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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Government of Kenya developed a National Capacity Building Framework – NCBF, in 2013 to guide
the implementation of its capacity building support for county governments. The program is a key part of the
government’s Kenya Devolution Support Program - KDSP supported by the World Bank. The NCBF spans
PFM, Planning and M & E, Human Resource Management, Devolution and Inter-Governmental Relations
and Public Participation.
The Ministry of Devolution and Planning and ASAL – MoDA, state department of devolution subsequently
commissioned Prestige Management Solution Limited (PMSL) to carry out an Annual Capacity and
Performance Assessment (ACPA) in all the forty-seven counties. This report therefore focuses on the County
Government of Uasin Gishu, located in the hinterland of Kenya and hosting one of Kenya’s major towns and
industrial centres.
At the onset of the assessment exercise, the ministry of Devolution and ASAL conducted a sensitisation
training for the assessment teams to help them internalize the objectives of the ACPA, size of capacity and
performance grants, County Government’s eligibility criteria, the ACPA tool, and the ACPA criteria.
The assessment for the County of Uasin Gishu was thereafter conducted over a period of 3 days during which
group interviews were carried out, checklist reviews and experiential learning was applied in evidence
gathering.
This report therefore details the level of compliance that the County of Uasin Gishu has applied towards
developing its capacity in service delivery, financial judiciousness & Human Resource development,
environmental safeguards and civic educations and participation of the populace in governance.
The summary of the assessment was summed as follows:
ACPA Measures
MAC
MPC

Outcome
The county has met all the requirements of the MAC.
Have met all the requirements of the MPC.

ACPA Measures
PM

Outcome
KRA 1: Public Financial Management

Score
20

KRA 2: Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation

20

KRA 3: Human Resources Management

06

KRA 4: Civic Education and Participation

13

KRA 5: Investment implementation & Social
And environmental performance
TOTAL

12
71
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Achievements
- The county of Uasin Gishu has made significant steps towards realising enhanced capacity to service
delivery.
- The county has also improved its financial reporting structures to include accountability, financial
reporting and revenue utilisation.
- There were no substantive issues with the preparation and presentation of the county’s planning
documents.
- In addition, the county had a functional website where all relevant documentation with regards to
planning and financial position were well presented to the public.
- This included a clear complaints and feedback structure with multiple channels.
-

The county has all its core staff suitably appointed and some positions have appointees in an acting
capacity.

-

The county was able to conduct a county-wide RRI and service re-engineering.

-

The county has an appointed Civic Education unit that has rolled out and conducted a series of
activities through out the county.
The county’s complaints handling system is multi-channel with an effective reporting system and
follow-up opportunities.

-

The county produces a county magazine that shows the development reports of the county and the
same in distributed in the county.

-

The county has a large LCD display within the town of Eldoret to disseminate information to the
county citizens.

-

Finally, the county had made strides in their financial reporting systems to achieve a qualified report
from the Office of the Auditor General.

Weaknesses
- As with some other counties, the county of Uasin Gishu has not fully realised the use of the 25 steps
of IFMIS (procure to pay) system. This has been attributed to lack of capacity by the county
staff/suppliers and the use of the IFMIS procurement system from the national government.
- The audit committee for the county of Uasin Gishu had not been constituted at the end of the financial
year under review. This inherently weakened to internal audit function in the county.
- The county had not conducted a comprehensive staff assessment process for the core staff in the
county.
- There were no performance contracts between the county and its core staff in the FY 17/18.
- The revenue collection system for the county is not fully automated and therefore, collections have
to be remitted every evening (where possible) and create room for misappropriation.
- Not all annual staffing targets have been met, with the county having inherited some staff from the
defunct councils and also budgetary constraints.

Challenges
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The following were some of the key challenges encountered during the process of undertaking the assignment.
- The focal persons for some of the departments were unprepared for the exercise, without relevant
evidences ready in a timely manner.
-

An assessment of County Assembly related indicators were not possible because of the lack of
response from the assembly staff.

Areas of Improvement
The following are some of the areas that the county of Uasin Gishu could improve in their processes:
- The county was able to improve its audit position from 15.2% to 5.7% over the FY 15/16 and 16/17
respectively. Though this is a marked reduction, the threshold for reduction is 5% and therefore there is still
room for improvement.
- It was noted that the county had not undertaken a Mandatory citizen engagement beyond the budget forum
for the FY 2017/18. Though the county prepared their budget, there is an opportunity to have the citizenry to
be involved in the overall budget making process for the county.
- The county did not do well with regards to its staffing objectives and therefore, the county’s skills gap is
not defined well.

1.0

METHODOLOGY, ASSESSMENT TEAM AND ACTIVITIES

1.1

Methodology
The consultants relied on the following activities in carrying out the capacity assessments
a) Entrance Meeting
The assessment team held an inception meeting with the county’s leadership, including the Ag. County
Secretary, Mr. Edwin Bett, Ms. Mary Njogu - C.E.C Environment, Water, Natural resource, Tourism
&Wildlife; Mr. Julius Rutto -C.E.C Finance and Economic Planning, among other senior county staff to
allow the county staff to appreciate the scope and purpose of the assessment exercise. This was to also
emphasise that the exercise was evidence based and therefore documents not presented within the stipulated
assessment days would not be admissible.
b) Data Administration
.
The exercise was conducted in the 3 days stipulated.
Data was collected using a checklist, experiential learning and holding group-based discussions with key
result area focal persons who were knowledgeable in their respective areas.
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Further, compliance modelling and organization review was used to review the County Integrated
Development Plan (CIDP), the Annual Development Plan (ADP), the Budget, Financial Reports, policy
documents and strategies and departmental reports. This was to check if they were developed and modelled
in accordance with underlying laws, policies, regulations and ACPA participation guidelines.
c) Exit Meeting-Debriefing
The assessment team conducted an exit meeting session with the county core staff and some of the county’s
key focal persons for various departments on 23rd November, 2018, to elaborate the finding of the MAC and
Performance Conditions.
The debriefing carried out during the meeting was to further obtain feedback from the county officials on the
exercise and summarily give the findings to the top level management of the county of the findings of their
respective departments and the county process performance as a whole.
With that, the officials were informed of:
- Level of evidence submissions and challenges incurred.
- Appreciation of the county for the support accorded during the exercise.
- Summary recommendations of areas of improvement in the short term.

1.2

Time plan

21st Nov
2018

Activity

22nd Nov
2018

23rd Nov
2018

Entry meeting
Assessing the Minimum Access
Conditions
Assessing minimum
Performance Measures
Assessing

Performance

Measures
Exit Meeting
Preparing Report
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2.0

SUMMARY OF RESULTS
The summary of the results of the assessments are provided in the tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 below by MACs, MPCs and PMs respectively.

2.1

Minimum Access Conditions (MAC)
The summary of results for Minimum Access Conditions is shown in the table 2.1 below;
Minimum
Conditions for
Capacity and
Performance
Grants (level 1)
1. County signed
participation
agreement

2. CB plan
developed

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification (MoV)

Timing

To ensure that there is
ownership and interest
from the county to be
involved in the
Program, and to allow
access to information
for the AC&PA teams.

Signed confirmation
letter/expression of interest in being
involved in the Program

First ACPA.

Is needed to guide use
of funds and
coordination.
Shows the capacity of
the county to be in
driver’s seat on CB.

MoV: Review the confirmation
letter against the format provided
by MoDP/in the Program
Operational Manual (POM).
CB plan developed according to the
format provided in the Program
Operational Manual/Grant Manual
(annex).
MoV: Review the CB plan, based
on the self- assessment of the KDSP
indicators: MACs, MPC and PMs,
and compared with format in the
POM /Grant Manual (annex).

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

MET

At the point of
MET
time for the
ACPA for the
current FY.
First year a
trigger to be
achieved prior to
the start of FY.

Detailed Assessment
Finding

County signed the
participation
agreement in 2016.

The CB Plan
developed according
to the format provided
in the Program
Operation
Manual/Grant Manual.
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Minimum
Conditions for
Capacity and
Performance
Grants (level 1)
3. Compliance
with
investment
menu of the
grant

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification (MoV)

Important to ensure
quality of the CB
support and targeting
of the activities.

Compliance with investment menu
(eligible expenditure) of the
Capacity and Performance Grant)
documented in progress reports.
MoV: Review of grant and
utilization – progress reports.
Reporting for the use of CB grants
for previous FYs in accordance
with the Investment menu

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

MET

Detailed Assessment
Finding

Upon review, the
county was within the
utilization requirement
of the Performance
grant for the FY
2017/18.
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4. Implementation
of CB plan

Ensure actual
implementation.

Minimum level (70% of FY 16/17
plan, 75% of FY 17/18 plan, and
80% of subsequent plans) of
implementation of planned CB
activities by end of FY.
MoV: Review financial statements
and use of CB + narrative of
activities (quarterly reports and per
the Grant Manual).

MET

Percentage of
utilization @ 80.92%.
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2.2

Minimum Performance Conditions
The summary of results for Minimum Performance Conditions is as shown in table 2.2 below.
MPCs for
Reason and
Detailed indicator and Means of
Capacity &
Explanation
Verification
Performance
Grants (level 2)
Minimum Access Conditions complied with
1. Compliance
To ensure
Compliance with MACs.
with minimum
minimum
access
capacity and
MoV: Review of the conditions
conditions
linkage
mentioned above and the MoV of
between CB
these.
and
investments.
Financial Management
2. Financial
To reduce
Financial Statements with letter on
statements
fiduciary risks
documentation submitted to the
submitted
Kenya National Audit Office by 30th
September and National Treasury
with required signatures (Internal
auditor, heads of accounting unit
etc.) as per the PFM Act Art.116
and Art. 164 (4). This can be either
individual submissions from each
department, or consolidated
statement for the whole county. If
individual statements are submitted
for each department, the county must
also submit consolidated statements

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

At point of time for
the ACPA

MET

County complied with the
MAC

3 months after
closure of the FY
(30th of September).

MET

Stamp indicating forwarding
of the reviewed consolidated
annual financial statements to
OAG dated 28th September,
2017 provided for review.

Complied with if the
county is submitting
individual department
statements: 3 months
after end of FY for
department
statements and 4
months after end of
FY for consolidated
statement.

