
         
 

 

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION RAPID SURVEY CARRIED OUT IN 

LAIKIPIA, KITUI AND KWALE 

 

 

 
The survey was supported by DIAKONIA Sweden.  

 

 

 

 

by 

Rose Wanjiru  

Consultant 

 

 

 

December 2013 

 

 



2 

 

TABLE OF CONTENT 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................................................... 3 

1.1 BACKGROUND .......................................................................................................................................................... 3 
1.1.1 Objectives of the Rapid Survey ........................................................................................................ 3 

1.2 METHODOLOGY ....................................................................................................................................................... 3 
1.2.1 Scope ............................................................................................................................................... 3 
1.2.2 Data Collection ................................................................................................................................ 4 
1.2.3 Data Analysis ................................................................................................................................... 4 

1.3 LIMITATIONS OF THE RAPID SURVEY ............................................................................................................................. 5 
1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT STRUCTURE ........................................................................................................................ 5 

2.0 COUNTIES OVERVIEW ............................................................................................................................. 6 

2.1 LAIKIPIA COUNTY ...................................................................................................................................................... 6 
2.2 KITUI COUNTY ......................................................................................................................................................... 8 
2.3 KWALE COUNTY ..................................................................................................................................................... 10 
2.4 SUMMARY OVERVIEW OF THE THREE COUNTIES ........................................................................................................... 12 

3.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ......................................................................................................................... 13 

3.1 WHAT IT IS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ............................................................................................................................ 13 
3.2 WHY IS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IMPORTANT ................................................................................................................ 14 

3.2.1 Citizen empowerment ................................................................................................................... 14 
3.2.2 A Democratic Right ........................................................................................................................ 14 
3.2.3 Key to Effective Decision Making .................................................................................................. 14 
3.2.4 For Policy Analysis and Planning ................................................................................................... 15 
3.2.5 Facilitates Government-Citizen Relations ...................................................................................... 16 
3.2.6 Facilitates Generation of New and Innovative Ideas and Actions ................................................. 16 

3.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT CONTINUUM ........................................................................................................................... 16 
3.4 GUIDELINES FOR EFFECTIVE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ....................................................................................................... 17 
3.5 ESTABLISHING A PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FRAMEWORK ................................................................................................... 17 
3.6 BENEFITS VERSES COSTS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ....................................................................................................... 18 
3.7 KENYA’S CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK ............................................................................................. 19 

4.0 ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY ............................................................................................. 22 

4.1 OVERVIEW ON THE DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHODS ..................................................................................... 22 
4.2 FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY ......................................................................................................................................... 23 

4.2.1 Understanding of what public participation ................................................................................. 23 
4.2.2 Public Participation Beyond Elections ........................................................................................... 24 
4.2.3 Public Participation as Supply and Demand Driven ....................................................................... 26 
4.2.4 Participation in County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) ..................................................... 26 
4.2.5 Mobilisation for Public Participation in the CIDP Making Process ................................................ 27 
4.2.6 County Government Public Information ........................................................................................ 28 
4.2.7 Approach to Public Involvement in the CIDP Making Process ....................................................... 30 
4.2.8 Public Involvement in Other Policies and Laws Development ....................................................... 32 
4.2.9 Public Participation in the Priority Sectors .................................................................................... 33 
4.2.10 Feedback Mechanism ............................................................................................................... 33 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS ....................................................................................................................................... 34 

6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................................................................ 39 

REFERENCES ................................................................................................................................................... 44 

ANNEX 1: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ............................................................................................................... 46 

ANNEX 2: LIST OF KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWEES ........................................................................................ 49 

ANNEX 3: SAMPLE OF THE ADVERTISEMENT SENT TO THE DAILY NEWSPAPERS ............................................ 50 

 



3 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

 

GROOTS Kenya
1
 and NCCK

2
, with the support from DIAKONIA Sweden, are currently piloting the 

“Kaunti bora – jukumu letu” project to promote public participation in county governance processes 

in Laikipia, Kitui and Kwale County. To this end they commissioned a rapid survey on public 

participation in county governance processes in Laikipia, Kitui and Kwale Counties in November 2013.  

