice.

Key findings suggest that County Governments currently generate around 40 percent of the 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 of revenues through revising their current policies and collection systems - for example, by streamlining taxation
and fee structures and allowing automatic and cashless payment systems.

Detailed estimates of OSR revenue potential from this analysis can be used by the County Governments and CR A as tools
tor enhancing revenue collections by assessing county performance, benchmarking against best practice and identifying
revenue-raising capacity.

b

@ WORLD BANK GROUP

)

(o




1.1 Background

The 2010 Constitution of Kenya established a new system of government that devolved power, resources, and representation
to the local level. Under this system, legislative and executive power is assigned to 47 County 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 of communities in local governance.

According to Chapter Eleven of the Constitution, the aims of the devolution include recognizing the right of communities
to manage their own affairs, promoting social and economic development and ensuring equitable sharing of national and
local resources throughout Kenya, among others. Having reliable resources to enable effective governance and service
delivery is one of the key principles of devolution.

According to Articles 215 and 216, the Commission on Revenue Allocation (CR A) 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 of devolution, which require equitably sharing of revenue 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 states 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 of the Controller of Budget,' the counties
managed to raise Kshs. 34.4 billion from own sources in 2020/21 against a rarget of Kshs. 54.3 billion. While county own
revenues increased in total compared to the previous financial year, the County Governments managed to raise only 65% of
their target, leaving room for substantial improvements in revenue generation.

In 2018, the National Treasury, in collaboration with the World Bank, commissioned research to help policymakers
understand the potential of different streams of own-source revenues available to counties (Own-Source Revenue
Potential and Tax Gap Study). The objective of that research was to explore each county’s OSR performance as well as
their potential. To address this objective, a team led by Adam Smith International conducted quantitative research on OSR
potential and tax gap at the sub-national level in Kenya.” The research revealed fiscal instruments that each county can use
to raise own revenues.

As part of the research carried out in 2018, a sct of criteria was developed to select key OSR streams to be analyzed. These
included: adequate policy rationale, legal basis, revenue-raising objective, and applicability across counties.
Six OSR streams met the criteria and could be studied using existing data. In particular, the following streams were
included in the analysis:

property rates,

building permits,

business licenses,

Liquor Licensing Fees,

vehicle parking fees, and

« outdoor advertising.

'Annual County Budget Implementation Report 2019-20.

“T'hroughout the report, the Adam Smith International OSR Porential and Tax Gap Study carried outin 2018 is referred to as the 2018 report/
research. This study can be found here: hnps://documcn(sl,worldlunk.urg/curatud/cn/lx()()l1%H*’;HS(»'U}Z()}/pdrVOw'rrSnurcc-Ruvcnuc-
]’otcnt[al«and-'l'nx-an/Stud’v»nr?Kcny.ps-Coun(y-(jnvcrnmcnt\—}"in;ll—chorr.pdf
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However, data gaps hindered the replication of this analysis across each of the 47 counties. In particular, there were
inconsistencies in the OSR classification categories used to report on audited revenue collections across counties over the
period between 2014/15 and 2016/17. For example, many counties used aggregate categories (e.g. “others”) to report on
most of their revenues, while in other counties total collections were reported under a single category.

While data on aggregate collections of revenue 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, 32 in 2015/16, and 40 in 2016/17 while 24 counties reported on revenues from
Parking fees in 2014/15, 30 in 2015/16, and 34 in 2016/17. Only two counties reported on revenues from Building Plan
Approvals fees in 2014/15 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 Licensing fees in 2014/15 while there were no reports
on revenues from this stream in the following fiscal years. No counties reported any revenues from regulating advertising
activities across the fiscal years analyzed in the 2018 research.’

Moreover, while there was detailed information on the definition of the revenue base for each OSR stream in the county
Finance Acts and Bills, data 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 cither outdated and incomplete or not digitalized, hindering their
incorporation in the study. Additionally, official statistics on the economic size of each county were not available in 2018.
To address these limitations, the study used available data from national statistics and KNBS surveys and publications to
estimate reliable proxies of the economic base of each of the six key OSR streams included in the analysis.

Finally, there were extensive lists of rates, fees, and charges for each stream across counties. While this might be appropriate
in cases where a range of different 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 out the 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. It carries out research aiming to help County Governments expand their revenue base, improve
data collection processes, enhance their fiscal instruments, and achieve their targets.

A baseline study on own-source revenue carried out in 2015 identified 146 revenue streams that County Governments use
to raise their own revenues. The Own-Source Revenue Potential and Tax gap study (2018 study) only estimated potential
revenues that can flow from six revenue streams. There is a need to determine the potential revenue that can flow from more
revenue streams, focusing on streams that are important to each County Government and can be used to broaden their
revenue.

However, the 2018 study was not exhaustive. Only six revenue streams that the counties use to generate revenues fromatotal
of more than a hundred sources were analyzed. In addition, the study did not consider unique streams that are important
for specific counties (e.g., game reserves), thus the six key streams analyzed 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. The engagement activities carried out were targeted and response rates were limited.

This anomaly was addressed in Gross County Product (GCP) study published in 2021, whose overarching objective is to
provide a picture of the economic structure 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 the GCP will be central to the estimation of revenue potential for each county,
among others. In this context, it is important that any current analysis of own-source revenue potential at the county level
incorporates latest GCP darta to enhance the accuracy of the revenue potential estimares.

Understanding the revenue administration policy issues and practices at the county level is vital to provide a context for
estimating revenue potential. Therefore, it is paramount to engage representatives from county governments as they would
be the users of the revenue potential estimation. This aspect was lacking in the 2018 study.

More detailed information on the data that was available and utilized in the 2018 Own Source Revenue Potential and Tax Gap Study of Kenya
County Governments.
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1.3 Objectives

The overarching objective of the present work is to establish benchmarks for counties to achieve in the process of optimizing
collections of revenue 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 for 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 modelling framework that uses best available evidence to estimate the revenue potential from key streams,
determine the counties that have the potential 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% of the 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 of the revenue base for each stream included in the analysis.
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2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the policy and legal framework of revenue-raising across County Governments in Kenya.
It discusses the relevant constitutional provision and the national policy and legislation that operationalize the revenue-raising
power of county governments.

2.2 Constitutional Framework

County Governments have the Constitutional* power to impose certain taxes and charges within their jurisdiction to raise
their own-source revenue. The specific taxes that counties can impose are property rates and entertainment taxes. However,
Counties can impose other taxes if tan Act of Parliament is passed authorizing them to do so. In providing public services,
County governments are allowed to impose charges for those services.

Although the Constitution gives county governments revenue-raising powers, it also obliges them to operate within certain
considerations.” Counties are prohibited from prejudicing national economic policies, economic activities across county
boundaries or the national mobility of goods, services, capital or labour.

In providing public services to the citizens, the Constitution has stipulated the county governments’ functions® and has
also empowered the county assembly” to make legislation necessary for the effective performance of the functions and
exercise of the powers of County Governments.

As county governments develop their revenue-raising instruments, the Constitution obligates the Commission to
recommend the definition and enhancement of revenue sources for county governments.®

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

County health services are broad as assigned in the Constitution. They include county health facilities and pharmacies;
ambulance services; promotion of primary health care; licensing and control of undertakings that sell food to the public;
veterinary services (excluding regulation of the profession); cemeteries, funeral parlours and crematoria; and refuse removal,
refuse dumps and solid waste disposal. County Governments charge Hospital fees in order to provide health facilities
and pharmacies, ambulance services, promotion of primary health care. For licensing and control of undertakings that
sell food to the public, the County Charges Public Health Services fees. Veterinary services, cemeteries and crematoria
are provided at a fee and in the categorization of revenue sources, counties place it either under 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 arc charged by counties in the provision of outdoor advertising control. Since counties
also are mandated to license liquor they do so while charging liquor licensing fees for businesses that sell alcohol.

In providing county roads, street lighting, traffic and parking among other county transport functions, the county
governments charge Parking fees as well as Natural Resource Transportation fees for vehicles that transport natural
resources extracted f‘rom the Coun[y.

'Article 209(3) and 209(4) of the Constitution of Kenya

*Article 209(5) of the Constitution of Kenya

“Article 186(1) and Fourth Schedule of the Constitution of Kenya
Article 185(2) of the Constitution of Kenya

*Article 216(3b) of the Constitution of Kenya
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In the development and regulation of trade within county jurisdictions, County governments are mandated to provide
trade licenses among other functions. They charge Trade Licensing fees while providing trade licensing services.

In providing services on county 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
county 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 institutional framework for local revenue-raising measures and enforcement across
counties, 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
national framework legislation, the development of county government legislation, and improving revenue administration.

In enhancing revenue administration at the county level, the policy assigns the national government the responsibility of
supporting County Governments to enhance their 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 that county governments in their annual revenue statements to provide explanations of the basis of
the revenue estimates as well as each category of tax, fees or charges, annual collection as well as previous years collection,
description of the revenue bases of each stream of revenue and the applicable rate. Total projected collections, assumptions
made on each streams and reasons for previous year’s performance are also expected in the revenue statement of each
county government.

According to section 132 of the National 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 cach 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 fiscal framework and the CRA Act and should promote the
principles of equity, certainty, and ease of collection. County Governments also have the duty to explore the economic, social,
and fiscal 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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According to section 163 of the PEM A, the counties have the legal duty to monitor their performance in revenue raising
and inform national government bodies. In particular, they are expected to prepare annual financial statements reporting
on the revenues they managed to raise from their own sources, 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 revenues and monitoring
performance 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
y rep

particular, survey questionnaires aiming to contribure to a more detailed undcrstanding of the policy landscapc across each

of the 47 counties in Kenya were developed to guide conversations with county rcpresentatives."

Based on evidence from OCOB, there are more than 100 streams that County Governments use to generate own revenues
in Kenya. This analysis focuses on the streams that contribute to at least 80% of total OSR collections in each county. Data
on actual collections of revenues for each stream covering the fiscal years 2017/18, 2018/19, and 2019/20, drawn from
County Government audited financial statements and made available by the Office of the Auditor General, was used to
identify the set of top streams included in this analysis."”

Table 1 presents the streams that contribure to at least 80% of total revenue from own sources across counties. The
information included in the table is the output of analyzing audited data on actual revenues from the Office of the Auditor
General. The full list of top revenue streams by county is presented in Annex 1."

'More information on the stakcholder engagement methodology adopted in this research can be found in Appendix B of this document. The
questionnaire used to collate the information discussed in this chapter is attached as supplementary material to this report.

A minimum of six top streams were explored in counties where less than six streams generate more than 80% of the total revenues. There was no
maximum limit on the number of top streams across counties, where more than six streams generate more than 80% of revenues.

""Tt should be noted that while the revenues we identified as top across the counties are overall in line with the top streams presented in the project
Terms of Reference ToR (Annex 1), there are some discrepancies. In most cases, our calculations led to a longer list of top streams. On the other
hand, for some counties the ToR includes streams that did not emerge as top from our calculations, namely: Technical Services fees in Kisumu,
Technical Services fees and Administrative fees and charges in Machakos, External Services in Nairobi City, Hospital fees and Public Healch services
in Narok, and Administrative fees and charges in Siaya.
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Table 1: Top streams across Kenya

L Revenue stream Number of counties where the Revenues generated by the
 (as defined in the County Executive stream generates substantial stream as a share of total OSR.
ERancalasewcksy) e ESyeDucs . CORoHCTERR e gRe)
Trading Licensing S a7 o 148%
Hospital fees and Public Health services = 45 7 "N
E Property Rates 7 40 7 - 10.8%
i Parking fees s 5 39 B . 3w
| Agricultural Transportation fees - 7 33 ) 11.3%
| Market Trade Center fees el 5 [ T
| Administrative fees and charges e - SO .} .
' County Housing Rent 7 7 i3 3 4%
| Natural Resource Transportation fees B B 10 o 14%
i Advertising and Sign Board fees 7 s 8 3.4%
Environment and Conservancy 6 5.9%

Administration fees

 Liquor Licensing fees i : ;6 7 : iR L

' Building Plan Approvals Fees 5 - 2.2%

. Technical Services fees = S_ i 6.9% |
' Game Reserve fees B B 4 57.7% |
i Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures o . 3_ i 5T ﬂ
! External Services fees 1 0.8%

Source: Own estimates based on OSR data by CRA, the Office of the Controller of Budget, the N'T, and Auditor General.

Information collated from 40 out of the 47 counties which participated in the survey showed inconsistencies in cross-
county data collection 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 157-161), 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 activities, 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 monitoring. In particular, 12 of the counties responding
to the questionnaire reported that they keep track of indicators reflecting 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 specity whether this information is analyzed systematically to understand gaps in revenue collection. In
other cases, county-specific data on indicators that can be used to estimate the economic base from different streams is either
not collected or held by different departments within County Governments. Despite data sharing between departments,
weak data sharing mechanisms hindered the effective use of county-specific indicators to inform decisions about OSR
policy design and implementation.
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In line with findings from the review of county Finance Acts and Bills, the survey uncovered evidence of heterogeneity in
the definitions of fees, 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 comparisons and benchmarking across the counties.

Moreover, the review revealed that in many counties, OSR streams constituting key revenue drivers were not consistently
reported. For example, a stream that is a major source of revenue in one year drops down to zero in the following and/or
previous years. As part of the survey, and to 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
that a major change in their reporting methodology occurred when the Standard Chart of Accounts (SCOA) was
introduced. The SCOA is yet to be fully adapted, though counties are in the process of aligning their system to the new
requirement,

It should be noted that IFMIS, which is used by County Governments to process financial transactions, can help counties
improve their performance in monitoring the generation of revenues from own sources. According to evidence from the
National Treasury,' 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 Assemblics, as well as for comparisons across counties.

Institutional changes could also account for reporting inconsistencies. For instance, in one County the respondents stated
that a new chief of revenue was appointed and some OSR were moved to different departments, aftecting the tabulation
process.

County Governments are currently in the process of addressing the challenges discussed above. Some counties implement
policies to discourage the use of cash - for example, by adopting mobile phone payments (MPESA), a system which is
already increasing revenue collections significantly. Similarly, other counties focus on strengthening cooperation and
knowledge transter within County Governments and other sub-county bodies. Counties report that revenue collection
was improved after training sessions targeting sub-county administrators.

While counties agree on the necessity of a standard revenue collection and reporting format, they appear to have made
little progress in following the developments made by the CR A 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 of realistic targets, and identitying areas for improvement.

Despite the wide agreement that a consistent reporting system will generate benefits for County Governments, 6 county
representatives oppose this idea, arguing that there are significant differences in the revenue streams that are relevant to
each county and their internal formats are simpler and easier to 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 of simplifying 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.

“The National Treasury (2017). Draft National Policy to Support Enhancement of County Governments’ Own-Source Revenue: heeps://
countytoolkit.devolution.go.ke/sites/default/files/resources/Draft%20National%20Policy %20t0%20Support Enhancement%200f%20
County%20Governments%200wn-Source%20R evenue. 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 for enhancing performance in generating revenues from various sources,
including property rates, trading licensing, liquor licensing 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 counties
are property rates, 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.

Interviews revealed that current approaches to define streams and their economic base might be responsible for counties not
achieving their potential. For example, representatives from Garissa County mentioned that more revenues could be generated
from property rates if there was an updated valuation roll allowing for a more targeted and streamlined design of rate structure.
Moreover, the contribution of parking fees to actual revenues could be maximized if parking spaces were marked properly.
Overall, streamlined processes for defining 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 of this section presents key findings from our survey across the 17 streams identified as top.

There is a lot of complexity 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 feet) 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 difterent rates depending on location."” For example, a business located in
an urban area will pay a different rate compared to a business of similar characteristics in a rural area.

The fees chargcd across business types and sizes vary considcrably. For example, license values range from Kshs. 15,000 to
Kshs. 30,000 for hotels (based on the number of beds 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 revenues under this stream for Level 4 healthcare services and above. Healthcare provided from
community services, dispensaries and clinics, and primary health centers and maternity clinics are free of charge. Children
and the elderly are also exempt from fees. In some counties, services to vulnerable groups (such as people with substance
abuse problems) are also free.

Complex schedules including different fees and charges for a great variety of services are defined in the county Finance Bills
and Acts. According to responses from the counties, inpatient healthcare services and admissions in intensive care units are
key drivers of revenues. Laboratory and pharmacy services also generate substantial revenues.

Interviews carried out with county representatives show that counties collect data on healthcare usage. However, this data
is often held by a different department, ministry, or directorate, and there is limited exchange of data between departments.

""Bomet, Kilifi, Kitui, Laikipia, Machakos, Makueni, Mandera, Meru, Murang’a, Nakuru, Nandi, and Nyeri.
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There is a lot of variability 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 of buildings 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 different
rates being applied where there is no updated valuation roll. In some counties,* 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 of the stream to exemplify the challenges faced. Siaya, Nyandarua,
and Marsabit counties, for instance, mentioned that the structure of rates and fees for this OSR stream was inherited from
the defunct local authority, and has not been updated.”

Similarly, these counties reported that the last valuation roll update was between the late 90’ and early 2000%. 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 information from valuation rolls that can be used to identify the economic base and explore their potential.

Fees for parking vehicles in designated areas are often charged on a daily basis. According to data made available from
County Government representatives, fees can range from Kshs. 50 to Kshs. 100 a day for cars and small 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 ofter 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
transportation (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 from identifying their revenue base and
maximizing revenues they generate from this OSR stream.

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
proof of payment).

County representatives also reported that OSR departments within counties do not always have access to statistics on the
quantities of agricultural produce sold in the county. Even in counties where agricultural produce is monitored through
data collection (for example, in Taita/Taveta, 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 of this 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) creates 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.

3.3.6 _\l‘”l"l 11

Key drivers of revenues under this stream 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 of produce. They can be charged daily, monthly, or annually.

“Narok, Murang’a, Mandera, Machakos, Kirinyaga, Kilifi, Garissa, Elgeyo Marakwet, Vihiga, West Pokot, and Wajir.

"“Changes in devolution powers in Kenya have been in place since 2010, replacing the old system.

=)
L&D

@ WORLD BANK GROUP
=

‘4




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 Government, and sometimes rates on the value
of sales and fees on the size of produce 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
definition and objectives of Market 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 part of other OSR categories, thus hindering
comparisons between counties. County representatives report different types of administrative fees and charges being
charged for services related to health, agricultural produce, environment, water, alcohol, building approvals, tourism, and
other activities generating revenues which are typically reported under different streams.

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

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 from Kshs. 2,000 and Kshs. 20,000.

Counties also collect rental 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 stalls and shops. Hence, there is
substantial overlap between rental charges for stalls and shops reported under this OSR stream and under ‘Market Trade
Center’ fees. From the survey data collected, it remains unclear how counties handle this overlap in fees.