The county was on time in
their submission of the
Financial
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

3. Audit opinion
does not carry
an adverse
opinion, or a
disclaimer on
any substantive
issue

Reason and
Explanation

To reduce
fiduciary risks

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

Timing

by 31stOctober. The FS has to be in
an auditable format.

If the council is only
submitting
consolidated
statement: Deadline
is 3 months after end
of FY.

MoV: Annual financial statements
(FSs), submission letters to Office of
the Auditor General (OAG) +
records in OAG.
The opinion in the audit report of the
financial statements for county
legislature and executive of the
previous fiscal year cannot be
adverse or carry a disclaimer on any
substantive issue.
MoV: Audit reports from Office of
the Auditor General.
Transitional arrangements:
Transitional arrangements are in
place as audit report may be
disclaimed due to balance sheet
issues.
First year where the Minimum
Performance Conditions are applied
(i.e. 2nd AC&PA starting in
September 2016) the conditions are
as follows:

Note. This will be
last trigger for release
as report is not yet
there upon time for
the ACPA.

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

MET

Detailed Assessment
Findings

The audit report for the
financial year 16/17, county
obtained a QUALIFIED
opinion.

Transitional
arrangements:
First ACPA where
MPCs are applied i.e.
in the 2016 ACPA:
Issues are defined for
the core issues, which
disqualify counties as
per audit reports, see
previous column.

Audit report shows that the county
has:
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

•

•

•
•
•
•
4.

Annual
planning
documents in
place

To demonstrate
a minimum
level of
capacity to plan
and manage
funds

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Provided documentation of
revenue and expenditures
(without significant issues
leading to adverse opinion);
No cases of substantial
mismanagement (which in itself
would lead to adverse audit
opinion) and fraud;
Spending within budget and
revised budget;
Quarterly reports submitted in
last FY to Cob;
Books of accounts (cashbooks)
posted with bank reconciliations
up-to-date.
Assets register for new assets in
place

CIDP, Annual Development Plan
and budget approved and published
(on-line). (Note: The approved
versions have to be the version
published on county website) (PFM
Act, Art 126 (4).
MoV: CIDP, ADP, and budget
approval documentation, minutes
from council meetings and review of
county web-site.

At the point of time
of the ACPA, which
will take place in
Sep-Nov, the plans
for current year are
reviewed.

MET

The county published the following
approved documents of their website:
1.
CIDP (2013-2018)
2.
ADP (2017-2018)
3.
Budget estimates (2017/18 )

Approved
Budget
through
the
appropriations bill was published in the
county website in an proper format. This
is evidenced by cover letter to the
assembly and CECm-Finance dated
September 1st, 2016.

Use of funds in accordance with Investment menu
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Commented [new1]: Note that the date is meant to be 2017 –
says it’s a typo.
Commented [new2]: Stamp of submission to the CA dated sept
2016.
Commented [new3]: Stamp for the assembly received on 16th
March, 2017.
Commented [Office4]: Appropriations bill published and the
cover letters to the assembly and CECm-Finance dated September 1st,
2016.

MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)
5. Adherence
with the
investment
menu

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

To ensure
compliance
with the
environmental
and social
safeguards and
ensure
efficiency in
spending.

Adherence with the investment menu
(eligible expenditures) as defined in
the PG Grant Manual.
MoV: Review financial statements
against the grant guidelines. Check
up on use of funds from the CPG
through the source of funding in the
chart of accounts (if possible through
the general reporting system with
Source of Funding codes) or special
manual system of reporting as
defined in the Capacity and
Performance Grant Manual)

In 2016 ACPA (Q3
MET
2016) this MPC will
not be measured as
the level 2 grant starts
only from FY
2017/18.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

The county received Level 1
funds and the use of the same
was in compliance with the
requirements of the grant as
detailed in the utilisation
report dated 18th October,
2018.

Review budget progress reports
submitted to CoB.

Procurement
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)
6. Consolidated
Procurement
plans in place.

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

Timing

To ensure
procurement
planning is
properly
coordinated
from the
central
procurement
unit instead at
departmental,
and to ensure
sufficient
capacity to
handle
discretionary
funds.

Up-dated consolidated procurement
plan for executive and for assembly
(or combined plan for both).

At point of the ACPA
(for current year)

MET

At the point of time
for the ACPA.

MET

Core Staffing in Place
7. County Core
To ensure
staff in place
minimum tain
the capacity in
staffing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

MoV: Review procurement plan of
each procurement entity and county
consolidated procurement plan and
check up against the budget whether
it encompass the needed projects and
adherence with procurement
procedures.
The procurement plan(s) will have to
be up-dated if/and when there are
budget revisions, which require
changes in the procurement process.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Prepared a consolidated
procurement plan for the
county and submitted
quarterly reports to the
PPRA.

Note that there is need to check both
the consolidated procurement plan
for 1) the assembly and 2) the
executive, and whether it is revised
when budget revisions are made.
Core staff in place as per below list
(see also County Government Act
Art. 44).
The following staff positions should
be in place:
• Procurement officer
• Accountant

The officer submitted for
review the county staff
organogram and Schemes of
service for review by the
assessment team, with
specific regard to the four key
positions being reviewed.
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

•

•

Focal Environmental and Social
Officer designated to oversee
environmental and social
safeguards for all sub projects
M&E officer

MoV: Staff organogram, schemes of
service to review the qualifications
against requirements (hence the staff
needs to be substantive compared to
the schemes of service), sample
check salary payments, job
descriptions, interview and sample
checks. Staff acting in positions may
also fulfill the conditions if they
comply with the qualifications
required in the schemes of service.

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Silas K. Rono was appointed
as the Principal Accountant –
Expenditure as of 1st October,
2014 and is the holder of a
degree in Business
Management (Accounting)
from the Moi University.

Michael Ndolo Oluoch was
promoted to the position of
Senior economist with effect
from 11th October, 2017 and
thereafter appointed the
County M&E officer 28th
June, 2017. He is qualified
with a Masters Degree in
Business Administration from
Maseno University and a
Bachelors degree in Arts from
Egerton university.

Kennedy Okwaro appointed
as the Principal Supply Chain
Management officer for the
county on 1st December,
16

MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

2017. He is a holder of a
Bachelor of Purchasing &
Supply Management degree
from Jomo Kenyatta
University of Agriculture and
Technology and a member of
Kenya Institute of Supplies
Management (KISM).

Ms Difina Salim was
promoted from Environment
officer III to Public health
officer on 30th October, 2017
with the following
qualifications:
a) Degree- MKU
Science in Environmental
health
b) Diploma in
environmental science from
The Eldoret Polytechnic
c) Further certification
in health & safety.
Environmental and Social Safeguards
8. Functional and To ensure that
1. Counties endorse and ratify the
Operational
there is a
environmental and social
Environmental mechanism and management system to guide
and Social
capacity to
investments (from the ACPA
Safeguards
screen
starting September 2016).
Systems (i.e.

Note that the first
installment of the
expanded CPG
investment menu
covering sectorial

MET
Guides used include the water
policy, The environmental
(impact assessment and audit
regulations ,2003) Checklist
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)
screening/vetti
ng, clearance/
approval,
enforcement &
compliance
monitoring,
grievance
redress
mechanisms,
documentation
& reporting) in
place.

Reason and
Explanation

environmental
and social risks
of the planning
process prior to
implementation
, and to
monitor
safeguard
during
implementation
.
To avoid
significant
adverse
environmental
and social
impacts
To promote
environmental
and social
benefits and
ensure
sustainability
To provide
opportunity for
public

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

2) All proposed investments
screened* against set of
environmental and social
criteria/checklist, safeguards
instruments prepared. (Sample 5-10
projects). (From the second AC&PA,
Sept. 2016).
3) Prepare relevant RAP for all
investments with any
displacement. Project Reports for
investments for submission to
NEMA. (From the 3nd AC&PA,
Sept. 2017). Sample 5-10 projects.
4. Establishment of County
Environment Committee.
MoV: Review endorsements from
NEMA, ratification, screening
materials and documentation, and
contracts. Evidence that all projects
are reviewed, coordinated and
screened against checklist in
Program Operating Manual.
Screening may be conducted by
various departments, but there is a
need to provide an overview and
evidence that all projects are
screened.

Timing

investments starts
from July 2017 (FY
2017/18).
Hence some of the
conditions will be
reviewed in the
ACPA prior to this
release to ascertain
that capacity is in
place at county level,
and other MPCs will
review performance
in the year after start
on the utilization of
the expanded grant
menu (i.e. in the 3rd
AC&PA, see the
previous column for
details).

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Nema Certifications for
drilling;
1. Borehole in Makongi
village,
2. Borehole in
kimurgoi,
3. Kwenet borehole,
4. Borehole in Lorwa
village,
5. Borehole in chebosta
dispensary,
6. High altitude training
camp,
7. Chebara Urban water
supply,
8. Jonah Maiyo
borehole in Jua Kali,
9. Borehole in Shauri
10. ECDE in Huruma
ward,
11. Borehole in Agape
mwenderi junior
school in Huruma
ward.
12. Resettlement plans
for Lake Victoria
North Water Services
Board
The county had established a
county environment
committee vide gazette notice
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MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

Reason and
Explanation

participation
and
consultation in
safeguards
process (free,
prior and
informed
consultations –
FPIC)

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

* In cases where the county has clear
agreement with NEMA that it does
the screening and that all projects are
screened, this condition is also seen
to be fulfilled.

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

# 6964, dated 1st March,
2017, of the Kenya Gazette.
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9. Citizens’
Complaint
system in place

To ensure
sufficient level
of governance
and reduce
risks for
mismanagemen
t.

Established an operational
Complaints Handling System,
including a:
(a) complaints/grievance committee
to handle complaints pertaining to
fiduciary, environmental and social
systems.
b) A designated a Focal Point
Officer to receive, sort, forward,
monitor complaints
c) simple complaints form/template
designed and available to the public
d) Multiple channels for receiving
complaints e.g. email, telephone,
anti-corruption boxes, websites etc.)
e) Up to date and serialized record of
complaints coordinate
implementation of the Framework
and a grievance committee is in
place.
MoV: Review county policy,
availability of the focal office
(recruitment files, salary payments,
job description for focal point, and
evidence for operations, etc. +
members of grievance committee,
minutes from meetings, various
channels for lodging complaints,
official and up to date record of
complaints etc.
See also County Government Act
Art. 15 and 88 (1)

At point of time for
the ACPA.