 

1.1.1 Objectives of the Rapid Survey 

 

The objectives of the rapid survey were to assess:  

• the extent to which the constitutional provisions for public participation at the county level 

were being fulfilled;   

• the legal frameworks and/or legislation to facilitate public participation in county governance 

processes, that have been developed or are being developed in the three Counties and the 

level of public participation in the development of these frameworks/legislation; 

• the current practices of public participation in recent county governance processes, such as 

the elaboration of the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP), County Sectorial Plans 

with specific focus on water, agriculture and education i.e. (Kitui: Water & Agriculture; 

Laikipia & Kwale: Water & Education), County’s Annual Budgets/County Finance Bills, 

amongst others.  

• the expectations of communities in the three Counties regarding ways in which active public 

participation in county decision making is possible, focussing on active participation in the 

three prioritized sectors; (Kitui: Water & Agriculture; Laikipia & Kwale: Water & Education); 

• best practices in public participation in the devolved county governance processes in the 

three Counties and other Counties;  

 

1.2 Methodology  

 

1.2.1 Scope 

 

The rapid survey focused on identifying how the county governments have institutionalized public 

participation. County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP) was considered the main benchmark 

through which to gauge the level, type, approach and process of public participation that the 

counties have established. The budget making process for the County Budgets 2013/14 was the 

second benchmark considered in the study. Both the CIDP and the Budget making processes had 

clear guidelines and timeframes provided in the County Government Act, 2012 and the Public 

Finance Management Act, 2012 therefore considered most appropriate to compare level of public 

participation in the three counties. . The survey also looked into any other laws, policies and 

legislative frameworks that these counties may have passed since March 2013 to gauge the extent to 

                                                      
1
 Grassroots Organizations Operating Together in Sisterhood, an association of women led community-based organizations 

and self-help groups, founded in 1995 as a response to the lack of visibility of grassroots women in development processes 

and decision-making forums. 
2
 The National Council of Churches of Kenya, registered in Kenya in 1984 as an umbrella body for the 35 members 

comprising of the main protestant churches in Kenya.   
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which public was involved and/or have provided their views and suggestions and whether these 

views were incorporated. 

 

In addition, the survey sort to find out if the communities had opportunity to engage in county 

governance and sectoral (water, agriculture and education) initiatives and whether these 

engagements were initiated by the County Governments or through their own agencies (CBOs, 

NGOs, Self-help groups, amongst others). Other aspects such as whether community views were 

incorporated (when they participated); whether there are established communication and feedback 

mechanisms between the county governments and the communities; and what they consider the 

most appropriate mechanisms to achieve effective public participation were incorporated in the 

study. 

 

1.2.2 Data Collection 

 

The rapid survey was conducted using three methodologies in order to gather both quantitative and 

qualitative information. A questionnaire was administered using convenient sampling
3
 of community 

members in the selected urban and rural areas. The convenient sampling of population in six wards 

of the three counties targeted 30 respondents per county who were interviewed using a 

questionnaire (see annex 1) administered by a research assistant. One hundred and thirty one 

questionnaires (131) were administered and responded to in the three counties: 54 in Laikipia, 45 in 

Kitui and 32 in Kwale. 

 

The second methodology involved holding six focus group discussions (FGDs), two per county, one in 

rural and the other in an urban centre. The FGDs were carried out using an interview guide. To 

ensure good representation in the focus groups, there was a balance the number of men, women, 

youth men and women. The FGDs had at least ten people each. A total of seventy (70) people 

participated in the FGDs. 

 

Key informant interviews (KII) were held with County Government Officials and non state actors from 

private sector and civil society organizations (CSOs). The key informants from the County 

Governments were the County Secretary and select County Executive Committee members.  The 

total KII carried out were 15, (6 carried out in Kwale, 4 in Kitui and 5 in Laikipia). 

 

1.2.3 Data Analysis 

 

The data analysis was done using SPSS through which descriptive statistics such as frequencies, 

numbers, and percentages were generated. The KII and FGDs enabled the researcher to triangulate 

the findings from the survey questionnaire. Descriptive statistics and qualitative analysis was used to 

provide the findings of the study. They provided the findings on the current levels of public 

participation and views on how best public participation can be improved. Through literature review 

the conceptual framework for the analysis was developed based on the theories, body of knowledge 

and best practices on public participation.  