Finally, there are counties that currently hold assets and social premises such as stadiums, sports centers, and social halls/
centers, for which they charge user fees. Statistics on the number of county properties rented for residential and commercial
use, as well as rental values, seem to be available in almost half of the surveyed counties, although only Bungoma was able
to share this information.

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

County Governments have limited fiscal 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 efficient. The Kenya Revenue Authority (KRA) is reviewing the policy for Nairobi
City. In the context of the 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 tonnage.

Fees are also levied on businesses engaged in Nartural Resource Transportation services. However, these are mainly
reported under the “Trading Licensing’ stream, thus creating confusion around the definition and objectives of the
structure of fees 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 Safaricom are key users of county advertising services.

Counties report charges for county waste management collection and county transportation services under this stream.
These activities are considered the principal driver of revenues across the counties.
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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 water and sewage fees and revenue
collection.

Businesses involved in manufacturing and sale of alcohol are required to pay special licenses for selling or supplying alcohol
(sometimes referred to as licenses for distribution services). A typical annual fee for such a license can vary from 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 flow 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 activities. Examples of revenue
sources under this stream include land survey, valuation fees, land transfer, subdivision, disputes resolution, and boundary
establishments.

There is a lot of heterogeneity with respect to the fees and charges included in this group across counties, thus hindering
comparisons between counties. Moreover, key drivers of revenues under this stream vary across the counties.

This stream includes fees charged for entering game reserves, therefore it is only relevant to counties that have reserves
within their boundaries." National Government bodies such as the Kenya Wildlife Services (KWS) are responsible for
revenue collections from national parks, while revenues from fees for entering game reserves are collected locally by the
County Governments.

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 of revenue 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 majority 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 miscellancous sources. For example,
Nakuru reported thatall 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.

It should be noted thar game parks are managed by the National Government while game reserves are managed by County Governments,
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3.4 Emerging 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 of the 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.

Table 2: Revenue collections classified as “Others” across 16 counties

: : .. : I
Revenues generated by streams in the “Others” category (as a share of total OSR. |

:[ County
. B - i B - ) B collectl)ns)#'
|Kajiado 000000 S e 32Ok
D i - I S 30.5%|
Marsabie B - S 25.7% |
» Kakamega B - - - . 1N 2 ;24.2%_1
Lama R SRR ___?3'5_%?}
\ E_lgt:yo Mﬁgrak\jv_e_t _____ B - i . B B L‘D.S%J
Mark ueni - i B - i o . 17.9% |
EVLhigﬂ - — 0 166K
| Samburu i - - ) 15.7% ‘
| Nyandarua T 1 _ 127%|
Kirinyaga B B o ax
By 11L5%
L —.—........... v
Nyamia 0000000000000 71%]
Nandi o - o - e 0 |
Turkana - B L e S - - 10.2% |

3.4.2 In pact ol :
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 Government explained that “[the pandemic] has heavily impacted the county. 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 of traders who
were able to pay for their licenses.”

"CRA (2019), Own-Source Revenue Analysis Per Stream — County Government Financial Statements 2018/19. The streams reported under this
category in each county are shown in Appendix A (table 2).
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The pandemic also affected the collection systems — in particular, the fact that the majority of taxpayers use cash to complete
their payments hindered revenue collections. As described by a County Government representative: “Initially, there was
stigma that cash was a super spreader of the disease. Therefore, a lot of revenue was lost because staff were 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 cxamplc, in some
counties online purchases have increased since the onset of the pandemic and the uptake remains high.

In this context, county representatives argue that county performance 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 county representatives argued that Covid-19 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 of the 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 representatives expressing concerns that
the impact of the pandemic will linger on for the next three to four years. For example, representatives from Isiolo County
point out that the tourism sector is still vulnerable to the impact of the pandemic and new restrictions can also affect other
SeCtors.

At the national level, there 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 of policy interventions and coordinated the efforts to tackle the harmful
consequences of the pandemic across the County Governments.

According to the County Covid-19 Social Economic Re-engineering Recovery Strategy published in September 2020, County
Governments responded to the crisis through plans that 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-19 emergency funds.

The counties were l'€POl’tEd to SUPPOH’ l(C)’ socioeconomic areas il]lplefEd blV the pandemic.

As a response to 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 of new technologies), easier market access, financial support, and risk
management for small and medium businesses through legislation and policy.

* water and sanitation - improvements in existing infrastructure to increase access to water and address needs of more
households, as well as improvements in sanitation services.

+ urban development and housing - implementation of National Home Ownership Policy, stimulation of economic
activity through urban development and infrastructure, and provision of affordable housing.
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transport — enhancement of road development and maintenance plans by using local resources and labor, prevention
of floods, and development of synergies between different means of transportation (for example, car, bus and train).
tourism — investment in activities and infrastructure for different types of tourism (for example, agritourism, medical
tourism, cultural tourism), diversification of tourism products, and support to affordable domestic tourism.

health —investmentsin research and development, delivery of training (and changes in legislation) for workers, students,
and volunteers to provide high-quality services, and proactive strategies to address mental health needs.

education - provision of support to students from vulnerable backgrounds as well as to teachers and school staff, design
of interventions to address learning gaps, introduction of new ICT methods in the classroom to facilitate learning, and

promotion of investments and collaboration between counties and other organizations (e.g., non-state and not-for-
profit organizations).

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

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

natural resources management — promoting collaboration between the County Governments, the private sector, local
NGOs, and local communities to promote tree seeding and planting.
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4.1 Introduction

This section presents the modelling framework designed to estimate the revenue potential and tax gap for the list of OSR streams
identified as top across counties in Kenya. Instead of focusing on streams that are currently top for each county, the framework
involves a comprehensive analysis of the revenue potential for each of the top streams in each of the 47 counties.

4.2 Methodology

Estimating the economic base for different streams is a key step in top-down analysis. A major benefit of this analysis is that
it allows for the use of consistently collected data to produce reliable estimates of the revenue base for the different streams.
This method ensures that there is no disadvantaged county as a result of varying 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 notallow for consistent
analysis of the economic base for the 13 streams identified as top and included in the top-down analysis component of this
framework. To address this limitation, the 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, the Kenya Population and Household Census 2019 and
statistics from the latest GCP publications are used to calculate consistent revenue bases across the 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, 2018/19, and 2019/20. Estimates of the gap for each stream reflect the extent to which
County Governments can enhance their revenues if existing policies and fiscal 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 of each county or are in line with international 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.

The box below includes an overview of the methodology adopted to address this objective. It also presents the governance
structure of this project.

The remainder of this 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 research

Phase 1 includes a desk-based review of evidence 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 of evidence.

This review allowed for identification streams that generate more than 80% of revenues across counties. Key findings
also informed the development of the methodological framework for 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.

Phase 2 — Stakeholder engagement and primary 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 of this phase, a survey was developed to understand different approaches towards defining OSR streams and
set out structures 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 improvementin 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 of Covid-19 on revenue generation and collection, as well as the potentially
persistent consequences that the pandemic might have for counties.

Phase 3 — OSR potential and tax gap analysis

Phase 3 involves expanding on the methodological framework developed in the context of the 2018 research ro
produce reliable estimates of the revenue potential and gap for top OSR streams across all counties. This framework
seeks to provide evidence-based answers to one core question:

How much revenue would each county be able to generate from each of the streams identified 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.

Reporting framework

This study adopts a three-tier level structure governed by CRA’s 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 that offers strategic thinking and direction for the study, enabled by the technical input
received from the TOC. Roles and responsibilities of the REC include:

i. Building high level support for the aim, objectives, and activities of the study, and promoting active engagement
of and collaboration with all stakeholders.

ii. Shaping the study directions and activities and making significant strategy and policy decisions.
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The membership of TOC includes the World Bank, the CRA, the Office for the Controller of Budget, 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,

+ Signing oft and/or approving key deliverables.

Quality controlling and reviewing the study reports,

Providing technical guidance and direction to the research,

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

The Operations Team includes members of the CRA. Roles and responsibilities of the 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 county data through ensuring mobilization

of County 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 Counties 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 of a 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 the
questionnaire and collate the requested data. During this round of interviews, county representatives were requested to
share the following county-specific data and information on actual revenue collections and indicators on the revenue base
of different streams.

Unaudited revenue reports,

Summary statistics from the latest valuation roll (numbers of properties across value bands),

Vehicle registrations, number and use of parking spaces per day, month, or year by cars and buses,

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

Usage of healthcare services in the county,

Quantities and value of agricultural produce (or specific products where cess is charged)

Numbers of and revenue from county properties rented for residential and commercial use,

Numbers of domestic and international tourists in the county, as well as visits to 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 of activity.

In the first round, 41 counties participated in the survey data collection exercise, out of which 26 counties shared at least
some of the 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 questionnaire.

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
of collaboration and coordination with the data owners, and (iii) a lack of a consistent reporting framework.

Finally, the heads of revenue for all the 47 county governments were invited to a validation workshop held on 8th February
2022. Participants included representatives of 31 counties.

4.4 Approach to Estimating OSR Potential and Tax Gap

The OSR potential and tax gap modelling framework does not distinguish between gaps in revenues arising from
administration issues (e.g., evasion and non-compliance) or others from policy decisions (mainly setting out the 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 county’s 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 this consistent basis. Distinctions between
underperformance as a result of administration challenges or policy are less relevant.
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The framework seeks to produce evidence-based answers to one core research question:

How much revenue would each county generate from each of the 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 for each
stream. The top-down methodology is adopted to estimate maximum revenues for the following streams:**

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 fees

Due to lack of consistency in the definitions and reporting across counties, it was not feasible to find economic indicators
that can be used to robustly estimate the economic base for Administrative fees and charges and for Technical Services.
Therefore, potential revenue and tax gap for these streams is estimated using only deterministic frontier analysis with
comparisons being made on the basis of the economic size of each county (as reflected 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 limited
scope and overlap with other streams in this analysis.

The ‘County Housing rent’ 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 of properties by size and type,
and relevant rental values) does not allow for a meaningful top-down analysis. Even if consistent 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 of other counties in Kenya. In general, deterministic
frontier analysis are used to establish the “best performing’ unit and measure the deviation of other units from that ‘frontier.’
In the context of this study, best-performing units are the counties that, given their characteristics, are most effective at raising
revenue under each stream.

'"A detailed presentation of the top-down methodology is presented in Appendix C.
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The performance of County Governments in generating revenues under each stream is reflected by a parameter that captures
actual revenues in relation to the economic base. Estimating the economic base for different streams is a key step of the 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 across'” counties do not allow for consistent analysis
of the economic base for all streams analyzed through the deterministic 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, information 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 reflect the current economic size and activities across counties, estimates of the economic
base for different streams data from previous years are uprated in line with the average growth in GCP for each individual county.
County-specific average GCP growth rates are calculated as the mean of the annual GCP growth rates between 2013 and 2020.

For the three streams™ for which no top-down analysis was performed due to lack of a robust revenue base, the 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 total collections of revenues.

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 revenues. The multipliers of the top five counties are then averaged to
derive an indicator reflecting best practice in the counties. This multiplier is then applied to the remaining counties to identify
the maximum revenues they could potentially generate if they were operating in line with the best-performing counties.

Revenue gaps are calculated as the difference between actual revenue collections (as an average over the last three fiscal years)
and potential revenues that the counties could generate if they would enhance their performance in line with best practice in
the country. Estimates of the gap for each stream reflect the extent to which County Governments 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 current
practices as described in county Finance Acts and Bills as well as best international practice. The latter are only used in the top-
down analysis and are discussed in more detail in the Appendix.

"These limitations are discussed in more detail in chapter 3 of this report.

“"These streams are: Administrative fees and charges, fines and penalties, and Technical Services.
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Table 3: Methodology for estimating the economic base & revenue potential for each OSR stream

OSR stream

Economic base

Key assumptions

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

| Property rates

Value of residential and
commercial properties
(excluding agricultural
land).

Data sources: Kenya
Integrated Household
Budget Survey (KIHBS,
2015/16) for residential
properties.

Micro, Small, and
Medium Enterprises
Survey (MSME 2016) for
commercial properties.

In line with the 2018 research,
average rental returns to
commercial property values are
calculated at 6.7% of the property
value using KIHBS data. Rental
values drawn from the survey
are used to calculate the value
of residential properties across
counties. Assuming that rental
returns are not different for
commercial properties, the same
approach is adopted to calculate
their value.

Building Plan
| Approvals fees

| Trading
Licensing fees

Annual GCP in
construction activities.
Data sources: GCP by
economic activity, 2020.

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
2016.

’ 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 of the
economic base.

Data sources: MSME
2016.

Y'KNBS, 2019. Gross County Product 2019,

/

GCP for construction is the sum
of the value of completed buildings
and approved plans (including

works approved in the plans).”!

In line with the 2018 research,
county employment numbers
(rather than numbers of businesses
of different sizes) are considered to
be more reliable compared to other
available statistics.

In line with the 2018 research,
county employment numbers
(rather than numbers of businesses
of different sizes) are considered to
be more reliable compared to other
available statistics.

A flat rate of 0.1% on the improved
value of land is used in line with
input from County Governments.

A flat tax rate of 1% on the value
of constructing new buildings is
used based on reviewing Finance
Acts and Bills. This is augmented
to 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
multiplier 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, 2015/16 for
consumption.

A base fee of Kshs. 10,000 per
full-time employee is used based
on reviewing Finance Acts and
Bills. This is adjusted by a county
multiplier 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, 2015/16 for
consumption.
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OSR stream Economic base Key assumptions Suggested rates, fees, and charges
for the top-down analysis
Adpvertising Total monthly expenditure Advertising expenditure Outdoor advertising spending by
and Sign Board  on outdoor advertising. estimates drawn from MSME are  businesses is revenue for the County |
fees Data sources: MSME extrapolated to national spending ~ Governments. The revenue base is
2015/16. on advertising based on evidence  equivalent to potential revenues in
from Reelanalytics.” Based on this case.
this report, 2% of total spend
on advertising goes to outdoor
advertising (which is mainly
offered by counties).
Parking fees Usage of parking spots. According to the master plan According to findings from
Data sources: Kenya study in urban transportation in reviewing County Governments’
Population and Housing the Nairobi metropolitan area, Finance Acts and Bills, an indicative
Census, 2019. average parking spots per 1,000 fee for parking usage is Kshs. 150
core urban residents amount to for one parking space. This is used
around 3.4. This figure is used to as a base fee for the top-down
calculate numbers of parking spots  analysis. It is then adjusted by a
across counties based on their urban  county multiplier reflecting relevant
population from the latest census. consumption in each county.
Itis assumed that parking spots are  Data sources: KIHBS, 2015/16 for
used app. 2 times a day. A multiplier consumption.
for bus usage is also added.
The county of Lamu is excluded
from this analysis due to its
geographical location.
Agricultural Value of annual Value of agricultural production A flat rate of 0.5% on the value
Transportation agricultural production.  is the sum of the value of all of agricultural produce is used
fees Data sources: GCP by agriculture & livestock products in line with input from County
economic activity (in across counties. Governments.
particular, agriculture,
forestry, and fishing),
2019.
Hospital and Houschold expenditure in ~ Self-reported expenditure on Household healthcare expenditure
Public Health  inpatient and outpatient outpatient care and inpatient on services offered by public
Services fees services provided by public admissions in public hospitals hospitals (level 4 and above) is
hospitals. (Level 4 and above) from assumed to be revenue for the
Data sources: Kenya KHHEUS is summed at the County Governments. Therefore,
Household Health county level. the revenue base is equivalent to
Expenditure and potential revenues.
Utilization Survey
(KHHEUS), 2013.

“Reelanalytics, 2020. 2020 Advertising Spends Report. hteps://msk.co.ke/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/2020-Advertising-Spends-Report-by-
Reelanalytics-Ltd-in-Conjunction-with-MSK.pdf
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Economic base

Suggested rates, fees, and charges

1 OSR stream Key assumptions
‘ for the top-down analysis |
1 Market Trade Number of small and Micro, small, and medium A monthly base fee of Kshs. 1,000 !

- Center fees

| Natural
Resource
Transportation
fees

Environment
| Conservancy &
Administration
‘ fees

| Game Reserve
fees

medium businesses
operating in markets
(including open markets),
stalls, and exhibitions.
Data sources: MSME
2016.

Value of mining and
quarrying activities.
Data sources: GCP by
economic activity (in
particular, mining &
quarrying), 2019.

Households and

businesses, as well as individual
traders, are key actors requesting
access to markets.

Rents for stalls and shops are not
part of the analysis for this stream.
They should be categorized under
the “County Housing Rent”
stream.

Fees under this stream collected

by counties are mainly cess.
Therefore, it is proposed that they
are charged on the value of mining
and quarrying produce. Based on
stakeholder input, Siaya does not
effectively collect any revenue from
Natural Resource Transportation
fees, thus is excluded from this
analysis.

The analysis focuses on the key

businesses paying for waste  driver of revenues collected under

management.

Data sources: Kenya
Population and Housing
Census, 2019 for numbers
of households.

MSME 2016 for number
of licensed businesses.

Number of domestic and
international visitors at
game reserves.

(Only counties with

game reserves within their
boundaries are included in
the analysis).

Data sources: Economic-
Survcy, 2020.

this stream — that is, fees for waste
management and transportation
charged to households and

businesses.

According to national statistics,

on average half of tourism in the
country is international.”

A multiplier doubling the entrance
fee is used to 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

of the game parks included in

this analysis. Policy changes are
required to ensure that the County
Governments can make the most
of the game parks within their
boundaries.

is used based on reviewing Finance
Acts and Bills, adjusted by a county
multiplier reflecting relevant

economic size in agricultural
activities per county. Agricultural
GCPisused asa proxy for turnover ‘
and, thus, business capacity to pay
for market entrance fees.

Data sources: GCP by economic
activity (in particular, agriculture,

fore;try, ald ﬁsh@g), 2020.

A flat rate of 2% 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 |
county multiplier reflecting relevant
consumption in each county.

Data sources: KIHBS, 2015/16 for

consumption. ‘

A base fee of Kshs. 8,000 is used

for international tourists and Kshs.
1,500 for 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
[siolo.

M inistry of Tourism and Wildlife, 2020. Domestic Tourism Recovery Strategies tor Kenya. hnps://www.murism.gu.kc/wp-contcnl:/
uploads/2020/07/Domestic-Tourism-Recovery-Strategy-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 of estimates of maximum total revenues that can be generated across the country and for each of the 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 of revenue (drawn from audited County Government financial statements), and
estimated revenue potential from the deterministic frontier analysis for each of the top streams and for each county. Finally,
it presents and discusses in detail findings on maximum revenues that can be generated for each of the 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 carried outin 2018 on county own-source 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 that the toral annual revenue potential across counties is around Kshs. 93 billion.** 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, and 2019/20), with the remaining Kshs. 55 billion being unrealized.”