MET
a) The county formed a
complaints and grievances
committee on 4th August,
2017 vide letter ref #:
UGC/ADM.1/31//2017/V
OL. XII (18) with the
following membership:
- Mr Kipchumba Barno
- Mr Wasike Wamyama
- Mr Weldon Kirui
- Mr Kenneth Mutai
- Ms Faith Seroney
b) Mr Kipchumba Barno was
appointed as the
chair/focal person by the
internal memo indicated
above.
c) The assessment team noted
that the County of Uasin
Gishu had implemented
customer feedback form,
an online web based
(https://www.uasingishu.g
o.ke/contactforms/customer-feedback/)
& SMS short code (22027)
complaints handling
system the was
characterised by easy data
collection of the
complainant, nature of the
complaint & an
assignment repository.
d) The assessment team noted
that the county had a
number of methods to
20

MPCs for
Capacity &
Performance
Grants (level 2)

Reason and
Explanation

Detailed indicator and Means of
Verification

Timing

Assessment
Met/ Not
Met

Detailed Assessment
Findings

collect feedback from the
citizenry:
- Suggestion Boxes
- Web interface
- SMS short code
- Customer care desk
e) The county officer in
charge provided the
assessment team with a
schedule of complaint forms
associated with persons who
either visited the county
offices or called through
phone. Further, the
assessment team was able to
peruse the complaints register
and confirmed the data.
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2.3

Performance Conditions

The summary of results for Performance Conditions is as shown in table 2.3 below
No. Priority
Performance Performance Measure
Means of Verification
Outputs
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Maximum 2
points.

2
POINT
S

a) Programme based
budget for the
17/18 financial
year prepared
adhered to the
PBB format.

KRA 1: Public Financial Management

1.1

1.2

Max score: Maximum 30 points.
Strengthened budget formulation, resource mobilization and allocation
Program
Budget
The annual budget
Review county budget
Based Budget format and
approved by the County
document, IFMIS upprepared using quality
Assembly is:
loads, the CPAR, 2015.
IFMIS and
Check use of Hyperion
SCOA
a) Program Based Budget
Module: all budget
format.
submissions include a
b) Budget developed using PBB version printed from
Hyperion (submissions
the IFMIS Hyperion
may also include line item
module.
budgets prepared using
other means, but these
must match the PBB
budget – spot check
figures between different
versions).

Budget
process
follows clear

Clear budget calendar with
the following key
milestones achieved:

PFM Act, art 128, 129,
131.

2 milestones (a &
b) met: 2 points
1 of the 2
milestones met: 1
point

Max. 3 points

3
Points

b) Budget created on
programme based
Hyperion system.
Data entry
entered direct to
the system and
not using other
sources. We
however noted
the data received
from the
departments were
sent as an excel
template.
The budget
development follows
a clear calendar
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance
Area
budget
calendar

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
a) Prior to end of August
the CEC member for
finance has issued a
circular to the county
government entities with
guidelines to be followed;
b) County Budget review
and outlook paper –
submission by county
treasury to CEC by 30
September to be submitted
to the County assembly 7
days after the CEC has
approved it but no later
than 15th October.
c) County fiscal strategy
paper (FSP) – submission
(by county treasury) of
county strategy paper to
county executive
committee by 28th Feb,
County Treasury to submit
to county assembly by 15th
of march and county
assembly to discuss within
two weeks after mission.
d) CEC member for
finance submits budget
estimates to county

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Review budget calendar,
minutes from meetings
(also from assembly
resolutions) circular
submission letters, county
outlook paper, minutes
from meetings and
Financial Statements.

Scoring /level of
importance
If all 5 milestones
(a-e) achieved: 3
points
If 3-4 items: 2
points
If 2 items: 1 point
If 1 or 0 items: 0
points.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
process guided in the
circular.
a) Circular letter
forwarding to the
clerk & secretary
of the public
service board
dated 12th August,
2016.
b) Submission of the
County Budget
review and
outlook paper by
county treasury to
CEC was received
on 27th Sep 2016.
It was thereafter
submitted by CS
to County
Assembly on 13th
October, 2017.
c) CFSP submitted
by the county
treasury to CEC
on 5th January,
2017.
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
assembly by 30th April
latest.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

e) County assembly passes
a budget with or without
amendments by 30th June
latest.

1.3

Credibility of
budget

a) Aggregate expenditure
out-turns compared to
original approved budget.
b) Expenditure
composition for each
sector matches budget
allocations (average across
sectors).

Review the original
budget and the annual
financial statements,
budget progress reports,
audit reports, etc. Use
figures from IFMIS
(general ledger report at
department (sub-vote)
level).

Max. 4 points.
Ad a): If
expenditure
deviation between
total budgeted
expenditures and
total exp. in final
account is less than
10 % then 2 points.
If 10-20 % then 1
point.
More than 20 %: 0
point.
Ad b): If average
deviation of
expenditures across
sectors is less than
10 % then 2 points.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
d) The CEC-Fin
submitted to the
assembly the final
budget estimates
on 16th March,
2017 as evidenced
by a stamp.

e) County assembly
passes the budget
on 19th June, 2017
Approved budget
(Budget 2017/18) is
1 point Total Budget
=7,425,884,487
Aggregate
expenditure
(Financial statements
2017/18) is
=6,425,575,798
Aggregate Out-turn =
86.6%
Deviation = 17.7%
Expenditure
composition per
sector was not
provided for review.
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No.

1.4

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Revenue Enhancement
Enhanced
Performance
revenue
in revenue
management
administratio
and
n
administration

Automation of revenue
collection, immediate
banking and control
system to track collection.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance
If 10-20 % then 1
point.
More than 20 %: 0
point.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Compare revenues
collected through
automated processes as %
of total own source
revenue.

Max: 2 points.
Over 80% = 2
points
Over 60% = 1 point

2
points

Own Source Revenue
(FY 17-18)
=KES 801,540,123
Automated Revenues
=KES 667,468,845
% of automated OSR
revenue against total
collected revenue was

83.27%

1.5

Increase on a
yearly basis
in own
source
revenues
(OSR).

% increase in OSR from
last fiscal year but one
(year before previous FY)
to previous FY

Compare annual Financial
Statement from two years.
(Use of nominal figures
including inflation etc.).

Max. 1 point.
If increase is more
than 10 %: 1 point.

0
Points

% Increase in
revenue:
FY 15/16
= KES 719, 416,616
FY 16/17
= KES 668,487,942
% difference:
= -7%
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No.

1.6

1.7

Priority
Performance Performance Measure
Means of Verification
Scoring /level of
Outputs
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
and Issues to Check
importance
Enhanced capacity of counties on execution (including procurement), accounting and reporting
Reporting and Timeliness of a) Quarterly reports
Review quarterly reports,
Max. 2 points.
accounting in
in-year
submitted no later than
date and receipts (from
accordance
budget
one month after the
CoB).
(a &b) Submitted
with PSASB
reports
quarter (consolidated
on time and
guidelines
(quarterly to
progress and expenditure
Check against the PFM
published: 2 points.
Controller of reports) as per format in
Act, Art. 166.
Budget).
CFAR, submitted to the
(a only): Submitted
county assembly with
CFAR, Section 8.
on time only: 1
copies to the controller of
point.
budget, National Treasury Review website and copies
and CRA.
of local media for
evidence of publication of
b) Summary revenue,
summary revenue and
expenditure and progress
expenditure outturns.
report is published in the
local media/web-page.

Quality of
financial
statements.

Formats in PFMA and
CFAR, and standard
templates issued by the
IPSAS board are applied
and the FS include cores
issues such as trial

Review annual financial
statements, bank
conciliations and related
documents and appendixes
to the FS, date and receipts
(from CoB and NT).

Result
(Score)

0
Points

Max. 1 point.
1 point
Quality as defined
by APA team or
NT assessment
(excellent/satisfacto
ry): 1 point

Detailed Assessment
Findings

1. The reports to be
prepared for
quarterly review
by the assembly
were not being
submitted with
the four-month
timeframe for the
FY 2017/2018.
Rather, the first
submission by
the county on a
quarterly basis
were for the FY
18/19.
2. The summary of
revenue,
expenditure and
progress report
are published in
the county
website as the
financial
statements.
Annual Financial
Statements for FY
2017-18 provided
were in conformity to
the CFAR and PFMA
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No.

1.8

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
balance, bank
reconciliations linked with
closing balances, budget
execution report, schedule
of outstanding payments,
appendix with fixed assets
register.

Monthly
reporting and
up-date of
accounts,
including:

The monthly reporting
shall include:

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

and contained

Check against the PFM
Act, Art. 166 and the
IPSAS format.

relevant appendices.
Bank reconciliations
are conducted on a

CFAR, Section 8.
Check against
requirements.
If possible review ranking
of FS by NT (using the
County Government
checklist for in-year and
annual report), and if
classified as excellent or
satisfactory, conditions are
also complied with.
Review monthly reports.
See also the PFM Manual,
p. 82 of which some of the
measures are drawn from.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

monthly basis clearly
indicating bank
balances.

Max. 2 points.
If all milestones (13): 2 points

2
Points

Monthly reporting
documents submitted
for review included:

If 1 or 2: 1 point

If none: 0 points.
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1. Income and
expenditure
statements;
2. Budget execution
report,
3. Financial statement
including:
a. Details of income and
revenue
b. Summary of
expenditures
c. Schedule of imprest
and advances;
d. Schedule of debtors
and creditors;
e. Bank reconciliations
and post in general
ledger.

1. Income and
expenditure
statements;
2. Budget execution
report for Q2 &
Q3 were selected
and provided for
review &
evidence.
3. Financial
statement
included.
a. Details of income
and revenue
b. Summary of
expenditures

Commented [JF5]: Combined as one document in income &
expenditures

c. Schedule of
imprest and
advances was
included in the
financial
statement
provided.
d. Schedule of
creditors
provided.

e. Bank
reconciliations
provided for
assessment.
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No.

Priority
Outputs

1.9

Performance
Area
Asset
registers upto-date and
inventory

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
Assets registers are up-to
date and independent
physical inspection and
verification of assets
should be performed once
a year.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Review assets register, and
sample a few assets.
PFM Act. Art 149.

Scoring /level of
importance
Max. 1 point.
Registers are up-todate:
1 point.