 

                                                      
3
 Is a statistical method of drawing representative data by selecting people because of the ease of their volunteering or 

selecting units because of their availability or easy access. Read more: 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/convenience-sampling.html#ixzz2puJWiBV1 
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1.3 Limitations of the Rapid Survey 

 

The rapid survey was constrained by inadequate time and financial resources. Therefore the survey 

questionnaire was administered to a small sample size. This challenge was minimized through 

triangulation of the survey questionnaire findings with those from the FGDs and KII interviews. 

Therefore the study does provide concrete corroborated findings. The study limitations points out to 

others areas that can be considered for further research in the future. 

 

1.4 Overview of the Report Structure 

 

The report has six (6) sections comprising this one on Introduction which covers background 

information of the survey includes a brief on the institutions involved in the survey (GROOTS and 

NCCK), the survey objectives, scope, methodology and limitation of the study.  

 

The second section covers the Counties Overview and provides a brief background of the three 

counties providing their geographical, population and county government structures.  

 

The third section on Public Participation provides the conceptual framework upon which the study 

findings were analysed. It provides definitions, arguments and counterarguments and information on 

some of the existing frameworks on public participation. It also contains a brief overview of the 

constitutional and legislative frameworks of public participation in Kenya upon which all county 

governments were to institute their public participation policies and practice.  

 

The fourth section covers the Findings of the Rapid Survey based on the analysis of the administered 

questionnaires and the focus group discussions (FDGs) held at the county level.  

 

The fifth section provides the Conclusions, highlighting the unique county practices that have worked 

well, areas of challenges and those that need improvement. 

 

The sixth and final section covers Recommendations providing suggestions on the considerations 

that county governments can consider when developing the public participation laws and policy 

frameworks. The section also provides the recommendations of possible entry points by the 

communities for effective public participation in the planning, budgeting, implementation and 

monitoring of priority sector policies devolved to county level shall be developed. 
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2.0 Counties Overview 

 

2.1 Laikipia County 

 

The estimated total population for the county stood at 399,227 people of which 198,625 were males 

and 200,602 were females in 2009 census (KNBS, 2009). This population was projected to be 427, 

173 persons in 2012. It is also expected to rise to 457,514 and 479,072 in 2015 and 2017 respectively 

as shown in Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1: Population Projections by Constituency/Sub-county 

Constituency 2009(Census) 2012 (Projections) 2015 (Projections) 2017 (Projections) 

Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  

Laikipia East  58,793  59,429  118,222  62,908  63,590  126,498  67,377  68,047  135,424  70,552  71,253  141,805  

Laikipia West  103,881  104,844  208,725  111,153  112,182  223,335  119,047  120,233  239,280  124,657  125,898  250,555  

Laikipia 

North  

35,951  36,329  72,280  38,468  38,872  77,340  41,200  41,610  82,810  43,141  43,571  86,712  

Total  198,625  200,602  399,227  212,529  214,644  427,173  227,624  229,890  457,514  238,350  240,722  479,072  

Source: KNBS, 2009 

 

Laikipia is a cosmopolitan county and largely rural in settlement. The settlement patterns in the 

county are uneven as they are influenced by the differences in land potential, livelihood zones, 

infrastructure development, land use system and availability of social amenities. Agriculture, which is 

perceived as the main economic activity, is dominated by a mix of crop farming and animal rearing. 

The county also has vast open ranches and the diverse wildlife, landscape, private wildlife 

conservation areas and ranches attract tourism. 

 

The average population density in 2009 stood at 42 persons per square kilometre. This is projected to 

increase to 51 persons per km2 by the year 2017. Laikipia West Constituency enjoys the lion‘s share 

of the population comprising of 52.3 per cent of the total population. Laikipia East and Laikipia West 

Constituencies are the most densely populated of the three constituencies with population density of 

87 persons per Km2 in 2012. Laikipia North is sparsely populated with a density of 14 persons per 

Km2 in 2012. Table 2 below provides the population density of the county at the Sub 

County/constituencies level. 