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 figures 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 1 presents the total revenues that could be generated from all streams if all 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 the
last three financial years, while its potential (considering the size of the county’s economy) is estimated at around Kshs.
25 billion. Therefore, if the 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 County’s 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.

“This finding is the output of carrying out deterministic frontier analysis on total revenues from own sources across counties and should not be
confused with the findings presented in table 4 summarizing estimates on maximum revenues that can be generated from each specific stream. The
findings from the deterministic frontier analysis on total revenues (not taking into consideration the contribution of each specific OSR stream to total
revenue) are shown here to provide an indicative summary of overall counties’ performance in raising revenue from own sources compared to their
potential if all counties operated in line with best practice.

“Detailed statistics on actual collections of total revenues across Kenya and the total revenue potential for cach county can be found in Appendix D.
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Figure 1: Total actual revenues over the last three years and potential revenues (excluding Nairobi City)
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Table 4 presents aggregate results from the deterministic frontier analysis of top OSR streams.”® Charges and fees for use
of healthcare offered by public hospitals are the most prominent source of revenue. However, targeting 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.””

Property rates are an important source of revenue, 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
Governments 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% of total revenues being
collected in total.

Revenues from cess can reach around Kshs. 7 billion per year, making it a substantial portion of overall revenue potential.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 of double 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. 81 billion in revenues across all counties, with less than 1% of this
potential actually being collected by County Governments. However, due to substantial gaps in existing data not allowing
for the development of a reliable evidence base for this stream, this result is indicative. Future research should be carried out
to further explore this stream.

Table 5 below presents actual revenues from all streams that County Governments report to the CRA. In the cases where
the entry is represented with a dash (-), the County Governments do not report on collecting data from this particular
revenue stream. 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.

*Detailed estimates on the revenue potential for each stream and for each County Government are shown in Appendix D.
*’More information on the plan to introduce Universal Health Coverage by 2022 can be found here: https://www.health.go.ke/wp-content/
uploads/2019/01/UHC-QI-Policy-Brief. pdf
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Table 4: Top streams across Kenya (deterministic frontier analysis)

' Revenue stream (as defined in the County

Total potential
Executive Financial Statements) s

Kshs.__:f)l billion

Kshs. 2§_billi0n

Kshs. 16 billion

Hospital anq PBblic Healih ,S(?,Wi,cfs, fees
Trading Licensing

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Ksb_§:_14 billion

| Property Rates

VParrking fees Kshs. 8.5 billion

Agricultural transportation fees Kshs. 7 billion

' Administrative fees ) Kshs. 5.8 billion

. e S E—

' Environment and Conservancy Administration fees Kshs. 5 billion

 Technical Services Kshs. 4.6 billion

Market Trade Center fees . th__s_.___lt_ﬁ billion

Liquor Licensing f¢¢§ Kshs44 billion

| Building Plan Approvals_ F_ef:ﬁ . Kshs. 3.7 billion
Game Park & Reserve fees Kshs. 3 billion
' Fines and Penalties Kshs. 0.8 billion

Revenue gap (as a share of total revenue
potential across counties)

80%
76%

94%

i

*®
A
X

Taken together, tables 5 and 6 show that there is still substantial 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 FI'OIII 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

5.3.1 )['l'.l(“l!g Licensing F

Businesses are legally required to have a license in order to operate in Kenya. Still, many small businesses are unlicensed.
The revenue base is the number of businesses which operate across counties calculated using self-reported data on licensed
and unlicensed businesses from MSME 2016. The size of businesses is calculated using numbers of full-time equivalent
employees. As show in figure 2, Nairobi City and other urban counties have higher numbers of the population employed
in businesses which are required to pay for annual licenses issued by County Governments. Therefore, they are expected to
yield substantial revenues from this stream.

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 of employees) drawn
from MSME 2016** and the Kenya 2018 Enterprise Survey from the World Bank®” 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 of the 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 the revenue potential and tax gap for the 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 itis an outlier.

Table 7: Potential revenues from Trading Licensing for the counties with highest unrealized potential

County Actual collections Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
of revenues estimate estimate
Nairobi City 1,856,185,486 7,952,847,043 6,096,661,557 ) 76%
Nakuru 334,998,721 2,320,191,264 1,985,192,543 85%
Machakos 185,506,812 1,696,033,353 1,510,526,541 89%
Kakamega 74,069,475 1,252,459,040 1,178,389,565 94%
Kisumu 141,927,381 1,083,664,026 941,736,646 86%
Kiambu 231,858,036 1,009,745,892 777,887,856 77%
Kajiado 179,181,415 628,740,986 449,559,572 o 71%

Figure 3: Revenue potential from Trading Licensing across counties
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**The basic Micro small and Medium EnterprisestMSME) 2016 report is available here: hteps://www.knbs.or.ke/?p=572

*More information on the World Bank survey is available here: hteps://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/3585/related-materials
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The revenue base for this stream is the total spending on healthcare services that are charged by County Governments.*
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
presents 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% of their potential revenues.

Figure 4: Annual household expenditure on healthcare services provided by public hospitals
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“The revenue potential from healthcare services usage estimated and presented here includes revenues that will go back to hospitals to ensure that

the healthcare needs are met across countries. The aim of this report is not to calculate ‘profits’ from healthcare usage for counties, as healthcare
services should not be targeted for revenue enhancement. This might create barriers to medical care access, thus creating inequalities within counties.
Counties are encouraged to use the information in this chapter to inform future decisions about how to best use these revenues.
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Table 8: Potential revenues from Hospital and Public Health Services fees for the counties with highest
unrealized potential

County Actual collections Revenue potential Unrealized Revenue gap
of revenues estimate  potential estimate
Nairobi City 496,316,790 6,183,850,922 5,687,534,132 92%
Murang’a 141,794,585 2,034,251,035 1,892,456,450 93%
Nyeri 258,298,108 _ 1,780,047,505 1,521,749,397 85%
Kajiado 48,275,472 1,328,428,477 1,280,153,005 96%
Bomet 81,213,968 1,154,272,978 1,073,059,010 93%
Kirinyaga 135,059,755 1,072,143,100 937,083,345 87%
Busa  SRas076 9SRA2LOST  0a9Ts9R2 o4th

Figure 5: Revenue potential from Hospital and Public Health Services fees across counties
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5.3.3 Property Rates

Tortal improved value of property (including the value of buildings and land) is the tax base for this stream. Figure 6 below
presents the distribution of toral 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 counties 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 half the total
value of properties in the country. The total value of commercial and residential properties in Nairobi City is estimated at
around Kshs. 4.1 trillion in 2019/20. It accounts for around 40% of the total value of properties across Kenya. Kiambu and
Mombasa jointly account for nearly 15% of total property value in the country.

On the contrary, the combined total value of properties in the bottom ten counties (that is, Lamu, Baringo, Elgeyo/
Marakwer, Marsabit, Tharaka-Nithi, Tana River, Isiolo, Wajir, West Pokot, and Samburu) is much lower, accounting for
only 2% of the total value of property in the Country.
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Values of residential and commercial properties also vary within counties, with rural counties having fewer high-value properties
compared to urban counties. Overall, 90% of households in the survey used to calculate the value of residential properties across
the county (that is, KIHBS 2015/16) and 90% of establishment owners in the survey used to calculate the value of commercial
properties (that is, MSME 2016) reported that their residential property or business site was worth less than Kshs. 600,000. This
cut-off point 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 potential and gap for the counties with highest unrealized potential. The
revenue gap is presented as a share of the maximum revenues that each county can gencrate from each OSR source (that
is, the revenue potential). Figure 7 presents estimates of revenues that can potentially flow 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

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

‘ Actual revenue Revenue potential : L
Ct)_unty * collections estimate Unrea’:ud potentl# RCVCl'lIflC gap
Nairobi City - 2,068,718,128 5,913,928,908 ~3,845,210,781 65%
Kiambu 249,664,980 149,251,791 899,586,811 78% |
 Kajiado ) 46359792 681,990,536 635,630,744 93%
Nakurur - 7 299,120,173 569,517,889 270,397,716 47% |
Makueni 7 7846411 241,562,091 233,715,680 97%
Kisumu 7 103,327,434 326535270 223,207,836 . 68%
Meru ) 46,569,962 267,899,561 221,329,599 O 83%
Figure 7: Revenue potential from Property rates across counties
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Numbers of parking spots across counties and their usage serve as the base for this 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 this 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 majority of predominantly
rural counties instead have very low estimated revenue bases and, thus, low revenue potential.
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Figure 8: 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 centers 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 Government staff during the validation workshop it
was established that the geographical location of Lamu does not allow for parking fees collection hence , the county was
excluded from this analysis.

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

Table 10: Potential revenues from Parking fees for the counties with highest unrealized potential

County Actual  collections  of Revenue  potential Unrealized  potential Revenue gap
revenues estimate ‘estimate

Nairobi City 1,658250,556 2507149489 868,898,934 34%

Kiambu - 226,106,567 7 980,660,832 _754,55432§§ ¥ 77% B
| Nakuru 261,183,047 - 601,792,985 _ §§03.609’938 7 57%

Kajiado 45,505,917 357,842,335 312,336,418 87%

ﬁMombasa - 471,736,598 ‘ 694,470,645 777:272%,7777371{,04777 32%

Kﬂiﬁ"_ = 27,696,963 ] 226,381,017 “ 198,6781&054 88%

Mandgra 747019767(7)77” 155,446,712 B 154,705,753 - ,,\}_QQ?_/O_&¥,,,,,, B

Figure 9: Revenue potential from Parking fees across counties

1,000
200
800
700
Z 600
e
-
— 500
=
=
o 400
jan}
7]
= 300
200
- l"J |
d IR 000 1 10 saa s rams e
z 3 2 :E g 3232 E£F5F 2eE eI ELLIRE4gEEZYLIEsiELERGYG
£ 2 235 E5 323235 i 585526528 ¢
25 §7 58 237% 2 ETER¥T ST EIfRETEEGAErATEESE 2
= = = 2Z i = 2= s £= 3 F §°% 5 dz32% 3
= - & = Z 5B S
= g
)
-
® Total (actual) collections of revenues (average over 2017/18, 2018/19, 2019/20) ® Potential revenues

5.3.5 ;\gricu]lur.ll Transportation Fees
The revenue base for this stream in Kenya is the value and size of agricultural produce in each county, with County
Governments having complex structures of fees and charges depending on size, value, and type of produce 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 of agricultural 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 of agricultural produce across the country. The bottom ten counties account for only 5% of the agricultural produce

in Kenya.




Figure 10: Value of agricultural & 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, thus, a large revenue gap (that is, 89%). The remaining counties included in table 10 also have substantial unrealized
potential, currently collecting only 8% or less of their estimated potential. The exception is Nyandarua, which collects 15%
of their potential revenue.

Figure 11 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 of these two counties charging cess on agricultural produce coming from
neighboring counties.
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Table 11: Potential revenues from Cess for the counties with highest unrealized potential

County Actual collections of Revenue Unrealized potential Revenue gap
revenues potential estimate estimate
Meru 59,075,862 550,498,742 491,422,880 89%
Nakuru 19,258,362 352,748,567 333,490,206 95%
Murang’a 23,481,102 284,662,365 261,181,263 92%
Nyandarua 44,343,778 297,862,547 253,518,769 85%
Kisii 8,323,301 247,827,149 239,503,848 97%
Bungoma 17,913,547 255,120,543 237,206,996 93%
Nandi 11,537,418 242,053,859 230,516,441 ) 95%

Figure 11: Revenue potential from Agricultural Transportation 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 of double
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 licenses.

5.3.6 Market Trade Center Fees
The revenue base of this OSR stream comprises of businesses 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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Table 12: Potential revenues from Market Trade center fees for the counties with highest unrealized potential

County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)
Bomet 4,211,890 149,170,945 144,959,055 97%
Busia 16,153,414 160,832,658 144,679,244 90%
Narok 6,270,370 146,817,323 140,546,953 96%
Vihiga 14,014,716 153,118,627 139,103,910 91%
Kericho 24,775,667 148,850,837 124,075,171 83%
Kajiado 28,966,478 148,264,282 119,297,805 80%
Bungoma 35,841,327 155,126,236 119,284,910 77%
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Rural counties can generate substantial revenues from this stream. Currently, potential revenues remain largely unrealized.
As shown in table 12, most counties are able to collect around 10% of 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 (thatis, 2017/18, 2018/19, and 2019/20),
leading to a revenue gap of Kshs. 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 of the top performing counties. Mombasa also appears to currently generate
almost the maximum amount of revenue estimated to flow from this stream.

5.3.7 Natural Resource Transportation Fees

The national Government in Kenya is responsible for establishing a fiscal regime mining and quarrying activities, thus
collecting royalties, fees, rents, and levies. The County Governments also have some fiscal instruments 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 of products
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 figure
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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Table 13 presents the revenue potential and tax gap for counties with the highest unrealized potential. As shown in the
table, the counties 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 generate around 17% of its potential. According to findings presented
in the table, many counties do not report on actual revenues collected from this stream despite the fact that mining and
quarrying activities of substantial value appear to take place within their boundaries.

Figure 15 presents the maximum revenues that can be generated and the average actual revenues that are generated from
this stream 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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Table 13: Potential revenues from Natural Resource Transportation fees for the counties with highest

unrealized potential

County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)
Kwale 16,630,634 2,147,367,987 2,130,737,353.15 99%
Machakos 413,339,080 2,385,446,091 1,972,107,010.96 83%
Migori 4,527,240 1,489,944,052 1,485,416,811.73 100%
Kiambu 11,374,507 1,017,300,015 1,005,925,508.14 99%ﬁ
Kilifi 824,783,241 824,783,241.00 100%
Meru - 778,230,066 778,230,066.40 1009 |
West Pokot 22,361,856 701,207,192 678,845,336.45 97%J

Figure 15: Revenue potential from Natural Resource Transportation fees across counties in Kenya
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5.3.8 Advertising and Sign Board Fees
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Counties charge fees for using advertising services, including public billboards, lighting posts, and other public infrastructure.
For the purpose of calculating the revenue potential 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, major 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. 1 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 annual spend on outdoor advertising services offered by the county
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Limitations 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
and Kisumu are outliers, thus they are not shown in the graph.




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

County Actual collections of ~ Revenue potential Unrealized  Revenue gap
| LA ey revenues  estimate  potential estimate
hNyairobi City - - ~ 37,598,149,168 37,598,149,168 - 100%
Kisumu - B 48,927,654  24,822,587,843 24,773,660,189 ~ 100%
Na]furu ] - . 4799,459,194 4,799,459,194 100% |
Kiambu - - 3,431,996,061 3431,996,061  100%
Kakamega - 14,302,325 2,665,274,057 2,650,971,732 99%
Machakos - 35,516,487 2,028,981,771 1,993,465,284 98% |
‘\ Mombasa o _ - 1,335,831_,_'_721 _1_3_:?35,831,7&7 7 71(}0% |

Figure 17: Revenue potential from outdoor Advertising and Sign Board fees across counties
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5.3.9 Environment and Conservancy Administration Fees

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 houscholds 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% of houscholds and
licensed businesses being located there. Nakuru and Kiambu also account for around 11% of the total population of

households and licensed businesses.
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Figure 18: Number of households and businesses paying for county waste management services
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Table 15 presents the revenue potential 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 potentially generate 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 than 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, suggesting that there
is room for improvement in this area. However, this goes beyond generation of revenues from own sources, calling for action
to 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 examples on how to set up efficient systems that are able to collect large parts of the revenue potential of this stream.
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Table 15: Potential revenues from Environment & Conservancy Administration for the counties with
highest unrealized potential

e Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential THR T
= . revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) 8ap
Nairobi City 4,540,579 676,216,546 671,675,967.20 - 99%
Kiambu 44,997,421 264,284,068 219,286,647.26 83%
Meru ) 278,296 186,497,950 186,219,654.62 100%
Kakamega - - 169,917,733 1169,917,733.25 B 100%
Kilifi - 135,938,844 ~ 135,938,843.86 - 100%
Nakuru : 140,416,731 265,84_2,722  125,425,991.74 5 3 47%
Kisumu 1,939,073 123,906,706 121,967,632.73 - ] ?% |
Figure 19: Revenue potential from Environment & Conservancy Administration across counties
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Similar to business licenses, the revenue base for special licenses required for selling alcoholic beverages is the number of
businesses in this area. Fees and charges are defined based on the type and size of businesses selling liquor. For the purpose of
estimating the revenue potential from this stream, self-reported data on employment in licensed and unlicensed businesses
in this area from MSME 2016 is used as proxy for business size.

As shown in figure 20, numbers of employees occupied in this area are higher in urban centers compared to rural areas.
The population of employees in businesses selling liquor in Nairobi City accounts for almost half of the total employee
population across the country.
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Figure 20: Number of employees in licensed and unlicensed businesses selling liquor across counties

| Nairobi City

Machakos

Meru

Kisumu

Kiambu

Nakuru

Kajiado

Kericho

Kakamega

Mombasa

Homa Bay i

Kisii |

Migori (101

Uasin Gishu |

Narok [

Bungoma (I

Nyeri [l

Kilifi  f
Makueni |§
Nyamira [

Kwale i1

Taita/Taveta ;L
Embu ;I

Kirinyaga ,l

Laikipia ]'

Bomet |1

Siaya il
Turkana [l

Murang'a |

Lamu [}

Samburu

Nandi

Trans Nzoia
Busia

Kitui
Tharaka-Nithi |
Nyandarua

|
Baringo |} |
1
|
1
|

Isiolo

Mandera

| Vihiga |
| Elgeyo/Marakwet |
Tana River

West Pokot
Marsabit

Garissa

Wajir

- 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000

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 though it does not report
any data on revenues collected under this stream.

Overall, there are many County Governments which do not report on data from this stream. Machakos and Kiambu
County Governments generate less than 10% of their potential each, while Nakuru manages to collect around 30% of its
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 counties,
thus not shown in the figure.
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Table 16: Potential revenues from Liquor Licensing fees for the counties with highest unrealized potential

Actual collections Revenue potential ~ Unrealized potential
County ; : Revenue gap
of revenues 7 estimate _estimate *
Nairobi City - ~ 1,936,093,109 1,936,093,109 - 100%
Machakos 35,054,335 356,862,175 321,807,840 90%
Meru - 237,236,896 237,236,896 100%
Kisumu - 197,590,938 197,590,938 ~100% |
Kiambu 1,597,178 190,279,177 188,681,999 9% |
Kajiado 7 - 109,103,834 109,103,834 100%
LNakuru 39,345,240 144,522,103 105,176,863 - 73%
Figure 21: Revenue potential from Liquor Licensing fees across counties
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5.3.11 Building Plan Approvals Fees

Potential revenues

The revenue base for Building Plan Approvals fees is captured by the value of construction of new buildings in GCP
statistics. As shown in figure 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 of rural population.
In counties with big cities and towns, rapid urbanization results in approvals of expensive construction plans, while in

rural counties the size of construction is rather limited.
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Figure 22: Value of construction (GCP 2020) across counties
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It follows, then, that counties with urban centers are expected to yield higher revenues from this stream compared to
counties with mainly rural areas.