Result
(Score)

1 Point
Asset register
provided for analysis
and a sample of
assets reviewed. The
register dated as at
July 2018 appears
updated and contains
the assets of the
county.

Checkup-dates.
Transitional
arrangements: First
year: Assets
register need only
to contain assets
acquired by county
governments since
their establishment.

However, from the
register, we could not
clearly ascertain the
assets ear-marked for
the former local
authorities and those
of the county.

Second year
onwards: register
must include all
assets, including
those inherited
form Local
Authorities and
National Ministries
1.10
.

Audit
Internal
audit

Effective
Internal audit
function

Internal audit in place with
quarterly IA reports
submitted to IA
Committee (or if no IA
committee, in place, then
reports submitted to
Governor)

Review audit reports.

Max. 1 point.

Check against the PFM
Act Art 155

4 quarterly audit
reports submitted in
previous FY: 1
point.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

1 Point

The county prepared
quarterly audit
reports which were
availed for
assessment. We noted
that the report review
was delegated to the
Deputy Governor.
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No.

Priority
Outputs

1.11

1.12

External
audit

Performance
Area
Effective and
efficient
internal audit
committee.

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
IA/Audit committee
established and review of
reports and follow-up.

Value of
audit queries

The value of audit queries
as a % of total expenditure

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Review composition of
IA/Audit Committee,
minutes etc. for evidence
of review of internal audit
reports.
Review evidence of
follow-up, i.e. evidence
that there is an ongoing
process to address the
issues raised from last FY,
e.g. control systems in
place, etc. (evidence from
follow-up meetings in the
Committee).
PFM Act Art 155.
Review audit report from
KENAO.
Total expenditure as per
reports to CoB.

Scoring /level of
importance
Max. 1 point.
IA/Audit
Committee
established and
reports reviewed by
Committee and
evidence of followup: 1 point.

Result
(Score)

0 Point

Max. 2 points
Value of queries
<1% of total
expenditures: 2
points

1 point

Reduction of
audit queries

The county has reduced
the value of the audit
queries (fiscal size of the
area of which the query is
raised).

Review audit reports from
KENAO from the last two
audits.

Max. 1 point.
Audit queries (in
terms of value)
have reduced from
last year but one to

Value of Audit
queries:
Total Budget
=KES 6,220,445,880
FY 2017/18
=KES 353,768,906

<5% of total
expenditure: 1
point
1.13

Detailed Assessment
Findings
During the FY 17/18,
the county did not
have an audit
committee and
functionally reported
to the CECm-Finance
and the Governor.

% Audit query
=5.7%

1 point

FY 2015/16
=KES 989,611,308
FY 2017/18
=KES 353,768,906
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No.

1.14

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Legislative
scrutiny of
audit reports
and followup

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Greater and more timely
Minutes from meetings,
legislative scrutiny of
review of previous audit
external audit reports
reports.
within required period and
evidence that audit queries
are addressed
Procurement

Scoring /level of
importance
last year or if there
is no audit queries:
1 point.

Result
(Score)

Max. 1 point.
Tabling of audit
report and evidence
of follow-up: 1
point.

O
Point

Detailed Assessment
Findings
% reduction

64.25%
No Evidence of
legislative review
were provided to the
assessment team.
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1.15

Improved
procurement
procedures

Improved
procurement
procedures
including use
of IFMIs,
record
keeping,
adherence to
procurement
thresholds
and tender
evaluation.

Note: When PPRA
develop a standard
assessment tool, APA will
switch to using the score
from the PPRA assessment
as the PM (PfR may
incentivize PPRA to do
this in DLI 1 or 3).
a) 25 steps in the IFMIS
procurement process
adhered with.

Annual procurement
assessment and audit by
PPRA and OAG
Sample 5 procurements
(different size) and review
steps complied with in the
IFMIS guidelines.
Calculate average steps
complied with in the
sample.
Review reports submitted.

b) County has submitted
required procurement
reports to PPRA on time.
c) Adherence with
procurement thresholds
and procurement methods
for type/size of
procurement in a sample
of procurements.
d) Secure storage space
with adequate filing space
designated and utilized –
for a sample of 10
procurements, single files
containing all relevant
documentation in one
place are stored in this

Check reports from tender
committees and
procurement units.
Check a sample of 5
procurement and review
adherence with thresholds
and procurement methods
and evaluation reports.
Check for secure storage
space and filing space, and
for a random sample of 10
procurements of various
sizes, review contents of
files.

Max. 6 points.
a) IFMIS Steps:
<15steps=0 points;
15-23=1 point;
24-25=2 points
b) Timely
submission of
quarterly reports to
PPRA (both annual
reports plus all
reports for
procurements
above proscribed
thresholds):
1 point
c) Adherence with
procurement
thresholds and
procurement
methods for
type/size of
procurement in a
sample of
procurements:
1 point.
d) Storage space
and single complete
files for sample of

5
Points

a) The County has
achieved the 25
IFMIS eprocurement steps
in the FY 18/19.
However, in the
FY 17/18, the
county used 17
steps in the IFMIS
process.
b) Submission of
procurement
reports to PPRA
was done on a
quarterly basis.
c) The county used
prequalified
suppliers to award
RFQ for works
below Kes 2M.
-

Moi’s Bridge
Turbo

For tenders of more
than Kes 4M, the
county requires the
use of open
tendering as
assessed by the
team.
a) Open Tender for
supply and
delivery of
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
secure storage space (1
point)
e) Completed evaluation
reports, including
individual evaluator
scoring against predefined documented
evaluation criteria and
signed by each member of
the evaluation team,
available for a sample of 5
large procurements (2
points)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance
procurements: 1
point
e) Evaluation
reports:
1 point

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
hospital
equipment.
b) open tender for
motor vehicle
insurance
services.
c) Open tender for
supply and
delivery of
petrol and diesel
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d) The county
uses shipping
containers as
secure storage.
Evaluation reports
were submitted for
review by the
assessor, indicating
the scores, as
follows:
a) Evaluation
reports for
Wheel backhoe
loader
b) Evaluation
report for
consultancy for
African
economic zone
c) Evaluation
report for
consultancy
service for turbo
township
valuation roll
d) Evaluation
report of routine
maintenance and
sport
improvement of
green park-Kerio
dream-C39
Camel
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No.

2.1

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Key Result Area 2: Planning and M&E
Max score: (tentative 20 points)
County M&E County
a) Planning and M&E
system and
M&E/Planni units (may be integrated in
frameworks
ng unit and
one) established.
developed
frameworks
in place.

b) There are designated
planning and M&E officer
and each line ministry has
a focal point for planning
and one for M&E

c) Budget is dedicated for
both planning and M&E.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
Evaluation
report for
routine
maintenance and
sport
improvement of
Mwiruti-Corner
mbaya road

Review staffing structure
and organogram.

Maximum 3
points

Clearly identifiable budget
for planning and M&E
functions in the budget.

The scoring is one
point per measure
Nos. a-c complied
with.

a) Planning & M&E
is domiciled
within the
Planning
3 points
Department and
under the Chief
Officer –
Economic
Planning. This is
evidences in the
department
Organogram.
b) The M&E
department has a
dedicated officer
who was
appointed on 28th
June, 2017.
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No.

2.2

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
c) Budget is allocated
for the unit. The
unit’s budget is
lined as item –
Research.

County M&E
Committee in
place and
functioning

Review minutes of the
quarterly meeting in the
County M&E Committee.

Maximum: 1 point

1 point

The county had
established the
County Committee
on Monitoring &
Evaluation on 3rd
October, 2017 and
held their inception
meeting on the 5th of
October, 2017.

County M&E Committee
meets at least quarterly
and reviews the quarterly
performance reports. (I.e.
it is not sufficient to have
ad hoc meetings).

Compliance: 1
point.
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No.
2.3

Priority
Outputs
County
Planning
systems and
functions
established

Performance
Area
CIDP
formulated
and up-dated
according to
guidelines

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
a) CIDP: adheres to
guideline structure of
CIDP guidelines,

b) CIDP has clear
objectives, priorities and
outcomes, reporting
mechanism, result matrix,
key performance
indicators included; and

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
CIDP submitted in
required format (as
contained in the CIDP
guidelines published by
MoDP).
See County Act, Art. 108,
Art 113 and Art. 149.

Scoring /level of
importance
Maximum: 3
points
1 point for
compliance with
each of the issues:
a, b and c.

Result
(Score)

3
points

ADP
submitted on
time and
conforms to
guidelines

a) Annual development
plan submitted to
Assembly by September
1st in accordance with
required format & contents
(Law says that once
submitted if they are silent

a) The county
prepared a
detailed CIDP that
met the required
thresholds of the
guidelines.
b) CIDP has clear
goals and
objectives that
link to the overall
implementation
plans of the
county.

CIDP guidelines, 2013,
chapter 7.

c) Annual financing
requirement for full
implementation of CIDP
does not exceed 200% of
the previous FY total
county revenue.

2.4

Detailed Assessment
Findings

c) Increase from the

base year 2017/18
(KES
7,425,884,487)
from 2016/17
(KES
6,548,249,462),
tabulated as a
percentage,
=113%

Review version of ADP
approved by County
Assembly for structure,
and approval procedures
and timing, against the
PFM Act, Art 126, 1.

Maximum: 4
points
4 Points
Compliance a): 1
point.

(a) ADP submitted on
1st September
2016
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
on it then it is assumed to
be passed).

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

b) ADP contains issues
mentioned in the PFM Act
126,1, number A-H
2.5

Linkage
between
CIDP, ADP
and Budget

Linkages between the
ADP and CIDP and the
budget in terms of costing
and activities. (costing of
ADP is within +/- 10 % of
final budget allocation)

Review the three
documents: CIDP, ADP
and the budget. The
budget should be
consistent with the CIDP
and ADP priorities.
The costing of the ADP is
within +/- 10% of final
budget allocation.
Sample 10 projects and
check that they are
consistent between the two
documents.

Scoring /level of
importance
b) All issues from
A-H in PFM Act
Art 126,1: 3 points
5-7 issues: 2 points
3-4 issues: 1 point,
see Annex.
Maximum: 2
points
Linkages and
within the ceiling:
2 points.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

(b) ADP contains all
the issues raised
in the PFM act.