 

Table 5: County Population Density by Constituency 

Constituency Area 

(km2) 

2009 Census 2012 Projections 2015 Projections 2017 Projections 

Population Density 

(Persons/ 

Km2) 

Population Density 

(Persons/ 

Km2) 

Population Density 

(Persons/ 

Km2) 

Population Density 

(Persons 

/Km2) 

Laikipia East  1,448.2  118,222  82  126,498  87  135,424  94  141,805  98  

Laikipia West  2,579.5  208,725  81  223,335  87  239,280  93  250,555  97  

Laikipia North  5,434.3  72,280  13  77,340  14  82,810  15  86,712  16  

Total  9,462  399,227  42  427,173  45  457,514  48  479,072  51  

Source: KNBS citing County Statistics Office, Nanyuki, 2012 

 

There are three major urban centres in the county namely: Nanyuki, Nyahururu and Rumuruti. They 

are major transport hubs for major routes namely: Nairobi-Isiolo-Marsabit, Nairobi-Meru, Nairobi-

Maralal and Nakuru-Nyeri. The population found in the three urban areas stood at 133,660 in the 

2009 census and was projected to grow to 143,017. Other centres in the county that continue 

expanding include Kinamba, Sipili, Ol-jabet (Marmanet), Wiyumiririe, Lamuria, Dol Dol and Ol-Moran. 
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With the ushering of the devolved governments, the urban areas are likely to experience a 

population surge due to increase in business and sub-national activities that will be driven by the 

new county governments and new business interests. Table 3 below provides the population by sex 

in the three urban areas according to the Census of 2009 and as projected to be in 2012, 2015 and 

2017. 

 

Table 3: Population Projections by Urban Centres 

Urban 

Centre 

2009 (Census) 2012 (Projections) 2015 (Projections) 2017 (Projections) 

 Female Male  total Female Male Total Female Male Total Female Male Total 

Nyahururu  25,183  26,251  51,434  26,946  28,089  55,035  28,860  30,083  58,943  30,220  31,501  61,721  

Nanyuki  25,046  24,187  49,233  26,799  25,880  52,679  28,703  27,718  56,421  30,055  29,024  59,080  

Rumuruti  15,956  17,037  32,993  17,073  18,230  35,303  18,286  19,524  37,810  19,147  20,444  39,592  

Total  66,185 67,475 133,660 70,818 72,199 143,017 75,849 77,325 153,174 79,422 80,969 160,393 

Source: Laikipia Statistics Office, 2012 cited in the Laikipia County Profile  

 

The county had 15 wards, 6 in Laikipia West, 5 in Laikipia East and 4 in Laikipia North as shown in 

Table 4 below. 

 

Table 4: County Electoral Wards by Constituency 

Constituency  Name of Wards  Number of Wards 

Laikipia North Mukogodo East, Mukogodo West, Segera, Sosian  4 

Laikipia East Ngobit, Tigithi, Thingithu, Nanyuki, Umande 5 

Laikipia West Olmoran, Rumuruti Township, Githiga, Marmanet, Igwamiti, Salama 6 

Total 15 

Source: Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission, 2012 

 

In the priority sectors
4
 for the project are Water and Education. Laikipia is drained by the Ewaso 

Nyiro River and its tributaries which originates from Mt. Kenya and the Aberdares. The six main 

tributaries of Ewaso Nyiro are Ngare Naro, Pesi, Suguroi, Mutara, Nanyuki, and Burguret rivers. There 

were 30 per cent households with access to piped water in 2009 with the rest of the population 

accessing water from permanent rivers, wells, springs and roof catchment. Boreholes, pans and dams 

are also a common feature in the county for domestic and irrigation purposes. Rock catchment in the 

northern Laikipia is yet to be fully exploited. 

 

The distribution of water sources is uneven across the county with the northern parts experiencing 

serious water shortages. There are 41 percent households accessing water from within their dwelling 

while 12.9 percent of the households take an average of one to four minutes to reach the nearest 

water point. Others, 20.3 percent of households take an average of five to 14 minutes while 11.4 

percent of the households take an average of 15-29 minutes. The remaining 4.6 percent of the 

households takes over an hour to reach the nearest water point.  

 

In 2012, the county had 518 ECD centers with a total enrolment of 23,160 pupils. The number of ECD 

teachers was 881 with a teacher pupil ratio of 1:26. The gross enrolment rate stood at 59 per cent 

with a completion rate of 95 per cent. 

There were 340 primary schools with a total enrolment of 89,018 pupils. The number of primary 

school teachers was 2,303 giving a teacher pupil ratio of 1:38.The gross enrolment rate was 94.5 

                                                      
4
 These were identified as priority sectors for the project under which this study was commissioned.  
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percent and a net enrolment of 69 per cent. The completion rate was 92 per cent. The average 

distance to the nearest primary school stood at 1.1 to 4.9 kilometres.  