Table 17 shows the revenue potential and tax gap for the counties with the highest 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 revenues that could be generated from this stream across counties in Kenya. Nairobi City is an outlier

and is excluded from the figure.
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Table 17: Potential revenues from Building Plan Approvals fees for the counties with highest
unrealized potential

Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential
County : : Revenue gap
TR o O TNETNIIIIN oo ndARRA SIS ... comm- TS
Nairobi Ciy 7 - 1,525,033,986 - 1,525033986  100%
Kiambu - - 475762,887 475762887 100% |
Mombasai 7 B - 320,548,517 320548517 - 100% }
Nakurw - 140326795 140326795  100%
| Kisumu - - 94,553,309 - 77947,52’),3% - 77100% -
Kajisdo - 74855820 74855820  100% |
H\/Elrsabit B 7777259,933 63,546,423_ 63,295,489 - ) 99%) ]
Figure 23: Revenue potential from Building Plan Approvals fees across counties
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Some County Governments are responsible for collecting revenues from fees for entering game reserves which are within
their boundaries. For national parks, Kenya Wildlife Services a national 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 within 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 of own 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 of visitors in Narok, Baringo, Samburu, and West Pokot.
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Figure 24: Number of visitors at game reserves in 2020
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Table 18 presents the revenue potential and gap for the counties with the highest unrealized potential. As shown in table
18 as well as figure 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 billion on a yearly basis. Samburu can yield about
Kshs. 150 million from its game reserve, while West Pokot appears to be able to generate around Kshs. 30 million from

visits to the Nasolot National Reserve.

Table 18: Potential revenues from Game Reserves for the counties with game reserves

County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)
Baringo 71,488,457 637,927,335 566,438,878 88%
West Pokot - 30,652,002 30,652,002 100%
Samburu 153,465,634 153,465,634 - 0%
Narok 2,162,795,772 2,162,795,772 - 0%
Figure 25: Revenue potential from Game Reserves across counties
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Tables 19, 20, and 21 below present actual collections of revenues and potential revenues from (i) administrative fees and
charges, (i) 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 of generated revenue from
cach stream respectively 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 Governments, thus including them in figures 27 and 28 would not allow for observing differences between
other 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 able to meet their potential, there is room for improvement in others. The results below are
indicative of the relative performance of counties and should be used for comparisons between counties for benchmarking
purposes. They should not be treated as precise estimates of the maximum revenues that each county can generate.

Table 19: Actual and potential revenues from Administrative fees and charges with highest unrealized potential

l County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap |
L e revenues (Kshs) ~ estimate (Kshs.) ; estimate (Kshs.) i 8
Nairobi Ciey - 1,437,351,543  1437,351,543 O 100%
| Kiambu a - v o97eRsTIR . 207835798 §§ ) BT 10
‘Nal_n;unrl - - . B 2}8,707711897 B - 258,77(7)7,18077 - 100%1
{Me_ru 7 £ B ks = 1785,908,802_7 e 1%5,208&027 L 0 l(l()%_‘
‘_ Macha!ms 7 7 ) - ) 1§8,§10,154 - 168,8710,1547 10_0‘ b |

Figure 26: Revenue potential from Administrative fees and charges across counties
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Table 20: Actual and potential revenues from Fines, Penalties, and Forfeitures with highest unrealized potential

County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)

Nairobi City - B 210,143,521 210,143,521 100%

Kiambu - 43,551,468 43,551,468 100%

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

Meru 1,501,788 27180219 125,678,431 94%

Kiuma o DeBses beBss 100
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® Touwl (actual) collections of revenues (average over 2017/18, 2018/19, 2019/20) ® Potential revenues
Table 21: Actual and potential revenues from Technical Services with highest unrealized potential
County Actual collections of Revenue potential Unrealized potential Revenue gap
| °8 revenues (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.) estimate (Kshs.)
Nairobi City 334,417,456 1.233,063,521 898,646,065 73%
Mombasa - 215,866,875 215866875 100%
Meru 18192003 159485940 141293938 8‘)26#
N_a_kuru _ 94,151,210 221,937,624 e 127,786,414 58% |
 Kakamega T 98867659 o 988676%  100%
=
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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 of the 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 County Governments, adoption of a consistent approach towards reporting on revenues from
different streams. In contrast to the Adam Smith International research carried out in 2018, this comprehensive OSR
potential and tax gap study relied heavily on audited revenue data for the top OSR streams that were consistently reported
across countries.

However, discrepancies between the elements grouped under the different OSR categories across the counties call for
further efforts to establish a clear and simple framework for defining OSR sources and reporting on actual collections.
There are often gaps in reporting 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 between the CR A and County Governments is required to understand the reasons for not reporting
data under different OSR categories and using the “Others” group to report on sources that could be included in other
standardized groups. It is recommended that key stakeholders, including the CR A, 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 to 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 infrastructure 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 that 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 dara, 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 dara-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 structure 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. While the management of natural resources can be profitable for
counties, the analysis suggests that County Governments currently only collect around 6% of their potential revenues.

Cess can be replaced with a special type of agricultural land rate, simplifying the process of revenue collections and lifting
disincentives for producers and traders. The remaining OSR streams combined could generate nearly Kshs. 32 billion. This
means that if all County Governments performed in line with best practice, they could raise revenues from these streams
that are 4.5 times higher than their current collections.

It is recommended that County Governments with existing data collections on usage of parking spaces put effort toward
strengthening data sharing mechanisms so this information can be used by departments responsible for OSR policy design
and implementation to inform decision making. In addition, County Governments not collecting data on parking space usage
should be encouraged to collaborate with parking offices and other relevant organizations to ensure parking space data is made
available to them on a regular basis.

As discussed in the case of cess on agricultural produce and livestock, it is likely that this OSR stream might create issues of
double taxation as a result of overlaps with levies charged by the national government.

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 of quarrying 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 the use of outdoor advertising services, including expenditure, preferred locations, and
means of advertising. Alternatively, existing surveys such as MSME could be enhanced to include more detailed information
on outdoor advertising,
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Table A1: Contribution of top OSR streams to total revenues (by county)
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County Revenue Stream S8 S8 SE <& Q
|
lEariEgo_ | Hospltal gld Eubll: I—iealih Serv1ces fees i 32.758%4 39.18% L _45_._0_8% § 28.92% i 73557959@‘
‘{ - Game Resewifcg S 23.34%  23.54% C1907%  22.02% | 60.96%
| MarketTrade Centerfees | 15.84%  10.60% | 1395%  1347%  7443%
‘ Agricultural transportation fees ‘ 13. 25% 10.849% 9.76% ‘ 11.29% 85.72%
Lo Agnculturaltransportation . Bl Rl Lo B
[7 s Trading Licensing _ ot T 10. 72‘}’4 11.34% B 7.91‘}] O 9.9% __95.71%}
|
Property Rates 3.60%  3.98% 3.58% 3.72% 99. 43% |
-_— e
i Bomet Ps Jr Hospltal and Public Heal[h Servlces fecs | 738.00‘)@ 38.65% 746.707%J . 4_0‘?1%.1_ ~40.91% |
. |PropertyRates | 2929% 20.82% |  23.94%  2468% 6559 |
e | Trading Licensing | 0.00%]| 270.53% 11.52% \ 1070% | 76.29%
| ' Vehicle parking fees | as3% | 487% SO 502 81.30%
,77‘ SV PR —— Bt I —
; Sr b Agricultural transportation fees = 710.12%1 0.00% 1} 0. 00% _ 3.57% { il 84._88%__|
Admlmstratlve fees and char es 2.7%% 2.98% 2.45% 2.74% 87.62%
) AT e 1 S foo- === =
- Bungoma l Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 40.77% | S0.81% 77761.2}0‘)6] - 50.96% | 50.96% |
] Trading IiCcnPng - \ lS.fﬁO% 12.50% 712.}2%; 13.54% | 644_5()%_
|| Vehicle parking fees L ossm| 1092%| 7.6 |  9.40%|  73.90%
i | Admlmstratlve fu:s and Lhargcs 9.58%  8.06% l 0. 94‘% 6.19% l 80.09%
= s TR ) ' ¥ % 1
| Market Trade Center fees 6.35%1 5.07% | 4. 51% 5.31% [ 85.40% |
R S AR AR S ) B |
Pro ert Rates 4.69% 3.29% 2.20% 3.39% 88.79%
f S p Y- B ! 4 I P—— | biutel bl !
| Busia 1 Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 7.40% | 27.24% |  29.07% 21.24% | 21.24% |
| Vehicle parking fees _ 126.52%  16.11% ‘ 14.90% 19.18% ‘_, 40.42%
| |TrdingLicensing | 1823%| 1827%|  1602%|  1751%  57.93%
‘ . ‘ ‘ \
‘ A ricultura] transportation fees 16.21% | 12.81% 17.98% 15.67% 73.60% |
- g p e e |
‘ Market Trade Center fees 8.83% |  6.62% | 5.74% | 7.06% 80.66%
r Sl Z - 1 i { S ! D i | -—
‘ | Advummg and Sign Board fu:s 7 1.81% | 3.36% | 7 1.45% J 72.217% ‘ 82.87%
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’ Elgeyo Hospital and Public Health Services fees 32.29%  46.03% 40.72% 39.68% 39.68%
| Agriculural transportation fees 19.15% | 18.11%  17.60% 18.29% 57.97%
L R } __Tl_jac!ing Licensing 10.76% "9.00% 7.45% ?.07%_ - __@Z.Oé%_
| Market Trade Center fees 4.68% | 5.78% - 5.62% 5.36% | 72.40%
| | Vehicle parking fees 2.99% | 3.28% |  3.58%| 329  75.6%
| Property Rates 3.63% | 3.1% |  2.07% | 2.96% | 78.65%
Environment and Conservancy 0.83% | 0.96% 0.64% | 0.81% 79.46%

| || administration fees B I R B

| Liquor Licensing ﬁ?gs 0'00%',‘,_,9'00( . 1.09% | 0.36% 79.82% 3
| Fine, Penalties, and Forfeitures - 0.50% | 0.25% if 0.32% |  036%  80.18%
 Embu Administrative fees and charges - 43.37% 55.48% 56.10% 51.65%  51.65%
B | W‘giTrading Licensing 18.21% { 14.18% l 14.87% 15.75% | 67.40%
| | Agricultural transportation fees - 7171734% 10.29% 13.55% 11.73% 79.13%
| | Parking Fees i 6.83% | 5.11% 456% |  5.50% 84.63%
B | Market Trade Center fees 4629 S.14% 406% 4.61% 89.23%
| | Advertising and Sign Board fees - 5.00% | 3.52% 1.65% 3.39% | 92.62% |
Garissa Property Rates - 18.69% | 25.54% 18.71% - 2098%  20.98%
| Administrative fees and charges 18.48% ‘ 16.95% | 18.50% 17.98% - 38.95% 1
| Trading Licensing 7 . . 11L78%  10.80% | 11.79% 11.46% 50.41% |
| Fine, Penalties, and Forfeitures } 11.14% | 10.21% 11.15?@;_'__77%177 61.25% I

| Agricultural transportation fees 10.71%  9.82% 10.72% | 10.41% 71.66%

| Hospital and Public Health Services fees 8.16% | 7.48% | 8.17% |  7.94% | 79.59%
_ | Market Trade Center fees ' 6.31% |  5.69% 6.21% | 6.07% | 85.66%
- Homabay Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 28.24% 39.04% |  S7.90% | 41.72% 41.72%
i o Market Trade Center fees - 19.74% | 16.09% ~9.87% | 15.23% 56.96%
| | Trading Licensing g 12.88% | 13.57%|  1030%|  12.25% |  69.21%
) Vehicle parking tees - 17 13.13%  12.18% 2.86% | 11.72% 80.93%
=", Agricultural tranquytﬁatiﬂrfges } 12.79% |  6.47% | 415% |  7.80% | 88.74%

B | County Housing Rent i | 3.79%  2.62% 1.30% 2.57% 91.30%
E___I_sjo_lo_ | Game Reserve Fereg . | 58.34% { 60.26% | %2.92% o 50319_6 _ 5051‘ 0 1
‘ - Property Rates - - 10.819% | 10.28% | 27.80% 16.30% | 66.80% '
I | Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 10.62%6 | 6.69% | 16.08%  1113%  77.94%
1 Agricultural [ranspo_rmfe_es | 6.64% 8.32% | 11.21% 8.72% 86.66%
| Wchicleparkingfees Y j 283 3.17% [ k| w8 |
B | Trading Licensing 5.21% |  3.98% 0.00% | 3.06% | 92.87% |
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Kajiado Trading Licensing Er 28.56% | 19.26% 17.32% 21.71% 21.71%
- | Nawral Resource Transportation fees 8.32% | 7.47% 16.49% 10.76% | 32.47%
D Administrative fees and charges 0.00% |  0.14% 22.10% 7.41% |  39.8%
B Hospital and Public Health Services fees 6.46% | 3.20% 9.05% 6.24% 46.13% |
Technical services fees 3.82% | 14.64% - 0.00% |  6.15% 52.28%
i Parking fees O 62% | 4.18% 6.47% 5.65% 57.93% |
- Property Rates 9.09% | 0.00% | 4.35% 4.48% 62.40%
B Market Trade Center fees 23206 2.34% ‘ 6.25% 3.64% 6604%
External Services Fees e 2.29% 0.00% 0.00% ’ ~ 0.76% 66.80% |
7: Agricultural transportation fees - 0.00% | 1.11% 1.17% 0.76% | 67.56%
Fine, Penalties, and Forfeitures 0.00% | OOE)ZU_ _ 0.38% 0.13% 67.69%
| County HousingRent 0.12%  0.00% 0.00% 0.04% | 67.73%
Kakamega | Hospital and Public Health Services fees 38.36% | 35.58% | 45.18% 39.70% | 39.70% |
L Trading Licensing 13.68% | 8.00% 6.24% 9.31% 49.01%
| Vehicle parking fees o= 11.10% | 5.95% 3.60% 6.88% |  55.89%
- Agricultural transportation fees 5.41% | 4.93% 4.22% 4.85% 60.74%
L Market Trade Center fees 7.36% | 4.54% 2.56% 4.82% |  65.56%
| Property Rates ~6.13% | 1.86% 1.86% 3.28% 68.85%
Liquor Licensing fees ~ 5.31% | 179% 1.43% 2.85% 71.69%
Building Plan Approvals fees L Lea% | 165% 1.60% L63% | 73.33%
B County Housing Rent C230% | 1.32% 1.24% 1.62% 74.95%
Advertising and Sign Board fees 0.00% | 1.75% 0.94% 0.90% | 75.84% |
Kericho Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 32.17% | 42.33% 47.07% 40.52% 40.52%
Property Rates 9.44% | 14.23% 18.01% 13.89% | 54.42%
Trading Licensing 13.02% | 11.74% 11.00% 11.92% 66.34%
Vehicle parking fees 7.49% | 7.86% 7.78% 7.71% 74.05%
| County Housing Rent - 11.79% | 3.08% 2.5% 5.82% 79.86%
Market Trade Center fees 6.22% | 5.44% 5.13% 5.60% 85.46%
Kiambu Hospital and Public Health Services fees 31.58% | 37.82% 58.81% 42.74% 42.74% |
Technical services fees 16.81%  17.05% 3.61% 12.49% 55.23%
Property Rates 10.74% | 11.49% 9.81% 10.68% 65.91%
Vehicle parking fees 13.39% | 7.82% 9.36% 10.19% 76.10%
Trading Licensing 10.80% | 11.57% 7.51% 9.96% 86.06%
| Agricultural transportation fees - 5.18%__“_4_.(1{:% 3.85% 4.36% 90.42%
=
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Kilif Agricultural transportation fees 27.96% | 27.72% 34.85% 30.17% 30.17%
Property Rates B 25.41% | 22.72% 17.63% 21.92% 52.C9%
Administrative fees and charges 12.91% | 18.71% 0.00% 10.54% 62.63%
Trading Licensing B 13.84% | 7.86% 5.35% 9.02% 71.65%
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.38% 1.56% 24.12% 8.69% 80.34%
| County Housing Rent 4.43% | 7.86% 2.00% 4.76% 85.10%
Kirinyaga Hospital and Public Health Services fees 30.06% | 33.93% 41.48% 35.16% 35.16%
Trading Licensing 7 . 24.63% | 24.04% | 16.64% 21.77% 56.93%
Market Trade Center fees 9.01% |  7.40% 8.69% 8.37% 65.29%
Property Ratess . 7.99% | 491%  5.86% - 6.25% 71.55%
Vehicle parking fees 5.24% | 5.45% 5.59% 5.43% 76.97%
7 Administrative fees and charges ~ 294% | 5.84% 4.30% 4.36% 81.33%
Kisii Hospital fees and Public Health services 47.04% | 32.46% 30.33% 36.61% 36.61%
| Vehicle parking fees 1453% | 18950 2241% 18.63% |  55.24%
 Trading Licensing | 12.07% | 16.09% 13.70% 13.95% 69.20%
Market Trade Center fees | 10.25% 12.42%  13.04%  11.90% 81.10%
Advertising and Sign Board fees 5.83% | 6.02% 6.61% 6.16% 87.26% |
- Building Plan Approvals fees | 211% ) 4.48% S5.11% 3.90% 9L.16% |
' Kisumu Administrative fees and charges 81.70% | 31.62% 0.43% 37.91% 37.91%
1 | Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 0.00% 14.48% 27.33% 13.94% ‘ - S1.85% ‘
i Property Ratess 9 15.62% | 0.92% 20.15% 12.23% 64.08%
Trading Licensing | 0.00%  15.96% 15.19%  10.38% 74.46%
Vehicle parking fees R 10.00% | 7.75% 20.69% 9.48% 83.94%
| Market Trade Center fees ) 0.00%  4.33% 7.02% | 3.78% 87.72%
Kitui Administrative fees and charges o 46.37% | 22.83% 20.00% 29.73% 29.73%
| Hospitaland Public Health Services Fceﬁs;ﬁ 2.17%  28.97% 39.90%  23.68% 53.41%
Trading Licensing ) 2051% | 16.48% |  12.78% 16.59% 70.00%
Mk TradeCenterfees | 965%  7AM 325%  668%  T6.68%
‘L Property Rates - 6.52% 5.75% | 4.69% 5.65% |  82.34% |
‘ - ﬂlehicle parking fees o L 436% 5.66% - 3.74% ‘ 4.59% 86.92%
| Kwale Hospital and Public Health Services Fec;_s__i_ 19.37% | 34.02% 37.77% 3039% | 30.39%
’ - | ;[iradingLiicensingﬂi o ; 26_.82% ‘ 22.05% _15.27% L 213}% 21_7_7‘ o |
Property Rates 18.73% | 17.56% 17.12% ] 17.80% 69.57%
‘T 1 ‘_Eatural_@grce Tﬁr_l_ﬁportati_(_)_r_l_fees | 7.82%  5.63% 7757.68%}7 6.38% 75.95%
Vehicle parking fees 459 | 4.85% 5.27% 4.90% ] 80.85%
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| Technical services fees | 732% ) S5.50% | 0.91% 4.58% | 85.43% |