2
points

Linkages

Total Costing
ADP/BUDGET:

of

1. Rescue centre
(variance 29%)
2. Kipchoge
stadium
(variance 70%)
3. Tulwet Water
project (variance
17%)
4. Usalama Water
project (variance
13%)
5. Chagaiyat
Training camp
(87%)
6. Modern kiosk
(Variance 11%)
7. Sub county
hospital in ziwa,
moien, kesses
(Variance 59%)
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

8. Maili-nne fire
station (Variance
40%)
9. Sub county
headquarters
building (45%)
10. Milk coolers
79%

Total variance
42%
2.6

Monitoring
and
Evaluation
systems in
place and
used, with
feedback to
plans

Production of
County
Annual
Progress
Report

a) County C-APR
produced;
b) Produced timely by
September 1 and
c) C-APR includes clear
performance progress
against CIDP indicator
targets and within result
matrix for results and
implementation.
(Ad b) Compliance if
produced within 3 months
of the closure of a FY and
sent to Council of
Governors for information.

Check contents of C-APR
and ensure that it clearly
link s with the CIDP
indicators.
Verify that the indicators
have been sent to the CoG.

Maximum: 5
points.
a) C-APR produced
= 2 points
b) C-APR produced
by end of
September. 1 point.
c) C-APR includes
performance
against CIDP
performance
indicators and
targets and with
result matrix for
results and

1. C-APR
5
Points 2. Forwarded on
14th August
2018
3. C-APR Contains
progress links
with CIDP
targets.
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No.

2.7

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
This will be done in
reference with the County
Integrated M&E System
Guidelines.

Evaluation of
CIDP
projects

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Evaluation of completion Review completed project
of major CIDP projects and evaluations (sample 5
conducted on an annual large projects).
basis.

Scoring /level of
importance
implementation: 2
points.

Result
(Score)

(N.B. if results
matrix is published
separately, not as
part of the C-ADP,
the county still
qualifies for these
points)
Maximum: 1
point.
Evaluation done: 1
point.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Evaluation report for:

1 point

1. Moi’s bridge
sub-county health
centre
=95% complete
2. Chagaiya high
altitude Training
=25% complete
3. Maili-nne Fire
station
=100%
complete

2.8

Feedback
from Annual
Progress
Report to
Annual

Evidence that the ADP
and budget are informed
by the previous C-APR.

Review the two documents
for evidence of C-APR
informing ADP and
budget

Maximum: 1
point.
Compliance: 1
point.

1 Point

The C-APR
document for the FY
2016/17 has
indicators that inform
ADP & BUDGET;

-

Kijana na Acre
project is in C40

No.

3.1

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
Development
Plan

Key Result Area 3: Human Resource Management
Max score: 12 points.
Staffing plans Organization a) Does the county have an
based on
al structures
approved staffing plan in
functional and and staffing
place, with annual targets?
organization
plans
b) Is there clear
assessments

evidence that the
staffing plan was
informed by a
Capacity Building
assessment /
functional and
organizational
assessment and
approved
organizational
structure?

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Job
descriptions,

Job
descriptions,

a) Job descriptions in
place and qualifications

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

APR 2016/17
,ADP and
Budget
Staffing plan
Capacity Building
Assessment / CARPS
report
Documentation evidencing
hiring, training,
promotion, rationalization,
etc.
In future years (after first
AC&PA), there should be
evidence that CB/skills
assessments are conducted
annually to get points on
(b). Targets within (+/- 10
% variations).

Maximum 3
points:
First AC&PA:
a = 2 points,
b = 1 point
c= NA.
Future AC&PAs:
a=1 point,
b = 1 point,
c = 1 point

a) The county did
not have a
staffing plan
0 Points
during the FY
17/18.
b) No capacity
building
exercise had
been used to
inform a
staffing plan for
the County of
Uasin Gishu.
c) In the absence
of the CB
informed
staffing plan,
there were no
annual targets to
be met.

c) Have the annual targets
in the staffing plan been
met?

3.2

Scoring /level of
importance

Job descriptions

Maximum score: 4
points
4 points (a) Staff files contain
Job description of
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No.

Priority
Outputs
including
skills and
competence
requirements

Performance
Area
specifications
and
competency
framework

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
met (AC&PA 1: Chief
officers / heads of
departments; 2nd
AC&PA: all heads of
units; future AC&PAs: all
staff (sample check))

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Skills and competency
frameworks.
Appointment, recruitment
and promotion records

Scoring /level of
importance
All a, b and c: 4
points.
Two of a-c: 2
points
One of a-c: 1 point

b) Skills and competency
frameworks and Job
descriptions adhere to
these (AC&PA 1: Chief
officers / heads of
departments; 2nd
AC&PA: all heads of
units; future AC&PAs: all
staff (sample check)
c) Accurate recruitment,
appointment and
promotion records
available

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
head of Units and
qualifications are
met.
(b) Skills and
competency
framework is in
place based on the
job descriptions
with
accurate
appointments and
promotions.
(c) Recruitment data
for core and
subordinate staff
was provided to
the assessment
team, which
revealed accurate
recruitment &
appointment
procedures.
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3.3

Staff appraisal
and
performance
management
operationalize
d in counties

Staff
appraisals
and
performance
management

a) Staff appraisal and
performance management
process developed and
operationalized.

Review staff appraisals.

b) Performance contracts
developed and
operationalized

Country Public Service
Board Records.

County Act, Art 47 (1).

Staff assessment reports.

c) service re-engineering
undertaken

Re-engineering reports
covering at least one
service

d) RRI undertaken
RRI Reports for at least
one 100-day period

Maximum score: 5
points.1
a) Staff appraisal
for all staff in
place: 1 point. (If
staff appraisal for
b) Performance
Contracts in place
for CEC Members
and Chief Officers:
1 point
Performance
Contracts in place
for the level below
Chief Officers: 1
point
c) Service delivery
processes reengineered in
counties: 1 point
d) Rapid Results
Initiatives-RRIs
launched/upscaled:
1 point

a) Staffing appraisal
for the key
personnel in the
county has not
been done.
b) Moreover, the
2 points
performance
contracting for
key personnel
was not
developed or
conducted as
most of the senior
officer were in
office on an
acting capacity.
c) Service reengineering was
undertaken in the
form of
introducing a
comprehensive
Fixed Asset
verification and
Tagging system
as evidenced.
d) The county
created and
conducted a
digital payment
framework
dubbed UGPAY,
to increase

revenue
collection.
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No.

4.1

Priority
Performance Performance Measure
Means of Verification
Scoring /level of
Outputs
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
and Issues to Check
importance
Key Result Area 4: Civic Education and Participation - A citizenry that more actively participated in county
governance affairs of the society
Max score: 18 points
Counties
CEU
Civic Education Units
County Act, Art 99-100.
Maximum 3
establish
established
established and
points.
functional
functioning:
Civic
CEU fully
Education
(a) Formation of CE units
established with all
Units
(b) Dedicated staffing and
milestones (a) - (e)
(c) Budget,
complied with: 3
(d) Programs planned,
points.
including curriculum,
activities etc. and
2-4 out of the five
(e) Tools and methods for
milestones (a-e): 2
CE outlined.
points
Only one: 1 point.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

3
Points

a) The CE unit was
formed before
May 2017 and
operationalized on
2nd May, 2017
b) The unit has a
dedicated staffing
of 5 persons and a
director in charge
of public
participation and
civic education.
c) The CEU &
public
participation has a
dedicated budget
under advertising
awareness &
publicity of KES
1,000,000.
d) The county had a
set of planned CE
activities which
were to be
conducted during
the FY 17/18.

1

Note: higher points only expected in subsequent ACPAs, but PM is kept stable across ACPAs.
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

e) Provided a
curriculum for CE
training.

4.2

4.3

Counties set
up
institutional
structures
systems &
process for
Public
Participation

Counties roll
out civic
education
activities

Evidence of roll-out of
civic education activities –
(minimum 5 activities).

Communicati
on
framework
and
engagement.

a) System for Access to
information/
Communication
framework in place,
operationalized and public
notices and user-friendly
documents shared In
advance of public forums
(plans, budgets, etc.)
b) Counties have
designated officer in place,
and officer is operational.

County Act, art. 100.
Examples are
engagements with NGOs
to enhance CE
activities/joint initiatives
on training of citizens etc.
Needs to be clearly
described and documented
in report(s) as a condition
for availing points on this.
County Act, Art. 96.
Review approved (final)
policy / procedure
documents describing
access to information
system and
communication framework
and review evidence of
public notices and sharing
of documents.
Review job descriptions,
pay-sheets and / or other

Maximum 2
points.

0
Points

Roll out of
minimum 5 civic
education
activities: 2 points.

There was no
evidence of civic
education activities
rolled out by the
county.

Maximum 2
points.
a) Compliance: 1
point.
b) Compliance: 1
point.

2
Points

a) Plans on
newspaper on civic
education in
Kaptagat, Moi’s
bridge, Olare and
other centres dated
25th May 2018
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No.

4.4

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Participatory
planning and
budget
forums held

a) Participatory planning
and budget forums held in
previous FY before the
plans were completed for
on-going FY.
b) Mandatory citizen
engagement /consultations
held beyond the budget
forum, (i.e. additional
consultations)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
relevant records to
ascertain whether
designated officer is in
place; review documents
evidencing activities of the
designated officer (e.g.
reports written, minutes of
meetings attended etc.)
PFM Act, Art. 137.
County Act, 91, 106 (4),
Art. 115.
Invitations
Minutes from meetings in
the forums.
List of attendances,
Meetings at ward levels,

c) Representation: meets
requirements of PFMA
(section 137) and
stakeholder mapping in
public participation
guidelines issued by
MoDP.

Link between minutes and
actual plans.

d) Evidence that forums
are structured (not just
unstructured discussions)

Feedback reports / minutes
of meetings where

List of suggestions from
citizens, e.g. use of
templates for this and
reporting back.

Scoring /level of
importance

Maximum 3
points.
All issues met (a-f):
3 points.
4-5 met: 2 points.
1-3 met: 1 point.
S informed of

Result
(Score)

2
Points

Detailed Assessment
Findings
b) Letter of
Appointment of 5
members to civic
education and public
participation

(a) Participatory
planning budget
forum for 2017/18
not provided.
(b) No Mandatory
citizen
engagement
(c) Representation
include Human
resource, Ward
administrators and
members of the
public
(d) Structured well
(e) Kimumu ward
suggested funds
set aside for
disability centre
(f) No feedback to
citizens
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
e) Evidence of input from
the citizens to the plans,
e.g. through minutes or
other documentation

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
feedback provided to
citizens

Scoring /level of
importance

Records of citizen’s
engagement meetings on
the findings of the C-APR.
Review evidence from
how the inputs have been
noted and adhered with
and whether there is feedback mechanism in place.
PFM Act Art 131. County
Act, Art. 91.
Review county web-page.