 

In 2012, there were 96 secondary schools with a total enrolment of 22,939 students. The number of 

teachers was 857 giving a teacher student ratio of 1:27. The gross enrolment rate, retention rate and 

the completion rate stood at 62 percent 80 percent and 79 percent respectively.  About 60 percent 

of the population was located between 1.1 and 4.9 kilometres while 35 per cent was located over 

five kilometres from the nearest secondary school. Only five per cent of the population lies between 

zero and one kilometres.  

 

2.2 Kitui County 

 

Kitui County’s population was 1,012,236 according to 2009 population and household census report 

and was expected to grow to 1,077,359 in 2012. The population patterns and distribution in the 

county are influenced by the availability and accessibility of water and the fertility of the soils. The 

people tend to concentrate on the foot hills where agriculture is possible.  

 

Agriculture is the main economic activity, particularly subsistence farming involving traditional land-

use system and a mix of highland agriculture and low-land cattle grazing. River Arthi is the only 

perennial river in the County. Hence the county has several dams. Springs can also be found in the 

hilly areas. The underground water sources are used largely to supplement the scarce surface water 

sources.  

 

Other settlements are concentrated near towns due to the availability of reliable social amenities. 

The most densely populated area is Kitui central with 220 persons per Km2 and the lowest is Kitui 

East with 26 persons per square kilometre. Table 5 below provides further details of the population 

and the density levels per constituency. 

 

Table 5: Population distribution and Density by Constituency/ Sub County 

Constituency Area 

SqKm 

2009 Census 2012 Projections 2015 Projections 2017 projections 

Population  Density 

(persons/km2)  

Population  Density 

(Persons/km2)  

Population  Density 

(Persons/km2)  

Population  Density 

(Persons/km2)  

Kitui Central  855.5 131,715  207  140,189  220  149,207  235  155,540  244  

Kitui East  5,392.2 123,239  24  131,061  26  139,492  27  145,412  28  

Kitui South  8,109.9 166,050  27  176,732  29  188,102  31  196,085  32  

Kitui West  689.1 102,314  154  108,897  163  115,902  174  120,821  181  

Kitui Rural  1,679.8 104,443  67  111,162  71  118,313  76  123,335  79  

Mwingi Central  1,155.6 141,207  34  150,291  36  159,960  39  166,740  40  

Mwingi North  5,821.6 139,967  29  148,971  31  158,555  33  165,284  35  

Mwingi West  4,073.8 103,774  65  110,450  69  117,556  73  122,547  77  

TOTAL  27,777.3 1,012,709  44  1,077,753  47  1,147,087  50  1,195,764  52  

Source: KNBS, 2009 cited in CIP 

 

Table 6 below shows population in the urban centres. Based on the definition of an urban centre in 

the Cities and Urban Act (2011) that a town with must have population between 10,000 and 250,000 

people, only two towns: Kitui and Mwingi towns currently qualify. 

 

Table 6: Population Projections by Urban Centre 

Urban 

centres  

2009(Census)  2012 (Projections)  2015 (Projections)  2017 (Projections)  

Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  Male  Female  Total  

Kitui 45,803  50,384  96,187  48,750  53,625  102,375  51,886  57,075  108,961  55,224  60,747  115,971  
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town  

Mwingi 

town  

20,820  22,902  43,722  22,174  24,391  46,565  23,616  25,977  49,593  24,629  27,092  51,721  

Total  66,623  73,286  139,909  70,924  78,016  148,940  75,502  83,052  158,554  79,853  87,839  167,692  

Source: KNBS, 2009 

 

From the table 6, Kitui town is approximately twice as populous as Mwingi town and is expected to 

be so by the year 2015. It‘s anticipated that when actual work on exploitation of coal in Mui Basin (in 

Kitui East and Mwingi Central Constituencies) and limestone in Mutha (in Kitui South Constituency) 

starts, more towns will eventually emerge due to the multiplier effect of the same economic activity.  

 

Mui Basin runs from parts of Kitui East constituency (blocks A and B) to Mwingi Central constituency 

(blocks C and D). Out of these blocks concession has already been done in block C. It is estimated that 

block C of the four blocks under exploration has an estimated coal deposit of 400 million metric 

tonnes.  Other exploration is ongoing in block A, B and D. Coal exploration and mining in Mui Basin is 

among the national flagship projects geared towards realization of Kenya Vision 2030.  