Laikipia | Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 46.56% | 40.99% 40.72% |  4276% |  42.76%
N | Trading Licensing 13.44% | 11.51% | 11.02% 11.99% 54.75%
| PropertyRates | soa%| 1449%|  1048%|  1131%|  66.05%|
i Vehicle parking fees 8.98%  8.75% 8.78% | 8.84% | 74.89%
Environment and Conservancy 0.00% | 10.22% 12.22% 7.48% 82.37%
administration fees - = . | |l 2 153 § |

- Technical services fees 2.10% | 3.06% 5.80% 3.65% 86.02% |
(Lamu | TradingLicensing | 3L54%| 2532%|  3LI17%|  2934%|  29.34%
- | Hospital and Public Health Services fees 23.48% | 15.11% 0.00% 12.87% | 42.21‘7)/0;
i | Property Ratess o 10.03% | 26.45% 0.00% 12.16%  5437%
County Housing Rent ~ 0.00% | 0.00% 18.44% 615% | 60.52% |

Agricultural transportation fees 3.80% | 13.70% 0.00% | 5.83% |  66.35% |

| Market Trade Center fees - 2.85% | 3.56% 3.59% 3.34% | 69.6%
Advertising and Sign Board fees ~0.00% | 0.00% 9.13% 3.04% | 72.73% |

- Natural Resource Transportation fees - 0.00%  0.00% 5.57% C1.86% | 7459%
| vehideparkingfees o78%| 096%|  seok|  17a%| 763
- | Administrative fees and charges 0.00% | 0.30% |  0.00% 0.10% | 76.47%
Machikos | Property Rates ssos| susm|  1am|  2ssm| 285w
Environment and Conservancy 25.57% | 28.79% 1.87% 18.74% 47.33% |
adminis[r:_itinn fees B ) 7 | I [
e | Trading Licensing B 15.98% | 10.03% | 13.63?(;7 13.21% | 60.54% |
Natural Resource Transportation fees 0.00%  0.00% 7&).0{}79@7; 10.01% | 705 S‘}’%
. | Hospiral and Public Health Services fees 7.74% | 406%|  S5.87%| 5.8%% |  76.45% |
- Vehicle parking fees - - 3.78% | 6.00% 7.01% 5.60% ~ 82.04%
Makueni Hospital and Public Health Services fees 12.97% | 22.04% 41.17% ! 25.3%% 25.39;‘
| TradingLicensing 25.82% | 24.84% 1970% | 2345 | 48840

: | Market Trade Center fees | 1053% | 7.82%| @ 5.43%| 7.93% |  5677%
Liquor Licensing fecs - J:747‘}{)!79.732% o 2.54% ~ 7.78% ; 64559
e | Vehicle parking fees - e ! ~ 886% | 555% | @ 5.41% 6.61% 777771.1526;
- | Agricultural transportationfees  438%  3.88% 3.00% 3.75% | 74.90%
E | Building Plan Approvals fees = i _ 234%| 2.80%| @ 3.23% 27% |  77.70% |
| Property Rates C242%6 0 170%  1.52% 1.88% 79.58%
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= Advertising and Sign Board fees 1.41% | 0.87% 2.47% 1.58% 81.16% !
Mandera Property Rates 7 16.73% | 27.60% 34.20% 26.18% 26.18%
iz Agricultural transportation fees 2935% | 2472% |  1681%|  23.62% |  49.80%
o Hospital and Public Heal_th Serviceﬁes 0.37% | 27.02% 24.00% 17.13% 66.93%
|| Trading Licensing e 11.16% | 10.26% 9.64% 10.35% 77.28% |
Administrative fees and charges 26.96% | 0.00% 0.00% |  8.9% 86.27% |

1 County Housing Rent 15.43% | 452%|  409% |  8.02% |  94.28% |
‘Marsabit Agricultural transportation fees » 31.13% | 19.43% 14.27% |  21.61% | 21.61% |
B Hospital and Public Health Services fees 258% 4.67% 49.38% |  18.88% |  40.49%
L Trading Licensing - 17.04% | 18.78% - 6.78% | 14.20% 54.69%
" Natural Resource Transportation fees 7.93% | 9.04% 3.74%*: 6.90% 61.59% |
| Property Rates B 5.96% | 4.90% 3.73% 4.86% 66.45%
County Housing Rent . 3.96% | 3.74% 3.56% - 375% |  70.20%

| Market Trade Center fees 273% | 2.27% 1.48% 216% | 7236%|
Liquor Licensing fees 2.26% | 2.89% 0.03% | 1.73% 74.09%

| Building Plan Approvals fees 0.02% | 0.19% - 038% |  0.20% 74.29%
| Meru | Hospital and Public Health Services fees 30.46% | 29.13% |  31.13% |  30.24% |  30.24%
| Trading Licensing - 22.60%  24.53% - 17.43% 21.52% 51.76%
= Parking fees s 11.16% | 10.41% |  12.63% |  11.40% 63.16%
|l _mAgricultyral transportation fc;es 7.88% 9.14% 117.6(/}‘_}’1 o 9.54% 72.70%

E Property Rates 9.15% | 8.05%|  5.82% 7.67%|  8037%
| - Market Trade Center fees 6.40% _59%%_r* 6.56% 6.29% 86.66%
| Migori Hospital and Public Health Services fees 16.15% | 27.46% |  31.22% |  24.94% 24.94%
- mA_EEiflerkiyceigmd S 20.50% | 19.28% 17.79% | '*1271‘_)‘}{1*7 44.13%
Y ﬁ__"l:radlnkg}}ceg_sglgu_*_ii . 22.98% | 19.31% 15.23% |  19.17% 63.31%
e | N GaiiBortation fees R N o R N S O
Market Trade Center fees 14.38% | 12.10% 8.50% |  1L66%|  87.92%

L | Advertisingand Sign Board fees | 484%  3.65% 3.48% 3.99%  91.91%
Mombasa | Property Rates | 2363% | 29.10% | @ 16.26% |  23.00% 23.00% |
| Administrative feesand charges | 24.46%  1877%  23.26%  22.16%  45.16%
Y aad EURlc st Seviol fheel [0 D ORIFAIGR " Lo s TR o)

__ Trading Licensing L 1580%  13.95% 13.62%  1446% 78.52%
Vehicl parking fees | | sk s7m| wosk] s



S 3 %% 2% 5% g
County Revenue Stream ] E ]SE SE <& S
Environment and Conservancy 331% 2.98% 3.18% 3.16% 95.93%
administration fees ‘
Murang’a Hospital and Public Health Services fees 19.64% | 25.34% 28.95% 24.64% 24.64%
Trading Licensing 30.07% | 18.08% 17.86% 22.00% 46.65%
Property Rates e 18.75% | 19.06% 19.63% 19.14% 65.7%
| Vehicle parking fees B 7.60% | 7.75%  7.69% 7.68% 73.47%
Market Trade Center fees ‘ 5.63% | 7.21% 7.63% 6.82% 80.29%
. Agricultural transportation fees ' 92.61%  2.89% 1.25% 4.58% 84.88%
Nairobi City | Property Rates 2025% | 23.45% |  21.88% 21.86% |  21.86% |
Trading Licensing 17.74% | 23.22% 17.76% 19.57% 41.43%
Vehicle parking fees 18.72% | 16.36% |  17.34% |  17.47%|  58.90% |
Administrative fees and charges 18.82%  14.99% 11.03% 14.95% 73.85%
| | County Housing Rent ~ 5.70% | 4.30% 8.11% 6.04% | 79.88%
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 3.59% | 4.33% 8.11% 5.34% 85.22%
'Nakuru | Administrative fees and charges ~ 3157% | SL73% 44.49% 42.60% | 42.60%71
‘Trading Licensing 15.23% | 14.11% 10.67% 13.34% 55.93%
| Property Rates . 15.32% | 11.75% 8.90% 11.99% 67.92%
Vehicle parking fees IL38%  9.62% 1038%  1046%  78.38%
Environment and Conservancy 0.24% | 8.06% 7.74% 5.35% 83.73%
administrationfees | . i
County Housing Rent 1 455% 0.79% |  3.92% 3.09% 86.82%
 Nandi | Hospital and Public Health Services fees. ?,,,734-63% | 36.99%| 48.94%| 40.19%| 40.19%
Trading LicetEiigw B ‘ 13.66%  16.11% - 12&% 14.13% 54.31% |
| Vehicle parking fees = \ 17.27% | 1%9‘%:[ 9.25% |  1240%|  66.71%
- | Property Rates . 49%% | 9.2l 0 7.84% |  7.34% 74.05% |
| MarkerTradeCenterfees =~~~ | 525%( 5.11%|  413%|  483%| 78.85%
] Agricultural transportation fees | 457% | 533%  383% 458% | 83.46%
Narok | GameReserveFees | 9333% | 86.44% | @ 92.40%|  90.72%|  90.72% |
| Agricultural transportation fees . 212% | 3.03%  3.88%|  3.01%  93.73%
B e Trading Licensing e 176% | 1.57%| @ 0.82%|  13%%| 9?12%'
Property Ragcs L ‘}.07:9/11 7 0‘.60% B 1.08% 0.92% 9603%
| Vehicle parking fees o - ~ 0.41% | 0.42% 0.52% |  0.45%|  96.48%
Market Trade Centerfees | 029%  027%  023% 026%  96.74%
Nyamira | Hospital and Public Health Services fees |  22.36% | 43.48%  S7.61%  41.15%  41.15%
Property Rates 19.99% | 12.29%  8.30% 13.53% 54.68%
| |Tradinglicensing | 1394%] 968%| 941%| 11.01%| 65.69%
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Vehicle parking fees 13.08% 8.04% 7.70% 9.61% 75.29%

Market Trade Center fees 9.96% |  6.19% 4.88% 7.01% 82.30%

Agricultural transporration fees 4.87% | 3.68% 3.64% 4.06% 86.37%

| 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%  22.98% 53.95%

Agricultural transportation fees 12.91% | 12.36% 11.08%T 12.12% 66.07%

Vehicle parking fees | S14% | 6.18% 5.51% 5.61%  71.68%

Property Rates R 3.85% | 7.20% 4.37% 5.14% 76.82%

Administrative fees and charges 0.00%  15.21%  0.00% 5.07% 81.89%

Nyeri Hospital and Public Health Services fees 40.26% | 36.44% r' 24.37% 33.69% 33.69%

| Vehicle parking fees “ 11.78% | 1&39-‘}’1 15.64% 13.10% | 46.79% |

Trading Licensing 13.50% | 11.14% |  12.17% |  1227% | 59.06%

Property Rates B 8.96%  8.04% 795% 832%  67.38%

Adﬂi_r_lis_t_rativc fees ani charges 434% | 9.10% 8.68% 737% |  7475%

| Liquor Licensing fees L SG¥G| SSWE| SESG ST s0azK

é}@um Game Reserve fees 68.49% | 60.62% 73.77% | 67.63% 67.63%

| Property Rates - 485% | S53% |  635% |  558%  73.21%

i Tradiqg Licensing 5.60% | 2.62% 3.43% 3.89% 77.0;

' Hospital and Public Health Serviies_feis 412% | 3.42% | ‘113£%~¥ O 297% 789.06;}6

[_* Agricultural transportation fees 292% | 2.17% 2.65% 2.58% 82.64%

'N_ | Liquor Licensing fees C Le3% 038%  051% 0.84%  83.48%

Siaya Hospital and Public Health Services fees 30.72% | 3623% |  46.93% 37.96% 37.96%

Trading Licensing 25.31% | 22.28% | 14.20%  20.60% 58.56%

Market Trade Center fees . 17.84% 12.00%]: 12.57% 14.14% 72.69%

| Vehicle parking fees 98206 887%|  7S8% 876 8L4S%

| : Agricultural transportation fees 3.13% |  4.00% 2.69% 3.28% 84.73%

|_ N County Housing Rent - - | 3.49% 478% 1.00% L 7&)29{1177{2827%

| Tharaka | Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 35.43% | 34.98% |  32.65% 3436%  34.36%

Nithi 0 - - i e p

B Natural Resource Transportation fees ~ 18.68% 12.86_%_‘ ~1756%  1637%  50.72%

| Trading Licensing o = 18.08% | 10.82% | 19.79%:]_ 16.23% 66.95%

B Administrative fees and charges ,J_ _0_809/1\ _1512%_‘ _£9_6%~J o 9.43% 0 76.38%

|| Market Trade Center fees - 11.54% | 7.38% |  4.60% f 7.84% |  84.22% |

] Vehicle parking fees o 697%  415%,  426% 5.13%  89.35%

Taita Taveta | Agricultural transportation fees | 18.09% | 17.65% |  21.60% |  19.11%|  19.11%
tc?;:‘ @ WORLD BANKGROUP
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County Revenue Stream ] ]RE ]RE <& &)
Administrative fees and charges 13.24%  20.62% 23.18% 19.01% 38.12%
Hospital and Public Health Services fees_ 17.89% | 14.45% |  18.08% 16.81% 54.93%
| ) Trading Licensing 14.36% | 14.89% | 9.76% 13.00% 67.94%
|  Market Trade Center fees | 685% 11.80% |  8.84% |  9.16%  77.10%
Property Rates 13.20%  652% 6.45% 8.72% 85.82%
 Tana River Agricultural transportation f_'_eis__frf | 5657% | 28.90% |  31.43% | 38.97% |  38.97% |
Trging Licensing ] 34.53%  24.48% 1257%  23.86% 62.83%
| NatunlResource Teansportaion fees | 0.00% | 3LS86 | 2215% | 1791% 8074
Property Rates o B L06% — 3.29% | 11.00% 5.12% 85.85%
|CounyHouwingRem | 000K 000K 15206 S08%| 9093
| Vehicle parkingfces B L 3T79% | 494% | 1.90% |  3.55% 94.48%
Trans-Nzoia | Hospital and Public Health Servicesfees | 27.35% | 42.25% |  48.88%  ~ 39.49% |  39.49%
 Tedigliesing | BU7% ISa76| 133%  1SS#K| 8086
| Vehiceparkingfees | 10006 1L15%|  17a1%|  1276%|  707%
Property Rates L IL70% | 10.62% | 625%|  952% |  8032%
| Agricultural transportationfees | 10.24% | S53% | @ S5.6% |  7.A5% | 8]‘{7%1
B Market Trade Centerfeess ~ 5.32% | 435% |  3.38% 4356  91.82%
Turkana | Agricultural transportation fees 26.05% | 2492%|  3943%|  30. 13‘}’j ~30.13% |
.  Trading Licensing 4L 16.87% | 20.13% 7721.7179‘)/2l777197470‘ ‘L‘, _ 4_").5'3!_‘%1
| Hospital and Public H Health Services fees 2.28% | 21.06% |  10.93% |  11.43%| 6_095%1|
[ Blatucit Recoutce Teinsporation e} 2008% | 186350 000K 1L1s6| 71
| Property Rates et 791% | 930%|  923%| = 8.81% 80.91% |
| pukingfees | 852 S577% 2.23% | 7531%‘_ 86420
Ua_smG1shu | Vehicle parking fees . | 21.28%‘ 25:52‘{6 _2872%|  2517% | 25.1_7‘)6#1
I Trading Licensing B 2476279/:*.:2E5% o 1852% | 2L60% 46.77%
) | Property Rates : . 13.08% | 13.36% |  13.45%|  1330% |  60.06%
 Hopialand Public Heah Sevicesfees | 838K 57 7% S0% G105
. | Advertising and Sign Board fees : - 732%| 6.96% |  7.26%|  7.18% |  75.28%
| Agricultural transportation fees 5.64% | S98% | T.67% 6.43% - 81.71% |
Vihiga | Hospital and Public Health Services fees | 2311% | 25.11% |  30.49% 26.24% |  26.24%
| Vehicleparkingfees | 22.87% 2404%  2093%  22.61%  48.85%
s | Trading Licensing l 0.04% | 10.91% |  17.75%|  9.56% |  58.41%
. - | Market Trade Center fecs - | 9.45% | 7.68%  9.46% 8.86%  67.28%
-
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County Revenue Stream a g SE SE <& O
Agricultural transportation fees 10.23% | 1.05% 1.08% 4.12% 71.40%

Property Rates 2.64% | 2.87% 4.83% 3.45% 74.85%

Building Plan Approvals fees 423% | 1.38% 2.37% 2.66% 77.51%

Advertising and Sign Board fees 0.29% |  3.26% 2.62% 2.06% 79.57%

County Housing Rent 233% | 1.77% 1.28% 1.79% 81.36%

- Wajir Natural Resource Transportation fees 100.0% | 2.52% 7.82% 36.78% 36.78%
Trading Licensing N 0.00% | 17.55% |  21.94% 13.16% 49.94%

| Agricultural transportation fees 0.00% | 20.97% - 9.3% 10.12% 60.06%
| Technical services fees | 0.00%  23.32% 0.00% 777% |  67.83%

Property Rates | 0.00% | 2.12% 0.35% 0.82% 68.65%

. | Administrative feesand charges | 0.00% |  0.00% | 1.76% 0.59% |  69.24%
| Hospitl and Public Health Services fees 0.00% | 0.56% 70.0&%:#_ 0.21% 69.44%
Environment and Conservancy 0.00% | 0.09% 0.00% 0.03% 69.47%

| administration fees D P S s A B
West Pokot | Hospital and Public Health Services fees 11.99%  19.49% 40.80% 24.10% 24.10%
__} | |NamralResource Transportationfees | 22.24% | 2541%| 17.20%| 2161%| 45.71%
Agricultural transportation fees | 30.08%  9.90% | 8.20% 16.7069’; - 6L77% |
_ | ||Trdinglicensing | 7.70%| 1465%| 13.95%| 1210%| 73.88%
o PropenyRaws | 256 BA7K| 305K 4S8 784K
| Vehicle parking fees | 5.24% | 427% |  2.56% |  4.02%|  82.48%
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Table A2: OSR streams categorized as ‘Others’ across counties