Maximum points:
1

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

f) Feed-back to citizens on
how proposals have
been handled.
4.5.

4.6

Citizens’
feed back

County core
financial
materials,
budgets,
plans,
accounts,
audit reports
and
performance
assessments
published
and shared

Citizen’s feedback on the
findings from the CAPR/implementation
status report.

Publication (on county
web-page, in addition to
any other publication) of:
i) County Budget
Review and Outlook
Paper
ii) Fiscal Strategy Paper
iii) Financial statements or
annual budget
execution report
iv) Audit reports of
financial statements
v) Quarterly budget
progress reports or
other report

No citizen
engagement on CAPR

4
Points

All the core financial
documents, except
the annual budget
execution report &
County Citizens
Budget, were
published on the
website

Compliance: 1
point.

Maximum points:
5 points
9 issues: 5 points

(N.B.) Publication of
Budgets, County
Integrated Development
Plan and Annual
Development Plan is
covered in Minimum
Performance Conditions)

0
Points

7-8 issues: 4 points
5-6 issues: 3 points
3-4 issues: 2 points
1-2 issues: 1 point
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No.

4.7

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)
documenting project
implementation and
budget execution
during each quarter
vi) Annual progress
reports (C-APR) with
core county
indicators
vii) Procurement plans
and rewards of
contracts
viii) Annual Capacity &
Performance
Assessment results
ix) County citizens’
budget
Publication
All bills introduced by the
of bills
county assembly have
been published in the
national and in county
gazettes or county website, and similarly for the
legislation passed.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance
0 issues: 0 point.

County Act, Art. 23.

Maximum 2
points

Review gazetted bills and
Acts, etc.
Review county web-site.

Compliance: 2
points.

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

2
Points

The following are
samples of published
bills:
1. County
Supplementary
Appropriations
Act, 2017
21st Feb, 2017
2. County
Appropriation
Act, 2017
4th July, 2017
3. County
Enterprise
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
Development
Fund
(Amendment)
Bill, 2017
17th March, 2017.

Result Area 5. Investment implementation & social and environmental performance
Max score: 20 points.
5.1

Output against
plan –
measures of
levels of
implementatio
n

Physical
targets as
included in
the annual
development
plan
implemented

The % of planned projects
(in the ADP) implemented
in last FY according to
completion register of
projects
Note: Assessment is done
for projects planned in the
Annual Development Plan
for that FY and the final
contract prices should be
used in the calculation.
Weighted measure where
the size of the projects is
factored in. If there are
more than 10 projects a
sample of 10 larger
projects is made, and
weighted according to the
size.

Sample min 10 larger
projects from minimum 3
departments/sectors.
Points are only provided
with 100 % completion
against the plan for each
project.
If a project is multi-year,
the progress is reviewed
against the expected level
of completion by end of
last FY.

Maximum 4
points (6 points in
the first two
AC&PAs).2
More than 90 %
implemented: 4
points (6 points in
the first two
AC&PAs).
85-90 %: 3 points
75-84%: 2 points

2
Points

•
•
•
•

Kapsao social hall
100%
Teldet ECDE 100%
Kapkoros
dispensary 100%
Chagaiya
high
altitude
training
25%
4 project provided
81% overall
implementation

65-74%: 1 point
Less than 65 %: 0
point.

2As VFM is only introduced from the third ACPA, the 5 points for this are allocated across indicator 5.1 to 5.4 in the first two ACPA on the top scores in each PM, e.g. from
4 points to 6 points in the Performance Measure No. 5.1
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No.

5.2

Priority
Outputs

Projects
implemented
according to
cost estimates

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Implementati
on of projects
and in
accordance
with the cost
estimates

Percentage (%) of projects
implemented within
budget estimates (i.e. +/10 % of estimates).

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Use all available
documents in assessment,
including: CoB reports,
procurement progress
reports, quarterly reports
on projects, M&E reports
etc.

Sample of projects: a
sample of 10 larger
projects of various size
from a minimum of 3
departments/ sectors.

Scoring /level of
importance
If no information is
available on
completion of
projects: 0 point
will be awarded.
An extra point will
be awarded if the
county maintains a
comprehensive,
accurate register of
completed projects
and status of all
ongoing projects
(within the total
max points
available, i.e. the
overall max is 4
points/6
respectively in the
first two AC&PA).
Maximum 4
points. (5 points
in the first two
AC&PAs).

Result
(Score)

3
Points

Detailed Assessment
Findings
The County did not
maintain an accurate
register of the
completed projects
for the county.
Neither were there
management reports
that would indicate
on quarterly basis the
level of project
completion, project
cost and adherence to
standards.

The following
projects were
implemented
according to cost
estimates:
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Review budget,
procurement plans,
contract, plans and costing
against actual funding. If
there is no information
available, no points will be
provided. If the
information is available in
the budget this is used. (In
case there are conflicts
between figures, the
original budgeted project
figure will be applied).
Review completion
reports, quarterly reports,
payment records, quarterly
progress reports, etc.
Review M&E reports.
Compare actual costs of
completed project with
original budgeted costs in
the ADP/budget.

Scoring /level of
Result
importance
(Score)
More than 90 % of
the projects are
executed within +/5
of budgeted costs:
4 points (5 points in
the first two
AC&PAs)
80-90%: 3 points
70-79%: 2 points
60-69%: 1 point
Below 60%: 0
points.

Detailed Assessment
Findings

1. Construction of
rescue centre
girls dorm &
perimeter wall.
2. Construction of
stadium
(DESIGN)
3. Tulwet water
project
4. Desilting of
Usalama water
project.
5. Chagaiyat High
altitude training
camp (Multiyear)
6. Construction of
modern kiosks.
7. Construction of
MODEL subcounty hospitals
(Ziwa, Moiben
& Kasses) –
Multi-year
8. Construction of
Maili nne fire
station.
9. Completion of
sub county
headquarters –
Multi-year
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

10. Construction of
milk coolers.
By the review of
submitted projects,
the implementation
of 83% of the above
listed were within
3.27% deviation.

5.3

Maintenance

Maintenance
budget to
ensure
sustainability

Maintenance cost in the
last FY (actuals) was
minimum 5 % of the
total capital budgeted
evidence in selected
larger projects (projects
which have been
completed 2-3 years ago)
have been sustained with
actual maintenance budget
allocations (sample of
min. 5 larger projects).

Review budget and
quarterly budget execution
reports as well as financial
statements.

Maximum 3
points (4 points in
the first two
AC&PAs).

Randomly sample 5 larger
projects, which have been
completed 2-3 years ago.

Maintenance
budget is more than
5 % of capital
budget and sample
projects catered for
in terms of
maintenance
allocations for 2-3
years after: 3 points
(4 in the first two
AC&PA).

4
Points

The County of Uasin
Gishu had an average
maintenance cost of
4.6% of the total
capital budgeted.
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

5.4

Screening of
environmental
social
safeguards

Mitigation
measures on
ESSA
through audit
reports

Annual Environmental and
Social Audits/reports for
EIA /EMP related
investments.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Review if maintenance is
above 5 % of the capital
budget and evidence that
budget allocations have
been made for projects
completed 2-3 years ago
and evidence that funds
have actually been
provided for maintenance
of these investments.
Sample 10 projects and
ascertain whether
environmental/social audit
reports have been
produced.

Scoring /level of
importance
More than 5 % but
only 3-4 of the
projects are catered
for: 2 points.
More than 5 % but
only 1-2 of the
specific sampled
projects are catered
for: 1 point.

Result
(Score)

Maximum points: 2
points (3 points in
the first two
AC&PAs)

1 Point

All 100 % of
sample done in
accordance with
framework for all
projects: 2 points (3
points in the first
two AC&PAs)

Detailed Assessment
Findings

Of the 10 sampled
only 1 has
Environment Audit
done (Kwenet
Borehole)

80-99 % of
projects: 1 points
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No.
5.5

Priority
Outputs
EIA /EMP
procedures

Performance
Area
EIA/EMP
procedures
from the Act
followed.

Performance Measure
(Detailed Indicators)
Relevant safeguards
instruments Prepared:
Environmental and Social
Management Plans,
Environmental Impact
Assessment, RAP, etc.
consulted upon,
cleared/approved by
NEMA and disclosed prior
to commencement of civil
works in case where
screening has indicated
that this is required. All
building & civil works
investments contracts
contain ESMP
implementation
provisions (counties are
expected to ensure their
works contracts for which
ESIAs /ESMPs have been
prepared and approved
safeguards provisions
from part of the contract.

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check
Sample 5-10 projects

Scoring /level of
importance
All 100 % of
sample done in
accordance with
framework for all
projects: 2 points
80-99 % of
projects: 1 points

Result
(Score)

2
Points

Detailed Assessment
Findings
1.EIA/EMP for a
borehole in Makongi
village,
2.EIA/EMP for
borehole in kimurgoi,
3.EIA/EMP for
kwenet borehole,
4.EIA/EMP for
borehole in Lorwa
village,
5.EIA/EMP for
borehole in chebosta
dispensary,
6.EIA/EMP for high
altitude training
camp,
7.EIA/EMP for
Chebara Urban water
supply.
8.EIA/EMP for Jonah
Maiyo borehole in Jua
Kali,
9.EIA/EMP for
Borehole in Shauri
ECDE in Huruma
ward
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Result
(Score)

Detailed Assessment
Findings
10.EIA /EMP for
borehole in Agape
mwenderi junior
school in huruma
ward
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5.6

Value for the
Money (from
the 3rd
AC&PA).

Value for the
money.

Percentage (%) of projects
implemented with a
satisfactory level of value
for the money, calibrated
in the value for the money
assessment tool.

To be included from the
3rd AC&PA only.
A sample of minimum 5
projects will be reviewed.
The methodology will be
developed at a later date,
prior to the 3rd AC&PA.
Note that a sample will be
taken of all projects, not
only the ones, which are
funded by the CPG.
The % of projects
(weighted by the size of
the projects) with a
satisfactory level of value
for the money will be
reflected in the score i.e.
80 % satisfactory
projects= XX points, 70 %
= XX points.