 

Mui Coal Mining Blocks 

 
Source: County Profile by Ministry of Devolution and Planning and Transition Authority 

 

Kitui County has eight constituencies: Kitui Central, Kitui West, Kitui East, Kitui South, Kitui Rural, 

Mwingi North, Mwingi Central and Mwingi West which were further subdivided to form 40 electoral 

wards. Table 7 below shows distribution in numbers of electoral wards in the County. 

 

Table 7: County’s electoral Wards by constituency 

Constituency Name of Wards No. of Wards 

Kitui Central  Miambani, Township, Kyangwithya West, Mulango, Kyangwithya East 5 

Kitui West  Mutonguni, Kauwi, Matinyani, Kwa Mutonga/Kithumula  4 

Kitui East  Zombe/Mwitika, Nzambani, Chuluni, Voo/Kyamatu, Endau/Malalani, Mutito/Kaliku  6 

Kitui South  Ikanga/Kyatune, Mutomo, Mutha Kithikii, Ikutha, Kanziko, Athi 6 

Kitui Rural  Kisasia, Mbitini, Kwasvonza/Yatta, Kanyangi 4 

Mwingi North  Ngomeni, Kyuso, Mumoni, Tseikuru, Tharaka 5 

Mwingi West  Kyome/Thaana, Nguutani, Migwani, Kiomo/kyethani 4 

Mwingi Central  Central, Kivou, Nguni, Nuu, Mui, Waita 6 

TOTAL   40 

Source: Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission, 2012 

 

The priority sectors for Kitui County are water and agriculture. The county has inadequate water for 

both domestic and agricultural use. The rainfall is inadequate and unreliable while the majority of the 
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rivers are seasonal except Athi River and Tana River. The majority of the population depends on 

surface and sub-surface dams which often do not hold sufficient water due to low rainfall and high 

evaporation rates during the dry seasons. The main source of water include 150 Dams, 153 water 

pans/ earth dams, 683 shallow wells, 264 boreholes, 33 protected springs, two permanent rivers 

namely Tana River and Athi River and five unprotected springs. A total of 4774 households have roof 

catchment systems.  

 

Generally the distances to the water points are long in the county since there are no reliable water 

sources. The average distance to the nearest water source is 7Km with Kitui Central having the 

shortest distance at 4Km and Kitui South having the longest distance at 29.9Km. 

 

The largest population in the county, 87.3 percent derives its livelihood from agriculture. The farmers 

grow both food and cash crops for subsistence and income generation. Total hectares under food 

crop in the county are estimated to be 292,830 Ha and that of cash crop is 6,520 Ha. The average 

farm size that falls under small scale crop farming is 4.38 Ha and large scale crop farming is 50 Ha. 

Small scale farming is practised in densely populated parts of the county like Kitui central and Mwingi 

central constituencies. The large scale farming is practiced in the rest of the constituencies in the 

county. The main storage facilities in the county are dwelling houses, granaries, cribs and loft which 

are found at household level while silos are found at the constituency level in Mwingi central, Mwingi 

North, Kitui South and Kitui Central. In spite of these facilities, a lot of grains go to waste due to poor 

storage. There is need to increase the number of storage facilities in the county.  

 

The county is predominantly a livestock rearing area, where livestock enterprise can be a major 

source of life and livelihood. Water scarcity and outbreak of diseases are the major challenges facing 

the sector especially the whole areas of Mwingi North, Mwingi Central, Mwigi West, Kitui East and 

Kitui South constituencies. Poultry and bee keeping have a high and great potential in the area if well 

exploited. The honey from the county has the best quality but needs value addition in order to be 

fully exploited. The main livestock breeds kept are Cattle (Zebu, Boran, Sahiwal, Freshian, and 

Ayrshire), Goat (East African, Galla, Torgenberg) and Sheep (Black headed, Passion, Red Masai). 