County Streams Categorized as others j lCounty TStreams Categorized as others l
| l
Baringo Mangat AMS l Hospital fees and Public Health Services |
| Koibatek ATC l Public health facthtles operations <‘
Bomet Proﬁts and dividends 4‘ Slaughterhouse administration |
Orther local levies 4 Homabay Stock auction fees ‘
Other miscellaneous | Landing fees |
Busia l AMS Busia | Admmlstratlon certification fees
S ——— ——— S — e ———— — S — 7 [ SRS S ———— S —— — —— — l
Busm HlllS water supply | Noise pollution
Bl ey [Topolwen
Busuo water supply | l J lee ofequ1pment l
Butula water supply | | Water supply admmlstratlon l
M ‘Munana water supply | l lWaghts and measures fees l
e e s T _— SO e T twer T amag . BgeE |
Bungoma Other miscellaneous recelpts j ‘ Miscellaneous income |
S R Y I N A s EoE LR S }, S . —— S —— A —
l Sale of council assets | J Missing revenue stream \
l Other education related receipts Is'lolo | Wat:,r supply l
l Elgeyo | Other miscellaneous revenue B Brandmg |
| = £ S 50 0§ |
MaraLwet |
T B e R *“ J—Tractor hire |
Water supply administration l g —— % e a3
T e S — l iWelght and measures l
Other education relared fees — e “
e S | T ransfer and approvals
Ammal stock auction fees |- T BSE TE | ¢ ¢ Ol 55
= — T S —— lClearance
| Trade apphcanons tees [ R
S '*] T | ' Stand premium
Clearance fees s e e T TR TS T R
e S l IMmcel]ancous charges |
Hldes and skms —— | SEEr — |
I R Mlscellaneous receipt
Promotlon/advert | EEsaeane e ST e l
| Trade | l_ eiie et J,Pibll,cfworksf ISR A SN 8 J
P e Eo T — | Livestock auction
VSD Funds R S T P 2 O 5

—

i e Miraaexport

T

| Youth affairs and sports ‘ :

e e [ e e e e Ka;lado Other local levies
Agnculture  —— SEperreersTes T T T IS
= e e ‘ \ iOther mlscellaneous rece1pts

i

i

Tourism ERet s B Sl RN B
SEEs e pisrEn e s e e | Education related receipts
Recoveries e I et = e
N - | | Other revenue not classified anywhere l
‘ Other fees and charges | - — SEssEthin Mt - nEn Ot S
Fireah = ol el et —l l(al(amegz Interest/dividends
Embu HOSpl[ﬂl fees and Public Health Services l’*f’v jl e —

|
S A e T LR |Othcrlocal receipts l
Fines ,penalnes and forfeitures — I

I Bt S I R | Bukura ATC |
Garissa Otherrece1ptscla551ﬁedelsewhere W G -
SRS o S A ————— | ﬁarminputs |

L S — - s —

0
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County Streams Categorized as others County Streams Categorized as others
Sugar fund receipts Hides and skin
Kericho Other miscellaneous receipts Council vehicle hire
Proﬁt and dividends L— - Fisheries License
Other educatron related receipts l Plot subdivision
| Profits and dividends Srgn board
Kilifi Not reporting any streams under the Tractor services
“Other” catego | o
8 || Advertisement
Kiambu Agriculture, livestock, and fisheries l** A e |
e : ‘ Training centers
Other local levies l_————‘ = —
E— S e HEEETEE—— Sale of flowers, plants, and firewood
Grader = R
I —F Salary commission
Other miscellaneous receipts — o =
T 0 Water distillation plant
Water supply administration e = . @
— — e - Machakos Miscellaneous revenue
Kirinyaga Other miscellaneous receipts R -
= - B — Various fees
l Sale of incidental goods [ - e
e T T3 EE SE — { l Other local fees
Local levies l . E— —
T s o B T j [ Receipts not classified elsewhere
Kisii ' Plot transfer fees | T e T —— —
l— ————T7 1 S 4 Water supply admmlstratlon
1 Miscellaneous income [ f B
— . S l | Interest received
Impounding charges I s TR
Sy T 7T 1 Machakos noise pollunon
Quarry extraction fee | T ]
T 1 o -] l MOtOl’CyClC reglstratlon
Flre compllance fCC | — s o R P T - 5 =
—t 1 | & Agrrculture farm
Agricultural Trammg Center [ B D —
— T —— | Salary refunds
Devolved functions revenue [ — S B AT
5w — ‘l | House loan repayment
Admm fees l — —— — ]
R T e - r()urlsm
- Kisumu Other educatmn related recelpts T = . - - =
- R T = Social services
Kitui Agrlculture goods B e e A .
——F B -1 | lFrreﬁghtmg /Ambulance management
Laikipia Education related recelp[s | B = |
s W ¢ R = - -] | Makueni Not reporting any streams under the f
B 5 Mrﬁzellfreogs recerpts - | ’ e “Other” category RS e
Encroachment fees || Mandera Water supply admm l
{ Lamu Eund rarsmg event- donations || Agrrculture meehamzarlon services l
| | Sale of flowers, plants, and ﬁrewood [ ] l F ender and quantity survey fees l
l Miscellaneous income | l Others l
S e I B S —
‘ Meter rent | Mrssmg figure
Cooe e - - h4 N AR Gl‘
l Insurance claims | l Marsablt Scrap metal |

@1 WORLD BANK GROUP



County Streams Categorized as others County Streams Categorized as others
Cement Other miscellaneous receipts
Miscellaneous charges Education related revenues
AMS Mariira Farm
Water Bill Coop audit
Sale of tender documents Water supply admm
Weights and measures Livestock
Livestock fees Welghts and measures
Meru Other mxscellancous receipts Others
Karugu ATC Fire fighting
AMS Matunguu Nalrobl Cit Other local levies
il ieare NS 5 || | NaobiCly |Oherloalevis
Local levies \ Other miscellaneous
Samburu Pubhc works chargcs Insurance claims
Mararal Camel Derby J Other revenues from ﬁnanc1al asset loans
Sale of motor vehicle | Donanons
Hide :md skins J Long term loans
AMS ‘ \ Educatlon related fees
Hawker fees ‘ school fees
Welght and measures | ‘ ‘ Other educanon related fecs
Direct deblts B lj Other educat:on revenues
Kwale | Unbanked CRF o N [
wale nbanke | issing figures
Migori A rlculture ‘ Nakuru Fund raising events
| Migorn  jagdewrwe | e Hudssnppeae 2§
Burial PCrmltS ‘ | | Other education related receipts
Trade j L Water supp]y admin
I —_—  amenas: . ES0  GEEE S
Sale of tender assets 1 Mlssmg figure
J e s e o T e e 7,,74{ ,i,,,i R — .
Entry/exit fees at Isibania border Various fees/ m1scellaneous income
| Eooylsicfesaclbnia border || Variousfees/ miscellancous income |
Fishencs J \ Nandi Mlsccllaneous
Transport on land \ Klborgok tea proceeds
Fuel LEVY . | ATC Kaimosi
Other educatlon related receipts T Narok Miscellaneous receipts
L A___Wfl*gj],tjnd measures [ Mlsceil}anfoui income
Physical planning, surveys, and public - | Nyamira Other local levies
works T I— o ]
e R s e o e S | I“PTCS[ TCCOVC”CS
Mombasa Other education related fees | S e e
- R == ‘ Water supply admm :
Muranga Self help group || e
—_— B D ' Nyandarua Grants |
St



r — - R —

County Streams Categorized as others County Streams Categorized as others

Other education related receipts Nyeri School fees

Other miscellaneous Other miscellaneous revenue

Water supply admin Agricultural produce/ sale of agricultural
goods

Cattle dips 2 .

Other receipts

Groups renewal

Siaya Grants

Hire of machines
e Reserve funds
Sub-division of land

Other miscellaneous
Plan inspection fees . E—
] Other local levies

Site indication

] Grader

Change of user S

Agricultural income

Change of business

Approvals

Dev-PPA forms

n Education related fees

Clearance certificates

Weighta and measures

Weights & measures

e Physical planning
Water fee ,
u 1 Fire inspection
Grave fee R = e
— = School fees
Survey fees

Miscellaneous

| Hire of water tanker
r = = = Trade income
C.O.T
[ Cattle auction
Lease extension E— R
Receipts classified elsewhere

Betting

Taita Taveta Other local levies
Compliance certificate e Sk =
e Water supply administration

Search fees

Tana River Receipts from sale of Incidental goods
ATC — — _
: = = Other miscellaneous receipts

Cooperative audit

Tharaka Nursery school fees
Fisheries Nithi
Motorcycle mortgage fees e —7Nmny;'ot;rism Lodge
Fertilizer -subsidized Coop Audit
Miscellaneous | Veterinayfees |
V Fire certificate Weights and Measures
Logging fees %Trans-Nzoia Cemetery charges .
Physical planning | Audit cooperatives
Project management B _¥Way lcav;;;irgg e
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County Streams Categorized as others County Streams Categorized as others
Livestock auction Weights and measures
Amusement permits } Way leave
Fire Inspection Search fees
Noise control pollution Renovation fees
Tree harvesting permit Group registration
Temporary occupation license Miscellaneous income/receipts
Weights and measures fees Inspection of buildings
Agricultural mechanization \ Land boundary disputes
Plot sub-division Noise emission
Survey fees Water supply admin fees
Turkana Other miscellaneous receipts Licenses
Other education related receipts Vihiga FM receipts
| Fundraising events rWajir Transfer from reserve funds
Local levies Local levies
Uasin Gishu | Water supply admin Medium term loans
Miscellaneous School fees
Vihiga Fertilizer Other education related receipts
Sale of tender documents West Pokor Miscellaneous income
Plans inspection fees Other miscellaneous receipts
=

a
s
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Table B1: Stakeholder engagement results

-
' Level of engagement

Number of

counties

|

Completed round 1 and
2, and shared requested
documentation

Counties

Baringo, Garissa, Isiolo, Kakamega, Kericho, Kitui, Kwale, Lamu,
21 Machakos, Makueni, Meru, Nairobi City, Nandi, Nyamira,
Nyandarua, Nyeri, Siaya, Taita/Taveta, Trans Nzoia, Vihiga, Wajir

i
| Completed round 1 and 2, but
did not share documentation

J Completed round 1

5 Kilifi, Murang’a, Tana River, West Pokot, Uasin Gishu

Bomet, Bungoma, Elgeyo/Marakwet, Embu, Kiambu, Kirinyaga, Kisii,
15 Kisumu, Laikipia, Mandera, Marsabit, Mombasa, Nakuru, Narok,
Turkana

LN 0 response

3

6 Busia, Homabay, Kajiado, Migori, Samburu, Tharaka-Nithi

(L WSS




Table B2: Data shared by county representatives

Numbers of vehicles &
use of parking spaces

latest valuation roll

Numbers/value of new

properties

Use of healthcare

services

Size of agricultural

properties rented by the

produce sold in the
county

county
Numbers/value of

Numbers of tourists/

visits

Use of administrative
Fines issued by type

services

Baringo

< OSR revenues

b Summary statistics from

=

Bungoma

=

Elgeyo Marakwet

Garissa

Isiolo

Kakamega

>

Kericho

<

Kisumu

Kitui

|

 Kwale

Lamu

| Machakos

|
Makueni

[

Meru

Nairobi City

|
|

Nakuru
Nandi

{

f.zmn:?u

Nyandarua _

Nyeri

Trans-Nzoia

e

Uasin Gishu

Vihiga

 Wajir

I ><‘>< ><“><[><i>< ><‘:>< ><'><><><><><><><><‘><><><><
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County Governments representation during the validation workshop
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APPENDIX D — DETAILED
COUNTY-LEVEL FINDINGS

Table D1: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Baringo (rural)

]7 Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
of revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
ProperyRaves B 2 - 74 N
Building Plan Approvals fees ‘ 10.2 40.9
Trading Licensing | e w7 1693
l Liquor Licensing fees l 15.3 27.1
Advertising and Sign Board fees i S R . 3%0 13
Parking fees r - 43.3 56.8 |
Agricultural transportation feﬁ - j_ 34 843 1517 |
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 125.8 626.6 849.0 \
(MackecToadeCequetess o &0 0 HARE £7Si.
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 31.0 3.0 1\
Environment and Conservancy | - 64.6 462.7 |
~administration fees ‘_ - __'__ R 7\
Game Reserve fees 71.5 637.9 1,073.9
- Administrative feesand charges 1 . 413 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 6.0 -
TechnicalServiees fees 4 -
Total T 321.4 2,000.0 3,744.9
% e @WORLDMNKOROUP



Table D2: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Bomet (rural)

Deterministic Frontier

Actual collections of Top-Down
revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
Property Rates . 48.5 | 48.5 33.6
Building Plan Approvals fees - : 61.0 244.5
Trading Licensing 33.4 | 99.2 62.8
Liquor Licensing fees - 25.0 34.4
| Advertising and Sign Board fees | - I 33.4 1.3
rParking fees I 10.0 16.1 16.4
Agricultural transportation fees 19.5 o 238.0 428.2
[ Hospital and Public Health Services fees r 81.2 ’ 1,154.3 1,563.9
| Market Trade Centre fees 4.2 1492 3,142.4
‘ Natural Resource Transportation fees - i 153. 51 14.7
Environment and Conservancy - 73.7 395.7
| administration fees | B
[Game Reserve fees [ -
Administrative fees and charges - - 82.2
| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ’ - ’ 12.0
Technical Services fees - - 70.5 - -
Total e - e = e 5,937.9
Table D3: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Bungoma (rural)
‘ Actual collections of Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
, Property Rates - 222 123.3 - 868
Building Plan Approvals fees | 31.4 125.9
Trading L-icensing ’ - 2.1 - 2832 - 201.2
Liquor Licensing fees 4.8 49.4 75.9
Advertising aEEiSIgn Board fees - T - 184 0.7 |
Parking fees 64.0 109.3 124.7 i
I Agriculturql_g&p;portation fees B - 179 - 2 459.0
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 364.0 421.9 571.6 ‘
| Market Trade Crernrtre fees 35.8 o B 1551 3,592:8
Natural Resource Transportation fees 74.3 7l
' Environment and Conservancy 11.0 129.3 754.3
adminisgraticn fuj:;’s - 1 - -
Game Reserve fees - - -
| Administrative feesand charges 382 113 -
[ Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 7.1 16.3 -
Technical Services fees 7 133 S 9sS o -]
' Total P el e e

-
%)
\ )

(&
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Table D4: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Busia (rural)

Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
of revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
ir_c_)perty Rates 28 910 - 640
Building Plan Approvals fees 4.0 44.6 178.5
‘_”_Ijlzlc_ii_ng Licensing ] 411 183.3 927
Liquor Licensing fees 4.0 11.9 13.1
Advertising and Sign Board fees 55 B 33.1 13
Parking fees 43.0 65.4 53.2
é_g_riculturﬂa_l_transporta[ion Fegs - 1 - 35.9 - 92.0 | - lf}i_
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 53.4 958.4 1,298.6
Market Trade Centre fees L . le2 . le08 | 13098
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 72.9 7.0
Environment and Conservancy 78.2 364.4
jdministrati@ fees L ) e o
Game Reserve fees | - - ; -
_ Administrative feesand charges - 489 -
% Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 7.1 -
Technical Services fees_ - | . A -
Towl L 0se| s 3sasa
Table D5: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Elgeyo_Marakwet (rural)
Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
of revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential =~ Revenue Potential |
ProperyRaes | 38 2 )
 Building Plan Approvals fees 0.03 | 6.0 24.0
:(adjng Licensing - - 47 - 1le| 326 237
Liquor Licensing fees } 1.6 I 3.6 5.7 |
 Advertising and Sign Boardfees o e 4802
Parking fees 4.3 | 11.8 13.8
Agricultural transportation fees - N B 237 ! - o 2240 - 74073%1‘
| Hospital and Public Health Services fees 52.4 343.8 465.8 |
E_Mark@ﬂgde Centre fees - H . 7.0 - o o 12330 2,44&‘
Natural Resource Transportation fees 120.0 | 11.5
:?Environmeqtanfi | Conservancy administration fees B R - 400 L 240.2 l
| Game Reserve fees - |
7Af\rtixginistrative’fies and charges - - B - 630 ' - - |
| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures N 0.4 9.2 | 4‘
 Technical Services fees - + - . o -S4 IJJ; - s
Total | 105.9 | B 1,078.2 3,662.5

=
\CRA,

e
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Table D6: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Embu (rural)

Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
of revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
Property Rates - 14.4 913 - 64.3
Building Plan Approvals fees 7.7 67.6 270.9
‘Trading Licensing 81.4 | 1775 1512
Liquor Licensing fees - 29.1 53.7
Advertising and Sign Board fees 17.4 1295 5.0
Parking fees 28.4 43.6 59.8
Agriculrural transportation fees L 61.1 | 120.7 217.1 J
| Hospital and Public Health Services fees 1.3 430.8 583.7
‘Market Trade Centre fees | - 244 829 885.2
Natural Resource Transportation fees T - 56.2 5.4
Environment and Conservancy administration fees - - _7(2_7_ 5389
Game Reserve fees - - -
- Administrative fees and charges - - 829, __‘
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 0.6 12.1 - |
Technical Services fees I . 711 - |
@ Total B o el 14659 2,835.2
Table D7: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Garissa (rural)
Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
of revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
Property Rates 225 505 356
Building Plan Approvals fees - 12.0 48.0 |
Trading Licensing I R v . 4 - 18.7!
Liquor Licensing fees - 0.7 1.0
Advertising and Sign Board fees - 2085 80
Parking fees - 1212 126.8
iAgricultural transportation fees oy 75178‘77 932
| Hospital and Public Health Services fees 8.4 8.4
Market Trade Centre fees - . 64 | - 8.0 4079
| Natural Resource Transportation fees - 137.0 13.1
- Environment :tnﬂjonscrvanq adjlinEra;i_op F_CE s 314 7167i
| Game Reserve Fees .
Administrieive feesand charges N S SO S I .| (ST
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ]‘} 11.5 11.5 !