Maximum 5
points.
To be developed
during
implementation
based on the TOR
for the VfM.
Points: maximum
5, calibration
between 0-5 points.
E.g. more than 90
% of projects
Satisfactory: 5
points, more than
85 % 4 points, etc.

In order
to
ensure
that the
scores
always
vary
between
0-100
points,
the 5
points
are
allocate
d across
the PMs
5.1-5.4
with 2
extra
points to
the PM
No. 5.1
and 1
extra to
each of
the PMs
No’s
5.2-5.4
until
VfM is
introduc
ed from

N/A
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No.

Priority
Outputs

Performance Performance Measure
Area
(Detailed Indicators)

Means of Verification
and Issues to Check

Scoring /level of
importance

Total Maximum
Score: 100 points.

Result
(Score)
the 3rd
AC&PA

Detailed Assessment
Findings

71
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3.1: Summary of Results

The Minimum Access Condition (MACS)
Minimum Conditions for
Performance Grants (level 1)

Capacity

and

Assessment

3. Compliance with investment menu of the grant

Met/ Not Met
Assessment Met
Assessment Met
Assessment Met

4. Implementation of CB plan

Assessment Met

1. County signed participation agreement
2. Capacity Building plan developed

The Minimum Performance Measures (MPCs)
MPCs for Capacity &
Performance
Grants Reason and Explanation
(level 2)
Minimum Access
Conditions Complied
with
1. Compliance with
Minimum access
conditions
Financial Management
2. Financial statements
submitted
3. Audit Opinion does
not carry an adverse
opinion or a disclaimer
on any substantive
issue

To ensure minimum
capacity and linkage
between CB and
Investments

Assessment
Met/ Not Met
MET

To reduce fiduciary risks

MET

To reduce Fiduciary risks

MET
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Planning
4. Annual planning
documents in place

To demonstrate a
MET
minimum level of capacity
to plan and manage funds

5.

To ensure compliance with
environmental and social
safeguards and ensure
efficiency in spending

MET

To ensure procurement
planning is properly
coordinated from the
central procurement unit
Core staff in place as per
County Government Act
To ensure that there is a
mechanism and capacity
to screen environmental
and social risks
To ensure sufficient level
of governance and reduce
risks for mismanagement

MET

Adherence with the
investment menu

Procurement
6. Consolidated
procurement plans in
place
7. County Core staff in
place
8. Environmental and
social safeguards

9. Citizens’ Complaint
System in place

MET
MET

MET

PERFOMANCE MEASURES
RESULT(SCORE)
KRA 1: Public Financial Management

20

KRA 2: Planning and monitoring and evaluation

20

KRA 3: Human Resources Management
KRA 4: Civic Education and Participation

06
13

KRA 5: Investment implementation & Social and
environmental performance
TOTAL SCORE

12
71

3.2 Capacity Building Requirements
The following is a summary of findings on capacity building requirements of the county based on the
assessment (overall indicative areas) listed by Key Result Areas.
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3.0

SUMMARY OF CAPACITY BUILDING REQUIREMENTS

The following is a summary of findings on capacity building requirements of the county based on the
assessment (overall indicative areas) listed by Key Result Areas.
a) Public Finance Management

•
•

The county staff requires support in building capacity in appropriately using the IFMIS
system for procurement.
The legislative assembly should be made to appreciate the significance of their oversight
role in reviewing and approving financial propriety of the county.

b) Human Resources
• The county need to develop a comprehensive staff evaluation and capacity assessment
mechanism.
c) Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation

•
•

Support and review the role of M&E throughout all the departments in the county.

d)

Civic Education & Participation

•

Enhanced funding for the CE & Public participation unit to enhance service delivery and citizen
participation in governance and development.
The CE unit need to roll out more activities for the public to inform on governance and enhance
accountability.
Conduct periodic reviews of achievements and challenges with regards to civic education and
complaints management.

•
•

e) Investments and Social Environment Performance

•
•

Establish and support relevant legislation and enforcement of environmental policy and
guidelines.
Establish collaborative mechanisms with different arms of government, the private sector
& the public towards environmental safeguards, sensitisation and management.

4.0 CHALLENGES IN THE ASSESSMENT
The following were some of the key challenges encountered during the process of undertaking the
assignment.

•
•

Access to the IFMIS system to review budget data was hampered.
The county assembly did not participate extensively in the exercise.
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•

Poor evidence submission resulted in time delays.
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5.0

SPECIFIC AND GENERAL COMMENTS TO INDIVIDUAL
ASPECTS OF THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS
Issues raised and respective recommendations made by individual aspect of assessment, i.e. MACs,
MPCs and PMs are provided in the following sections 5.1 to 5.3.

5.1

MAC’s
The following observations were made:
The participation agreement and revised capacity building plan signed by the Governor and Count
Secretary & NCBF Focal Person were availed

5.2

MPC’s Issues
•
•

The following observations were made:
It was noted that the CE & public participation unit was not well resourced to conduct its
activities.
The Human resource department either lacked capacity or will to review & carry out their rolls.

5.3
PMs
KRA 1: Public Finance Management
The following observations were made:
• The internal audit team submitted their reports from the OAG to the CA, but due to the
electioneering period, the assembly neither responded nor reviewed the reports.
• The audit from the OAG for the FY 16-17 was part of the assessment yet the year under review
was 2016-2017.

KRA 2: Planning and Monitoring & Evaluation
The following was observed:
There were no significant challenges observed in this area.
KRA 3: Human Resource
The following was observed:
• The county did not conduct a staff appraisal for the core staff in the county.
KRA 4: Civic Educations and Participation
• There were no civic education activities rolled out in the county during the FY 17/18
• The county has developed a well laid out complaints mechanism.
•
KRA 5 Investments and Social Environment Performance
• No Citizens awareness on EMCA Act 2012
• Lack of comprehensive Projects completion register
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6.0

NOTIFICATION OF DISAGREEMENT WITH THE OUTCOME OF
THE ASSESSMENT ALREADY NOTED DURING THE FIELD-TRIP

There was no significant notice of disagreement noted or expressed as the
assessment team gave an overview of the assessment and a highlight of the
areas that needed improvement during the Exit Meeting.
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7.0

OVERVIEW OF THE 5 WEAKEST PERFORMANCES

Table 7.1 below presents assessed areas of the county of weakest performance during the field visit.
KRA
Performance Measure
Issues
KRA 1
Public Finance Management
1. Improved IFMIS adherence in procurement

from 17 steps to 25.
2. Segregate expenditure by department
during management reporting per quarter.
3. Own source revenues declined
4. Ensure quarterly reporting of financial
position and audit.
5. Improve total value of queries by the OAG.

KRA 2

Planning &M&E

1. There were no functional issues with
regards to the preparation, availability and
publishing of planning documents.

KRA 3

Human Resource Management

1. Develop a comprehensive staffing plan for
the county.
2. No capacity assessment of the county’s
staffing requirements has been conducted.
3. The county should undertake an exhaustive
staffing appraisal to inform of its capacity
needs.
4. Performance contracting should be carried
out for the core staff.

KRA 4

Civic Education

1. Civic education activities should be carried
out for the county.
2. Improved feedback mechanisms for the
county should be applied.
3. Citizens engagement beyond the budget
process needs to be carried out.
4. Citizens engagement in C-APR should be
conducted.

KRA 5

Investment implementation &
social and environmental
performance

1. The county should maintain a project
completion register.
2. Every project should have an EIA/EMP
conducted.
3. Project audits should be carried out for all
projects at completion.

8.0
S/NO

XXXX COUNTY – LIST OF REPRESENTATIVES INTERVIEWED
NAME

DESIGNATION

TELEPHONE
CONTACTS
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1.

Ms. Salim Diffina

Environment Officer

0716794451

2

Sarah Siambi

Supply chain officer

0721221380

3

Mary Kiarie

Deputy Internal Auditor

0722579445

4

Isaac Kiplagat

Accountant

0722744791

5

Maureen Chepkimboi

Programmer

0701262840

6

Ambrose Kiptoo

Head, Internal Audit

0728723954

7

Wilfred Nyasibo

8

Naomy Cheruto

9

Barno Kipchumba

10

Kenneth Mutai

0723041659
Director, Civic Education

0720861015
0720361379

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: ENTRY MEETING MINUTES

MINUTES ON ANNUAL CAPACITY & PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT HELD AT THE
COUNTY CONFERENCE ROOM ON 21ST NOVEMBER 2018 FROM 9:50 AM – 10:40AM
MEMBERS PRESENT:
COUNTY TEAM:
NAME

DESIGNATION

1. Mr. Edwin Bett

-Ag. County Secretary

2. Ms. Mary Njogu

-CEC Environment, Water, Natural resource, Tourism &Wildlife

3. Mr. Julius Rutto

-C.E.C Finance and Economic Planning

4. Ms. Millicent Okonjo

-Chief Officer Finance and Economic planning

5. Mr. Wilson Sawe

- Chief Officer Devolution and Administration

6. Mr. Martin Mutai

-Budget Officer

7. Mr. Kipchumba Barnoto -Administrator
8. Mr.David Rogony

-Chief Accountant

9. Mr. Peter Chesos

- Chief Officer Finance

10. Mr. Simon Kemei

- Chief Officer Environment

11. Ms. Beatrice Ndegwa

-Accountant

12. Mr. Salim Diffina

-Environment Officer

13. Mr. Peter Kipsuto

-Revenue Officer

14. Ms. Naomi Keter

-Human Resource Officer

15. Mr. Ambrose Kiptoo

-Head of Internal Audit

16. Mr. Wilfred Nyabando

-Human Resource Manager.

17. Ms. Mary Kiarie

-Internal Auditor.