Technical Seviees fees w7
IRl o T s s106 9195
9 @ WORLD BANK GROUP
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Table D8: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Homa Bay (rural)

Actual collections Deterministic Frontier Top-Down \

of revenues  Analysis Revenue Potential  Revenue Potential

(Sroperyfiates — sl s e
' Building Plan Approvals fees ‘ 1.8 13.8 55.3

Tadwgluensog w7 32 w63

Liquor Licensing fees I - [ 72.5 118.9 ‘
Advertsingand Sign Boardfees o] a2 77

Parking fees ‘ 19.7} 65.0 79.1 !
Agricultural transportation fees ‘ - B 1175| - 150:” o ____270.3\

Hospital and Public Health Services fees i 82.6 \ 460.5 623.9 |
Market Trade Centre fees Jr - 240 17 - _106.7_' - Lalde

Natural Resource Transportation fees i 2.5 ‘ 105.5 10.1 ‘
| Environment and Conservancy administration fees| 0.2 | - "‘104%1 - 763.3 |
' Game Reserve fees | - -
| Administrative feesand charges | B - 658 ‘ B . |

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ‘ 0.6 N 9.6 ‘ - I
' Technical Services fees 1 I 56.4 ‘ B - |
| 'I:OtaL - ,, I _ 166_.0 ‘ - 1,7857£J i 3,680.6 i
Table D9: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Isiolo (rural)

\ ‘ Actual collections | Deterministic Frontier Top-Down‘
| | of revenues i Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential |

I?mperty Rates 7 7 7 7 ’ . 2}).2 7 22,5 | - 15.8 |
' Building Plan Approvals fees 0.4 B 15.2 | 60.9
| Trading Licensing 7 - 6.0“ 219 188

Liquor Licensing fees 26 7.7 ‘ 14.4 |
‘. Advertising and Sign Board fees | 0.8 344 ‘ - 13
\ Parking fees ‘ 40| 72.2 99.7
: Agricultural transportation fees B 112 o 12a 224
‘ Hospital and Public Health Services fees 13.7 | 207.6 | 281.3
‘ Market Trade Centre fees B - s 689 75.9 |
‘ Natural Resource Transportation fees | ‘ 2.9 | 0.9 |

Environment and Conservancy administration fees B 138 100.6
: Game Reserve fees | 66.2 | 66.2 | - |

Administrative fees and charges | - 143 )

Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures | - j 2.1 I -
 Technical Services fees . - ‘ 123 i - N ‘
' Total LT sy o FeRly [ 6920
$TRA) o




Table D10: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kajiado (urban)

Property Rates B

Building Plan Approvals fces
Sradleg Lgenjing:
Liquor Licensing fees
 Advertiing and Sign Board fees
Parking fees

| Agricugrural cransporcarion foes
Hospital and Public Health Services fees
Markct Tradc Centre fees

Natural Resource Transportanon fces

Environment and Conservancy
{ administration fees

i Game Reserve fees
‘ﬁiministra_tivc fies and chirgesi
| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures
‘ Technjr:al Services Fees_

i 'rljptal”_

I
\

:

- e
Actual collections
of revenues

46.4

2.7
96.7

e

Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential

682.0 |
74.9
687,
109.1

357.8
60.7 \
1,328.4 ‘
1483

687.7 ﬁ

113.0

I

|
81.0
11.8’
9.7 |

S4008|

Table D11: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kakamega (rural)

l’ropcrty Rates
‘ Building Plan Approvals Fees
TEcingLigiing

Liquor Licensing fees
 Advertising and Sign Board fees
| Parking fees
‘. Agricultural transportation fees
- Hospital and Public Health Services fees
‘ MarkSt_Tradc Centre fees -

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy

administration fees

| Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

' 'l'echr]ical Services fees

| Total

\
"@A

-

T

Actual collections |
of revenues

238
14.6 |
74.1 |
20.5
14.3 .
52.6 |
42.1 \

360.5 |

B N =
Deterministic Frontier
Analysis Revenue Potential |

213.2 |

1,252.5
83.5
2,665.3
106.5 |
2417 |
385.2
]51.? |
356.7 |
169.9 |

1,020.7

Top-Down |
Revenue Potential |
802

299.9 '
943
261.3

9.1
635.9
092

1,799.9 ‘
_79&7

65.7

1,176.9

63591

\
Top -Down

Revenue Potential ‘
150.1
77.9 |
863.1
1247
102. 1
1181 |
434.8 |
521.9
3,249.1
34.1
1,055.0 |

67310,

@ WORLD BANK GROUP



Table D12: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs.

million - Kericho (rural)

Actual |
collections of | Deterministic Frontier Top-Down
revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
 Property Rates o oG08 1148 808
Building Plan Approvals fees 26.8 107.4
Trading Licensing - 52.8 - 1537‘r 263.6i
Liquor Licensing fees - 93.1| 150.4 |
Advertising and Sign Board fees o - 2043 ’ 78
Parking fees 34.1 53.8 64.5
Agricultural transportation fees 60 217.9 | 392.1
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 178.4 589.1 798.2
' Market Trade Centre fees 2481489 28711
| Natural Resource Transportation fees } 4.2 36.2 5.5 }
{ Environment and Conservancy administration | 6.7 87.9 565.6 !
o F - S —
| Game Reserve fees - - 1
| Administrative feesand charges | 4S5 e _.!
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 0.5 [ 130} -
Technical Services fees | w7 0 7er} -
bl - s 405.5  21042] 5,305.0
Table D13: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kiambu (urban)
= T I e Actual = T8
collections of Deterministic Frontier Top-Down }
l revenues | Analysis Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential ‘
ProperyRaws 27 11493 8092
| Building Plan Approvals fees [ | 475.8 1,906.2
TradingLicensing 219, L0097 12671
Liquor Licensing fees ‘ 1‘4 190.3 517.8 l
‘ Advcy@ng and Sign ng_l_rtmi @@7 NS C— ;T o - _3,432.% 1315 !
Parking fees ‘ 226.1 | 980.7 ‘ 1,980.3 |
Agricultural eransportationfees 0 | B . ) W > Y/ )
Hospital and Public Health Services fees ‘ 1,018.6 | 1,84‘).ST 2,505.7]
Market Trade Centre fees | 233 s49 12353
Natural Resource Transportation fees | 11.4 ‘ 1,017# 97.1 ‘
| Environment and Conservancy administration | 45.0 264.3 | 3,042.9
1&377 - 7|‘h - ‘ - - 1 - w\
Game Reserve fees [ T T -
Administrative feesand charges | R 279 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures : -| 43.6 ‘ -
Technical Services fees 2885 ogss -
!T"E‘l S G xi . SIA ._11_’3_04-5., i1 13’950-3‘
Q?%, @WORLDBANKGROUP
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Table D14: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kilifi (rural)

Property Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees
Trading Licens_if_l__g__ -

Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees
Market Trade Centre 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

Deterministic Frontier
Actual collections Analysis Revenue Top-Down
of revenues Potential Revenue Potential
) 154.767 o 266.3 187.5
11.8 12.3 49.2
01 277.1 | 255.4
- 441 88.1
- 2_0_6 B 111.3 | i 4.3
27.77 226.4 1 335.8
218.8 218.8 227.1
68.9 288.5 390.9
100 61.8 690.8
- 824.8 i 78.8
- 135.9 1,078.5

o 113.7(1#7 ) 113.0

- 16.1

S 94.3
_682 B 2,690.7 3,386.4

Table D15: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kirinyaga (rural)

Property Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees
Trading Licensing
Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Boa_rd_ fees

Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

! Hospital and Public Health Services fees

| Market Trade Centre Fees

' Natural Resource Transportation fees
Environme_nt a_nd _CQnSFr__\_i_ancy administration fees

| Game Reserve fees

Administrative fees and charges

| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

Technical Services fees

E_Tota]

&=
e

"

Actual collections
of revenues

i

83.6

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
Revenue Potential Potential
| 122s 86.3
3.8 15.4 l
159.4 156.4 |
29.0 618 |
39.8 1.5
78.3 1236 |
59 172.5 | 310.}4
' 1,072.1 | 1,452.7 |
524 800.0
352.5 337
873 784.9
o 70a]
10.3 -
60.2 - -
- 2,310.1 3,826.6
@ WORLD BANK GROUP



Table D16: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kisii (rural)

' Property Rates

Building Plan Approvals fees
Trading Licensing

| Liquor Licensing fees

Advertising and Sign Board fees

Parking fees

| Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees
Markert Trade Centre fees

Natural Resource Transportation fees

Environment and Conservancy administration fees

1 Game Reserve fees

‘ Administrative fees and charges

‘ Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures
- Technical Services fees

’ Total

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
B 10.2 - 152.2 107.1
19.0 37.3 149.4
) 685 268.1 190.0°
6.0 | 71.2 | 1094
B B 30.2 54.3 _2__.1_.
91.2 91.2 “ 99.3
) 83 ) 247.8 445.9
180.9 | 7229 979.5 |
58.4 107.6 2,359.2
0.2 1016 | 9.7 |
i 121.3 742.2
7 107.3 -
0.0 | 157 i
92.1 -
472.9 2,190.6 5,193.8

Table D17: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kisumu (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates o 1033 326.5 2299
Mg Plan Approvals fees 94.6 378.8 |
Trading Licensing 1419 1,083.7 | 1,176.8
Liquor Licensing fees - ‘ 197.6 465.3
' Advertising and Sign Board fecs 489 24,8226 950.9.
mrking fees 122.5 { 253.4 442.8 |
Agric@_l’gl_tr_@gor;ation fees 3.4 115.3 | 207.5
[Hhosp;tal and Public Health Services fees 183.3 ‘ 396.0 536.6
Market Trade Centre fees 50.2 99.9 1,020.3
Natural Resource Transportation fees - ‘ 404.7 : 38.6
Environment and ConservqucxVadminristration fees | 1.9 123.9 1,219.7
' Game Reserve fees - l - 1
Administrative feesand charges 134.3
[_Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures o - i 19.6 \
Technical Services fees - 72.8 | 115.2
y'liota] 728.3 ‘ 28,187.3 ’ . 6,667.2
% @ WORLD BANK GROUP
Y 87



Table D18: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kitui (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis
| of revenues | Revenue Potential
Property Ratf.s - e 1?‘3J_ B 12470
Bu1ld|ng Plan Approvals fees ‘ - 18.1
- Trading Licensing - 44 855
| Liquor Licensing fees 8.9 \ 10.8 f
Advertising and Sign Board fees B I . o ‘ B 42 6 B
% Parking fees I lS.OT S 0
Agrlcultural transportation fees R 118 - 13”6.% )
| Hospital and Public Health Servnces fees | 9725 664.0 |
‘ Ma{l-;ct:l”rad_c Centre fees ) | 186/ 844
| Natural Resource Transportation fees i | 159.3 ‘
_Envgon_mmt and Conservancy administration fees .~ - %6
| Game Reserve fees ‘[ _T T‘
. Adrpinistra;ivcfb@ and charges N . L 734
| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures \ 2854 10.7 \
| Technical Services fees - - 125 630
'TMﬂ mm4‘ 16m1l

Table D19: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Kwale (rural)

e s

Top-Down Revenue |

Potential j
w78
72.5 |

16.0 |

1,037.7
15.2 |

)5/

Determlmstlc

1 | Actual collections | Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue |
\ of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential |
 Property Rates - - 471 1390 979
| Building Plan Approvals fees 1.8 | 25.4 | 101.9 |
| lradmg Llcensmg - ) 564 ‘7 ) 7119.3 B - 82.7_‘1
z Liquor Licensing fees - T 38'9ir 63.2 |
| _{Rdv_ernﬂsm_g anc! Slgn Boarc{fbtis N 148 | 183.7 | 70 |
| Parking fees ‘ 13.0 , 72.7 | 87.7 |
‘ Agrlcu rural il transportation fc,ts - 85 L 117.3 | 21 1.1_ |
| Hospital and Public Health Serv1ces fees 82.4 | 177.4 | 240.4 |
Market Trade Centre fees - - 68 ‘ - S86 ‘ . G()‘)(l‘
j Natural Resource Transportation fees ' 16.6 [ 2,147'.4‘T 205.1 |
L Environment and Conservancy administration fces - ) o 71.9 | - 4_59.(1|
| Game Reserve fees | - - | =
| Administrative feesand charges | S 64.4 | ]
| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures i - | 9.4 | o
| Technical Services fees - I B 12.1 lﬁ - 55.3 | S |
0 1 e BT e T
\CRA‘, @ WORLD BANK GROUP
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Table D20: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Laikipia (rural)

Stopeiey futes

Building Plan Approvals fees
Trading Licensing ‘
Liquor Licensing fees

| Advertisingand Sign Board fees
Parking fees

Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

Market Trade Centre 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

—+

Actual collections
of revenues

83.0 |

853
8.2

223 |

 osl

e

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis
Revenue Potential

%3
47.2
1332
28.6
952
73.2
76.3 |
494.0

43.8

Table D21: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs, million - Lamu (rural)

l’rgpc[ty }}args B

Building Plan Approvals fees

Trading Licensing
Liquor Licensing fees

| Agvcleisiqg and SiﬁgnﬁBoafd fsesiﬂ

Parking fees

1 Agricultural transportation fees

Hospital and Public Health Services fees

L Market Trade Centre fees
| Natural Resource Transportation fees
Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve fees

| Administrative feesand charges
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures

| Technical Services fees

Actual collections

of revenues
8.6 |

16.0

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis
Revenue Potential

0.9
55.3
17.9
653

273
74.0 |
62.3 |
31.1

14.9

.

46.7 | .

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

678
189.0
110.1

3.3

Top-Down Revenue
Potential

3.4
543
38.1
2.5

49.1
100.2

150.5

3.0

@ WORLD BANK GROUP
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Table D22: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Machakos (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates 416.7 416.7 220.9
Building Plan Approvals fees 149.4 149.4 554.2
Trading Licensing 185.5 1,696.0 1,780.2
Liquor Licensing fees A5 356.9 812.3
Advertising and Sign Board fees 35.5 m2,029.0 o 77.7
Parking fees 83.7 238.0 402.0
| Agricultural transportation fees 10.9 147.8 266.0 |
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 81.6 672.6 911.4
Market Trade Centre fees 24.0 87.7 1,147£
Natural Resource Transportation fees 413.3 2,385.4 227.8
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 2841 284.L 1,302.9
Game Reserve fees -
Administrative fees and Ebf.gf - | 168.8 - |
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 14.1 247
 Technical Services fees 7 ] 181.0 | 80
b EE WY T ha s
Table D23: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Makueni (rural)
I Deterministic
i Actual collections | Frontier Analysis Top-Down
‘ of revenues | Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
| Property Rates - 738 241.6 - 1701
Building Plan Approvals fees 128 25%9) 103.6
' Trading Licensing - 1007 1336 1048
! Liquor Licensing fees 32.2 42.3 72.0
Advertisingand Sign Board fees 68| 7| 07
Erking fees 27.4 44.3 B 55
e o e e I | . A0, 1637
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 5% 330.9 448.4
‘ ‘Ma{kﬁei'_fr_ade Cenﬁrc;fe_es o - -2 88.8 715.1 |
{Natural Resource Transportation fees { - 157.8 15.1
 Environment and Conservancy admini:striion fe_esg - S 2> 3 R >
Game Reserve fees { - - -
idministrative fees and charges I R S . 2 .
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ‘ 3% 87 £
Technical Serviees fees o s13-
B [ R 354.9 13933  2540.1]
% @ WORLD BANK GROUP
CRA,



Table D24: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Mandera (rural)

Deterministic

Actual collections |  Frontier Analysis Top-Down

of revenues | Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential

Property Rates ‘ 261 474 33.4
Building Plan Approvals fees ‘ 157 20.6 82.4
Trading Licensing L 9.4 133.2 67.8 |

Liquor Licensing fees T - 5.5 6.1
Adpvertising and Sign Board fees | L o428 16

 Parking fees l 0.7 155.4 127.4

‘Agriculturalr transportation fees - - 2203 61.1 B 109.8

| Hospital and Public Health Services fees T 18.6 18.6 -

‘%r}ggt:frrade‘Centre fees - 1 - 92.4 4994
Natural Resource Transportation fees T - 44.0 4.2

| Environment and Conservall:yﬁiministration feqs . S Siit - _20

‘ Game Reserve fees T -

' Administrative fees and charges N - | - 317 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - N 4.6 - W
Technical Services fees ot e e
Total e 78.071’ 736.1 1,185.2 ‘

Table D25: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Marsabit (rural)

I

|

Property Rates

| Building Plan Approvals fees
Liquor Licensing fees

W Advertising and Sign Board fees

 Parking fees

Agriculural transportation fees

:‘ Hospital and Public Health Services fees

!\iarlgct Tradc Cenrtrc &‘ES

! Natural Resource Transportation fees

} Environment and Conservancy administration fees

Game Reserve fees

1 Administrative fees and charges

| Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures
|
Technical Services fees

Total

Actual collections

of revenues

- ) B o 5.4
I 03]

| 15.7
—=
| -
- - 23.7’_’
| 24.8 |
—— — — S 2'.* -
T 3 }

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis
Revenue Potential

63.5

15.7
26|
20

61.6

48.5
158.0 ‘
87
17.8 "
24._6

1
4.8
284,
5656

SELL

Top-Down Revenue
Potential |

255 |
2546 |
9.3

-
0. ‘
644
87.2
214.1 |
294.7

]
i

i

(B woniosausonoue




Table D26: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Meru (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential

Property Rates 46.6 267.9 188.6
Building Plan Approvals fees - 38.1 152.8
Trading Licensing 133.1 580.6 518.8
Liquor Licensing fees - 237.2 459.7
| Advertising and Sign Board fees B s 55.6 2.1
Parking fees 69.5 79.8 114.8
Agricultural transportation fees - 59.1 o 550.5 990.4 |
i Hospital and Public Health Services fees 184.7 STIE0 692.4
Market Trade Centre fees o 38.3 ) 725 3,534.1 |
j Natural Resource Transportation fees 778.2 74.3
i Environment and Conservancy aé@inistﬂtion&; | Bé - 186.5 1,646.0
Game Reserve fees -
__Administrativc feesand charges - - 1859 -
‘ Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 1.5 ‘ 72 -
Technical Services fees 182 1595 .
%T@ = e 1 DL NG E e 8,3A74.0j

Table D27: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Migori (rural)

! Actual collections

‘ of revenues
|Ssopertyfiags [ S -1
| Building Plan Approvals fees -
| Trading Jicepsing S I
Liquor Licensing fees T 3.8 [
Advertsing and Sign Board fees 116
| Parking fees ‘ 57.0 |
| Agricultiral transportationfees | i
[ Hospital and Public Health Services fees ‘ 77.5 ‘
| Market Trade Centre fees - Li - 34.2 |
| Natural Resource Transportation fees ; 45 |
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 0.1
P ® N B
Adminsraive foosand charges -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ‘ 0. {‘
| Technical Services fees - ‘,,
ol A

-
L&D

-,

Deterministic
Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue

Revenue Potential Potential
700 493
6-9i 27ﬂ
3032 1996
69.4 99'11
o 39”-5‘ 150
96-1( 101.81
e
823 11413 |
s 1314
1,489.9 ‘ 142'37’
e _...}_‘?_f*-lw - 638.0]
o es2
9.5# ]
- __55.9‘ .
= 3,741.8 & 3,892.0]
i



Table D28: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Mombasa (urban)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates 779.1 870.5 613.0
Building Plan Approvals fees 320.5 1,284.3
Trading Licensing 481.7 609.2 887.2
Liquor Licensing fees 73.8 233.0
Advertising and Sign Board fees ' 1,335.8 51.2
Parking fees 471.7 694.5 1,627.5
Agricultural transportation fees 10.5 18.9
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 631.0 631.0 420.4
Market Trade Centre fees 517 58.1 54.2
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 283.5 R7.1
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 105.1 167.4 - 21313
Game Reserve fees - -
Administrative fees and charges 733.5 i 733.5 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 17.4 36.8 .

Technical Services fees - 215.9
Rl ] 6,041.1 | 7,348.0

Table D29: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Murang’a (rural)

Deterministic

Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue

of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential

Property Rates 108.7 158.4 111.5
Building Plan Approvals fees 24.0 62.9 252.2
Trading Licensing 120.2 120.2 | 80.6
Liquor Licensing fees 32,5 32.5 32.7
Advertising and Sign Board fees - 12.4 l 15.8 0.6
Parking fees 43.6 68.1 88.4
Agricultural transportation fees 23.5 284.7 | . s121
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 141.8 ‘ 2,034.3 2,756.2
Market Trade Centre fees - 393 | 53.0 - 133ss
Natural Resource Transportation fees 551.2 52.6
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 11.5 128.7 8442
Game Reserve fees - -
Administrative fees and charges - 108.0 o -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 3.9 15.8 -
Technical Services fees - 6.5 | 927 -
B Rl kR

= T —




Table D30: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nairobi City (urban)

Deterministic
Actual collections |  Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
_E_operty Rates___ - - - 72,068.7 o 5,913.9 . 4,164.2
Building Plan Approvals fees = - 1,525.0 6,110.4
:ll:ll_ding Licensin_g - l,_85i2_ _7,912?__ S §,827.1
Liquor Licensing fees - 1,936.1 8,355.7
Advertsing and Sign Bord fees L wswal 14403
Parking fees 1,658.3 2,527.1 8,093.1
Agricultural transportation fees | 180.7 | 1807 235
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 496.3 6,183.9 8,378.6
‘Market Trade Centre fees - 238 938, 527
Natural Resource Transportation fees 40.3 186.8 17.8
Vglvironment andiCorErvraEy zmiirningyagn ":C‘?i - iS QG.?;% 12,623.3
Game Reserve fees r - - -
Elrpinistrative_fg and charges I - 14374 e
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 210.1 -
E(ﬁ:hnical;sir\jceifees__ R 3314 | _1,223.1 _______ -
Total R 6,733.3 67,655.ﬂ 65,086.7
Table D31: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nakuru (rural)
E | TR 3 Deterministic
Actual collections | Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates L 291 5695 401.0
Building Plan Approvals fees - 140.3 562.2
Trading Licensing 3 330 23202 2,530.4
Liquor Licensing fees 3955 144.5 B 341.8
e oz aRd Sign Boted e . W, . | -
Parking fees 261.2 601.8 1,056.1
Agricultural tra_rlgorta_tionﬁes_____ 1y 3527 6346
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 64.9 905.8 1,227.3
Maksefapleane e e R
Natural Resource Transportation fees 201.6 201.6 14.0
VEKironment anchyErrvam‘cym:ui_mir}Etrg@ fees - 140.4 - 265.8 - 2,_2891
Game Reserve fees - - -
 Administrative feesand charges 287 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 37.8 -
Technical Services fees 942 2219 - -
Total 1,511.6 10,965.7 14,273.3
? @ WORLD BANK GROUP
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Table D32: Actual revenues & revenue potential estimates, Kshs. million - Nandi (rural)

] Deterministic 7
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential |
Property Rates o 746 525 |
Building Plan Approvals fees - 8.6 l 34.5 |
['radmg Licensing - 357 81.8 | - ____57.1_.
’ Liquor Licensing fécs e N 69 ! 5 14.3 ‘r—' i 21.6|
Advertisingand Sign Board fees | -] w2l 10
Parking fees T 299 { 34.2 | 38.4 ‘
Agricultural transportation fees _____ I il_) A B - 4355
Hospital and Public Health Services fecs <|i 101. 9 412.8 T—_ 559.3 3|
Market Trade Centre fees ) " N 1o 1243 21662£_
' Natural Resource Transportation Fees <l 146.6 { 14.0 |
i‘ Environment and Conservancy administration fecsj 2 I 871.‘)\f - 476.6 |
| Game Reserve fees | - | - |
Administrative feesand charges e 812 R
1 Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures ! } 11.9 | - !
\ Technical Services fees E 69.6 | -

T e ey

Table D33: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Narok (rural)

Deterministic |
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue |
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential ‘
‘ Property Rates BTSN - 21:0} 2262 1593
| Building Plan Approvals fees I : 8.7 35.0 |
Trading Licensing L ome wre a9
| Liquor Licensing fees l | 520 119.2 |
L& tihenadalsntoie e N P PR /.., RS-
| Parking fees [ 10.8 | 57.7T 9.1 |
Agrlcultural transportation fee fees - - 740 2306, 4148
{‘ | Hospital and Public Health Servnces fees j ] 334.3 | 453.0 |
1 Market Trade Centre fees i WI 63 1 - 146.8 ‘7 B 2,996.2 l
‘ Natural Resource Transportation fees I - ‘ 52.6 { 5.0 |
} Envlronmentiand Conservancy admlnlstratlon feei - - 31 L 93.3 R 853.8 |
‘ Gamc Reserve fees i 2 162.8 | | 2 162.8 2,972.8 |
Administrative Fees and charges - 89.7
1 Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures : T‘ e ‘ i 13.1 ‘ i 1
Technical Services fees ‘ - - - 2'7.07i - 7—‘
{%w | [ ames] sioka} W ¥V ades

0
e
:
5
:
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Table D34: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyamira (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates 18.5 82.6 58.2
Building Plan Approvals fees 25 21.8 87.3
Trading Licensing 15.8 309.5 237.7 |
Liquor Licensing fees - 42.0 69.9
Advertising and Sign Board fees - 93.7 3.6
Parking fees 13.5 27.0 33.4
Agricultural transportation fees 5.9 170.5 306.8
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 67.2 548.9 743.7
Market Trade Centre fees 9.7 111.0 1,675.1
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 340.5 325
| Environment and Conservancy administratio_rlfees - 81.9 600.9
Game Reserve fees . B
Administrative fees and charges - 64.0 -]
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 9.4 -
Technical Services fees - 54.9 - |
Total -0 ol e 3,8-’19715l

Table D35: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyandarua (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates - 19.3 133.5 94.0 |
Building Plan Approvals fees 6.5 6.5 1532
‘Trading Licensing - 83.7 102.8 88.4
Liquor Licensing fees - 8.5 15.9
| Advertising and Sign Board fees - 4.1 27.9 1.1
rParking fees 20.7 38.2 529
Agricultural transportation fees o 44.3 297.9 535.9
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 114.7 468.7 635.0
Market Trade Centre fees 10.3 47.6 1,255.1 |
| Natural Resource Transportation fees - 175.4 16.7 i
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 0.3 79.8 590.7
Game Reserve fees - - -
| Administrative fees and charges - - 80.8 -]
rFines, Penalties and Forfeitures 3.5 11.8 -
Technical Services fees - - - 69.3 -
ol R R T s S S SO PR nive)
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Table D36: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Nyeri (rural)

Detcrmmlstlc
Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
| PropertyRates 1 0000 69 0000183 0 1333
Building Plan Approvals fees - 11.4 45.8
Trading Licensing_ s a0s a2
Liquor Licensing fees 42.7 48.9 125.1
 Advertising and Sign Board fees . 234 s855, 224
Parking fees 97.8 97.8 164.7
 Agricultural transportation fees o . 4l2) 2423 o 4359
Hospital and Public Health Services fces 258.3 1,780.0 2,411.8
Market Trade Cenwrefees 359 sl0| 1088
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 554.6 53.0
Environmentand Conservancy administrationfees - Us1 11974
Game Reserve fees - -
| Administrative feesand charges | 0 - 00 U333} 0000000-
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 4.5 16.6
Technical Servieesfees o2
[Tatlt - c. . e  4,302.0 61851

Table D37: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Samburu (rural)

[ Dctermmlstlc

Actual collections |  Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue

of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential

 Property Rates - 27 2040 144

Building Plan Approvals fees - 5.4 21.7

Trading Licensing | 8 = 60, = 325

Liquor Licensing fees —LT 139 17.7 20.7

Advertisingand Sign Boardfees | 03| 218 =~ = 08
Parking fees ﬂ| 0.9 ;r 27.1 23.6 |

LAgrlcultural transp()rtanon_ﬁ:es I - i.'sjf 172 309
‘ Hospital and Public Health Services fees ‘t 68 | 205.9 279.0 |
\ Market Trade Centre fees N B o 113.4 1725
rNatural Resource Transportation fees | 119 | 11.7 11|
| Environment and Conservancy : administration fees | 260 1230 \
(Game Reserve fees T 153.5 T 153.5 155.3 |
Administrative fe fecs and charges } . 7 |
i Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures Ti - } 2.3 i - !

‘ Technical Servicesfees . Bs

T R R T DR Tk L O 27

@ WORLD BANK GROUP
\CRA |



Table D38: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Siaya (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections | Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
Property Rates - 7 3.4 101.9 71.8
Building Plan Approvals fees 3.4 35.9 143.8

 Trading Licensing 33.2 3044 236.4

| Liquor Licensing fees { 1.9 23.2 39.1
Advertising and Sign Board fees - i 3.0 6.6 0.3
Parking fees ’ 14.3 49.1 61.3
Agricultural transportation fees i - 5.5 - 115.9 208.5
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 64.2 260.0 3523
Market Trade Centrefees 27 92.8 952.1
Natural Resource Transportation fees ’ - - -
Environment and_Conserv:mcy admlmstratton fees ‘ 0.1 23 637.5 |
Game Reserve fees } - - | -

- Administrative fees and charges I 57.2 | -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures [ - 8.4 -
Technical Services fees - ‘ - 0.1 49.1
Total T 1518 1203 L aonoy

Table D39: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs, million - Taita-Taveta (rural)

5 Deterministic
! | Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
‘ l of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
| Property Rates - - 226 854 60.1
| Building Plan Approvals fees 17.0 67.9
‘ Tradmg Llccnsmg S 35.9 | - 142.9 125.7
’ Liquor Licensing fces 34.0 64.9
! Advertising and Sign Board fees | o 114.6 4.4
Parking fees 18.2 53:9) 76.3
 Agricultural transportation fees - 53.2 53.2 79.4
’ Hospital and Public Health Services fees 46.0 32119 436.1
Market Trade Centre fees - 26.5 - 67.9 265.4
Natural Resource Transportation fees - 179.9 17.2
Environment and Conservancy administration fees - 5.1 - 47.4 __402_2
Game Reserve fees - - -
Administrative fees and charges | - 34.2 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 1.1 5.0 z
Techmcal Services fees S - 76| 294 -
,Tom.lki, | | A SO R e _2}@ 0 S 71,18766 e 1,603.1
9 @ WORLD BANK GROUP
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Table D40: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Tana River (rural)

Deterministic

Actual collections Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue

of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential |

 PropertyRates 32 21,177
‘ Building Plan Approvals fees E - 1.0 38
‘Trading Licensing S e,  1le; 76
Liquor Licensing fees - 3.2 4.6

‘- Advertising and Sign Board fees R - 4 ‘77 o1
l Parking fees 1;‘ 43.5 45.7
| Agricultural transportation fees ey 2920, 521
: Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.1 84.6 114.6
Market Trade Centre fees | S 04 1 1593
Natural Resource Transportation fees ® 17.4 17.4 1.3

| Environmentand Conservancy administration fees| L7 21| 1sS
i Game Reserve fees ) 3 :
Administrative fees and charges I L N
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 2.4 -
Technical Services fees I e ] 38, -
’ Total s 55.5 e 3_35 $1 . 1 3 9

Table D41: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Tharaka-Nithi (rural)

| Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis = Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
| Property Rates I R = - = R
' Building Plan Approvals fees 4.0 273 109.5
‘ fradlng g Licensing - 32 4730 432
’ Liquor Licensing fees <‘ 8.2 10.2 20.1
Advwrtisingand SgnBord fees || sa 13
i Parking fees T 10.5 18.8 27.6
| Agricultural transportation fees ] 24 0S89 1059
| Hospital and Public Health Serv1ces fees I 74.6 294.6 399. lﬁ‘
Market Trade Centre fees - | ) el 750 3910
’ Natural Resource Transportation fees <l 35.1 45.0 4.3
| Environment and Conservancy administration fees | R o 440 3407
| Game Reserve fees ‘ - - -
Administrative feei andcharges - 334
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures T - 4.9 ]
| Technical Services fees - L - - 286 ‘ o - -J
Tota i ey el AT

0
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Table D42: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Trans Nzoia (rural)

B Determlmstlc

Actual collections |  Frontier Analysis | Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
 Property Rates R R 303 2044 - 1439
Building Plan Approvals fees 4.6 21.5 86.2
| Tradinglieenstng | = 585) 1025 832
Liquor Licensing fees 0.2 14.1 26.6
Advertising and Sign Board_f:e(i_ - 14 106, 04
Parking fees 42.5 102.7 143.3
Agrlcultural transporta_tloifegﬁ 22 190 3526
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 133.2 896.6 1,214.9
Market Trade Centrefees | 138 1157, 20074
Natural Resource Transportation fees 1.7 67.5 6.4
*Enrﬂorl_rrreﬁand Conservancy administrationfees| 3.3 o 864 6342
Game Reserve fees - - -
Administrative fees and charges | I 1
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 13.0 - 1

 Technical Services fees %0, 73
Total . 3207 . 1,99.6 47052

Table D43: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Turkana (rural)

‘ Deterministic
Actual collections Frontier Analysis Top-Down
' of revenues | Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
Property Rates - S } - 14.6‘ - Iﬁi . 1_3L0.7_
Building Plan Approvals fccs ' - 26.4 106.0
Trading Licensing 323 774 43.5
| Liquor Licensing fees [ - ‘ 20.6 25.0
LAchrt@g and Sign Board fees | -3 13
| Parking fees 8.8 80.9 73.1
| Agricultural transportation fees S s02 1089 1959 .
] Hospital and Public Health Serv1ccs fees 19.8 SYRE) 436.1
| Market Trade Centre fees - 41 112s 0 10844 |
Natural Resource Transportation fees 26.0 26.0 %4
REnvfirqr}ECVnriand‘ Conservancy administration fees 15 %6 4324
Game Reserve fees - - -
| Administrative feesand charges - 587 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 8.6
| Technical Servicesfees - 504
Total e 157.2 1,207.7 25304
% @ WORLD BANK GROUP




Table D44: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Uasin Gishu (rural)

e e VP;).etermin;;i.c_—-i ]
Actual collections Frontier Analysis = Top-Down Revenue
of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
PropertyRates 0 104 0000 2359 0 1661]
Building Plan Approvals fees - 59.6 239.0 |
 Trading Licensing I _}7‘)_6_l_ . 4863 ﬂi"ﬂ
Liquor Licensing fees - | 64.3 119.0 ‘
| Adverdsingand StgnBoardfees 1 0 S9S5| 2 2192 84
Parking fees 208.8 \ 293.2 402.9 ]
 Agricultural ransportationfees | 531 1605|2887
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 67.0 | 583.3 790.3 i
Market Trade Centrefees 207, 1229 17452
‘ Natural Resource Transportation fees | - r 176.4 16.8 |
| Savenmchgane Conrenanaadminisption el L SRR TS L0506
| Game Reserve fees | - - ‘ - ‘
- Administrative fees and charges _ - 123.2 -
Fines, Penalties and l;rﬁ;ui: EShEET _; SERECETY ey ,% = FnE
Technical Servicesfees . 38 1087
Total IR e e l e 5,222.4J
Table D45: Actual revenues &potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Vihiga (rural)
R o e I;terministic ' B
l Actual collections Frontier Analysis = Top-Down Revenue ‘
I of revenues | Revenue Potential Potential
(ProperyRawes sS4 93 418
Building Plan Approvals fees , 4.1 i 33.0 132.2 |
| Trading Licensing | 183 €4 420
Liquor Licensing fees \ 2.6 | 4.3 5:9 ‘
(Aeveringancgntoades L o4 385 0
Parking fees 36.2 36.2 83.7 ‘
| Agriculmucal eransportadonfees 0 | 631 000 1037] 2 1866
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 41.7 637.9 864.3 |
| Market Trade Centrefees I 1531 14055
E Natural Resource Transportation fees ‘ d 412.4 39.4 *1
 Environmentand Conservancy administrationfees | 34| 594 3138
Game Reserve fees - - - 1
Administrative fees and charges - | 46.0 -
(Fines, Penalies and Forfeiures | o4] Z.%T ‘B E _.ﬂl
Technical Servicesfees - 394 -
|Totadl R __T 1328 @ 16623 773,0&5.2}




Table D46: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - Wajir (rural)

Deterministic
Actual collections |  Frontier Analysis Top-Down
of revenues | Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
Property Rates ’ B 07 223 15.7
Building Plan Approvals fees - 25.3 101.3
_Trgding Licensing - 11.94 148.4 79.3_:
Liquor Licensing fees - 0.4 0.4
ul}gi_vertising and Sign Board fees i - 2.7 0.1
Parking fees - 101.8 87.5
Agricultural transportation fees 9.1 48.9 88.0
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 0.2 0.2 -
Market Trade Centre fees B 90.8 393.2
Natural Resource Transportation fees 20.9 111.2 10.6
Environment and Conservancy administration fees 0.1 27.1 . 114.7
Game Reserve fees - -
Administrative fees and charges ) 1.1 26.8 ) -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures - 3.9 -
Technical Services fees - 140 23.0 =
Total ) _ 58.0 632.7 890.8
Table D47: Actual revenues & potential revenue estimates, Kshs. million - West Pokot (rural)
Deterministic
Actual collections | Frontier Analysis Top-Down
of revenues | Revenue Potential | Revenue Potential
PropertyRates | 5.0 | 0 PN, >
Building Plan Approvals fees 0.5 3.6 14.2
Trading Licensing - B I 128 14.2 8.1
Liquor Licensing fees % 0.3 2.8 3.4
Advertising and Sign Board fees o - 1.8 18 0.0
Parking fees ! 4.1 1 18.3 16.8
! Agricultural transportation fees 15.6 | 99.3 178.6
Hospital and Public Health Services fees 25.1 700.6 949.3
Market Trade Centre fees I 2.2 | 112.8 | - 9916
Natural Resource Transportation fees 22.4 701.2 67.0
Environment and Conservancy administration fees __; - L 46.7 2113
Game Reserve fees 30.7 51.6
Administrative fees and charges B 434 -
Fines, Penalties and Forfeitures 6.3
Technical Servicesfees - 72 S B
Total o P [ 90.7 1,840.9 2,507.5
g @1 WORLD BANK GROUP
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Mombasa