PMS TEAM
NAME

DESIGNATION
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Dr. Nyoike Wamwea

- Project Coordinator

Mr. Wanyoike Karu

- Team Leader

Mr. Jamal Farahan

- Consultant/Assessor

Ms. Lydia Pkaremba

- Consultant / Assessor

MIN: 1/21/11/2018: Preliminary
The meeting was opened with a word of prayer from the C.E.C Environment, Water, Natural resource,
Tourism &Wildlife Ms. Mary Njogu at 9:20AM, followed by a brief introduction of members present and
their respective designations. The Chair of the meeting, Acting County secretary Mr. Edwin Bett pointed
out that the county is committed to the process and instructed each department to offer the PMS team full
support.
MIN: 2/05/11/2018: Opening Remarks
The C.E.C Finance and Economic Planning, Mr. Julius Rutto took the opportunity to welcome the PMS
team. He offered his full support for the assessment as he emphasized on the counties desire to get to level
2.
The C.E.C Environment, Ms Mary Njogu welcomed the PMS team and promised her full support during
the exercise
The County Secretary Mr, Edwin Bett pointed out that the County’s poor performance in the first ACPA
was due to disruptions during the election period.
MIN: 3/05/11/2018: Overview of assessment expectations
From the PMS team, the Project coordinator Dr. Nyoike Wamwea applauded the county team for their
warm reception. The project coordinator stressed on the importance of uploading all relevant documents on
the county website, execution of the 25 IFMIS Steps and importance of the Audit Opinion. The Team
Leader Mr. Wanyoike Karu thanked the Uasin Gishu County Government for their exceptional hospitality.
He further explained the purpose of the teams’ visit and the duration of their visit. The team leader then
laid down the program schedule for the coming three days.
MIN: 4/05/11/2018: AOB
MIN: 5/05/11/2018: Conclusion and Adjournment

There being no other issue, the meeting was adjourned at 10:50 AM after which the PMS team
left to start the assessment exercise.
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Minutes Prepared by:
Signature:

________________________________Date: ––––––––––––––––––––

Name: Lydia Cheruto Pkaremba
Secretary
Prestige Management Solutions Ltd.
Minutes confirmed by:

1. Signature:

________________________________ Date: ––––––––––––––––––––––

Name: Wanyoike Karu
Team Leader
Prestige Management Solutions Ltd.

2. Signature:

________________________________ Date: ––––––––––––––––––––––

Name:
Mr. Edwin Bett
Designation: County Secretary
County Government of: Uasin Gishu

Appendix 2: MEETING MINUTES EXIT

MINUTES OF EXIT MEETING FOR THE ANNUAL CAPACITY &
PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT OF UASIN GISHU COUNTY HELD AT
THE COUNTY CONFERENCE HALL ON 23RD NOVEMBER 2018
PRESENT:
COUNTY TEAM:
NAME

DESIGNATION

18. Mr. Edwin Bett

-Ag. County Secretary

19. Ms. Mary Njogu

-C.E.C Environment, Water, Natural resource, Tourism &Wildlife
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20. Mr. Wilson Sawe

-Chief Officer Administration and Devolution

21. Mr. Simion Kemei

-Chief Officer Environment, Water, Natural resource, Tourism

&Wildlife
22. Mr. Peter Chesos

-Chief Officer Finance

23. Mr. Kipchumba Barnoh -Sub-County Administrator
24. Mr. David Rogony

- Chief Accountant

25. Mr. Koech Mutai

- Chief Accountant

26. Mr. Wilfred Nyabando -Ag. Chief Human Resource Management Officer
27. Ms. Mary Kiarie

-Internal Audit

28. Mr. Ambrose Kiptoo

-Internal Audit

29. Ms. Diffina Salim

-Environmental Officer

PRESTIGE MANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS TEAM
NAME

DESIGNATION

1. Mr. Wanyoike Karu

-Team Leader

2. Mr. Jamal Farahan

-Consultant/Assessor

3. Ms. Lydia Pkaremba

-Consultant / Assessor

AGENDA

1. Statement from the chair (County Secretary)
2. Statement from the Team Leader (Prestige Management Solutions)
3. Presentation of assessment findings.
4. AOB
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MIN: 1/13/11/2018: STATEMENT FROM THE CHAIR
The meeting was opened with a word of prayer from Ms. Mary Kiarie (Internal Audit). The Governor of
the county was out of the county on official duty. He noted with appreciation the presence of the KDSP
assessment team albeit the short period allocated for the exercise and the scope of the task.
The Chair noted with appreciation the effort made by the county teams in facilitating the exercise and
their diligence in providing the assessment teams with the necessary materials.
The KDSP Focal Person Mr. David Rogony noted with gratitude efforts by the PMS team and expressed
the county’s desire to learn and better their way of service delivery.

MIN 2/13/11/2018 STATEMENT - TEAM LEADER (PRESTIGE MANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS)
The PMS team leader thanked the county staff for their support and for their cooperation. He further
noted gaps existing in various implementing departments. It was reiterated that this assessment exercise
was not an audit of the county’s financial prudence but rather a review of adherence of processes in the
guidelines. However, it was stated that the submission of evidences after the exit meeting was not
permitted and as such, any submissions would neither be accepted nor influence the outcome of the
assessment.
MIN 3/13/11/2018: PRESENTATION OF ASSESSMENT FINDINGS
MIN: 3(a)/13/11/2018: Minimum Access Conditions
Uasin Gishu County has met the conditions stipulated in the Capacity and Performance Framework.
These include, the participation agreement signed by the County Governor. Upon signing this agreement,
the county accepts to receive capacity and performance grants through the National Treasury and by
applying best practices, adhere to basic guidelines stipulated as conditions to the grant.
MIN: 3(b)/13/11/2018: Minimum Performance Conditions (MPC)
Regarding the Minimum Performance Conditions, the exercise found the following:
1. Capacity Building Plan.
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The CB plan for the financial year 2017/18 was prepared using the appropriate format that guides
capacity building within the county.
2. Financial Management.
Financial propriety in any institution is important and more so, a county government. This MPC reviews
the presence of essential financial documents as defined in the PFM act and their transmission to relevant
institutions in a timely manner.
It was noted that the audit report from the office of Auditor General for financial year 2017/18 for the
Executive carried a qualified opinion.
Assessment in regards to the minimum performance measures concluded the following:
1. Planning
The planning MPC is set to review the guiding principles of capacity development. Each county is
required to prepare in a timely manner documents like the ADP, CIDP and applicable budgets for their
implementation. These documents are to be in the county website.
There were no significant challenges with regards to the availability of substantive planning documents.
In Addition, we noted that the County had a functional website during the financial year under review and
as a result, the documents were published and made available to the public through the county website.
2. Investment Menu
With respect to utilization of funds received within the grant framework, the County had maintained
utilization of funds within the guidelines of the investment menu as evident in the grant implementation
reports. Uasin Gishu did not qualify for level 2 grants therefore guidelines were assessed in relation to
level 1 grant.
3. Procurement
Proper, structured and verifiable procurement procedures are required for the successful implementation
of county objectives. With that regard, we noted that the systems within the procurement department were
accessible for assessment and were developed and used in an appropriate manner.
It was noted that the county had a consolidated procurement plan for the legislature and the executive.
Staffing
It was noted that all the key areas and the departments are staffed with qualified personnel and
departments have the necessary heads and officers.
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4. Environmental & Social Safeguards
The county has maintained a comprehensive list of some of the county projects that have met and adhered
to the social and environmental standards of good practice. It was noted that Uasin Gishu County had an
Environmental committee constituted in the financial year 2017/18 and minutes on the same was
provided. A NEMA checklist used in EIA of was also provided.

5. Citizens Complaint System
The county has a designated focal person for handling complaints. It was noted that a register of
complaints and a County complaints handling policy were being used in complaints handling. Minutes of
meetings informing complaints handling and report to management on complaints had not been provided.

MIN: 3(c)/13/11/2018: KEY RESULT AREAS
KRA 1: Public Finance Management
We infer the following from our assessment:
1. The IFMIS system is not fully applied and the county needs to prioritize this. It was noted that 17 steps
out of the 25 steps in IFMIS is used.
2. The internal audit committee was not in place in the financial year under review.
3. There was no evidence of legislative scrutiny of the Audit reports 2015/16 and the internal audit
department could not provide evidence of clearance reports from the OAG with regards to Audit Queries.
4. The value of Audit Queries for FY 2015/16 as a percentage of Total Expenditure was 15.2%. There
was a reduction of the Audit queries as a percentage of Total Expenditure for FY 2016/17 which was at
5.7%. However, the reduction was above the 5% threshold.
KRA 2: Planning and Monitoring & Evaluation
The following was observed:
There were no issues raised in this KRA.
KRA 3: Human Resource
The following was observed:

1. There were no staffing plans and therefore no annual targets by the human resource
department.
2. The department had not undertaken a Capacity performance Assessment at the County
level that would have been used to inform the Staffing plans.
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3. The department had not undertaken Staff Appraisals for the financial year 2017/18
4. The Human Resource Department had no Performance Contracts signed in the FY
2017/18.
KRA 4: Civic Educations and Participation

1. There was no evidence of roll out of 5 civic education activities in the financial year
2017/18.
2. It was noted that the county had not undertaken a Mandatory citizen engagement beyond
the budget forum for the FY 2017/18.
3. It was noted that there was no citizens’ feedback mechanism on how proposals were
handled.
4. It was further noted that citizen feedback on findings from proposal handling or C-APR
implementation reports were not provided.
5. Most of the financial documents were published in the county website except the budget
progress reports and the County Citizens budget.
KRA 5: Investments and Social Environment Performance
It was noted that of the 10 projects sampled only one (Kwenet borehole) had an Environmental Audit
report.
MIN: 4/13/11/2018: AOB
At the close of this meeting, the team leader for the assessment team took to this opportunity to the floor
for any further feedback from the county team.
The county team indicated that:

1. The time allocated for collection of evidence and site visits was too short.
2. The County Budget review and outlook paper document needed was not fully clear.
3. The County team was satisfied with the results of MPCs
4. The areas they didn’t perform well were mainly because of matters outside their control like
the national elections

The County team was taken through the MAC and MPC for signing as verifiable data by the assessment
team.
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MIN: 5/13/11/2018: Conclusion and Adjournment
There being no other issues, the meeting was adjourned by the chair 5.30pm
Minutes Prepared by:
Signature:

________________________________Date: ––––––––––––––––––––

Name: Ms. Lydia Cheruto
Team Member
Prestige Management Solutions Ltd.

Minutes confirmed by:
Signature:

________________________________ Date: ––––––––––––––––––––––

Name: Mr. Wanyoike Karu
Team Leader
Prestige Management Solutions Ltd.
Signature:

________________________________ Date: –––––––––––––––––––

Name: Mr. Edwin Bett
Designation: Ag. County Secretary
County Government of: Uasin Gishu
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