 

2.3 Kwale County 

 

The Kwale County population was projected to be 713,488 persons in 2012 comprising of 346,898 

males and 366,589 females. The population density and distribution is strongly influenced by the 

topography and the agro-ecological set-up. The Kwale County average population density was 86 

persons per square kilometres in 2012. The density varies from a minimum of 57 persons per square 

kilometres in Kinango Constituency to 376 persons per square kilometres in Msambweni 

Constituency as indicated in Table 8 below. Table 8 also indicates the county population projections 

by age and sex for the period 2012 – 2017. 

 

Table 8: Population distribution and density by Constituency/Sub-county 

Constituency Area 

(KM2) 

2009 Projection 2012 Projection 2015 Projection 2017 Projection 

Population  Density  Population  Density  Population  Density  Population  Density  

Matuga  1,031.2  151,978  147  166,840  162  183,156  178  194,910  189  

Kinango  4,011.7  209,560  52  230,053  57  252,550  63  268,758  67  

Msambweni  362.6  124,295  343  136,450  376  149,793  413  159,407  437  

Lunga Lunga  2,864.8  164,098  57  180,145  63  197,762  69  210,454  73  

County  8,270.2  649,931  79  713,488  86  783,261  95  833,528  101  

Source: KNBS, 2009 cited in the County Profile. 
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Matuga and Msambweni Constituencies are densely populated with population density of 162 and 

376 persons per square kilometre respectively. These constituencies lie along the Mombasa – Lunga-

Lunga highway and have developed infrastructure such as water, road network and electricity. Also 

there are more industries and tourism hotels along the ocean that serves as source of employment 

and markets for farm produce. These constituencies also have favourable climatic condition for 

farming.  

 

The county has several on-going mining activities such as exploitation of limestone at Waa and 

Titanium at Nguluku and Mrima by Coast Calcium Limited and Base Titanium Limited respectively. 

There has been consistent opposition to the exploitation of the minerals due to environmental 

considerations of its perceived high radioactivity, and also the issue of compensation and community 

benefits-sharing. 

 

Kwale County has three major towns namely Kwale, Ukunda/Diani and Msambweni with a 

population of 28,252, 62,529, and 11,985 persons respectively in 2009 and were projected to be 

31,015, 68,644 and 13,157 in 2012. See table 9 below. Kwale Town may experience a higher 

population growth than was projected as it is now boosted politically and economically by the 

establishment of the Kwale County Government in the town.  

 

Table 9: Population Projections by Urban Centres 

Town 2009  2012 Projection  2015 Projection  2017 Projection  

Males  Females  Total  Males  Females  Total  Males  Females  Total  Males  Females  Total  

Ukunda/Diani  32,011  30,518  62,529  35,141  33,502  68,644  38,578  36,779  75,357  41,054  39,139  80,193  

Kwale  13,671  14,581  28,252  15,008  16,007  31,015  16,476  17,572  34,048  17,533  18,700  36,233  

Msambweni  5,819  6,166  11,985  6,388  6,769  13,157  7,013  7,431  14,444  7,463  7,908  15,371  

Sub-Total  51,501  51,265  102,766  56,537  56,278  112,816  62,067  61,782  123,849  66,050  65,747  131,797  

Source: KNBS, 2009 cited in the County Profile 

 

The four Constituencies of Matunga, Kinango, Msambweni and Lungalunga were further subdivided 

into 20 electoral wards. Table 10 below provides the names of the wards. 

Table 10: County’s electoral Wards by constituency 

Constituency Names of the Wards Number of Wards 

Matuga  Tsimba Golini, Waa, Tiwi, Kubo South, Mkongani 5 

Kinango  Ndavaya, Puma, Kinango, Mackinnon Road, Chengoni/Samburu, Mwavumbo, 

Kasemeni 

7 

Msambweni  Gombato Bongwe, Ukunda, Kinondo, Ramisi 4 

Lunga Lunga  Pongwe/ Kikoneni, Dzombo, Mwereni, Vanga 4 

Totals  20 

Source: KNBS, 2009 cited in the County Profile 

 

Water and Education Sectors are the priority sectors in Kwale for this project. The main water 

resources in Kwale County comprise of rivers (7), shallow wells (693), springs (54, protected and 

unprotected), water pans, dams (6), rock catchments and boreholes (110). However, most of the 

rivers are seasonal thus cannot be relied upon to supply the much needed water in the county for 

both agriculture and household uses.  

 

The main sources of water are boreholes, springs, dams, water pans and rock catchments. The 

average distance to the nearest water point in the County was two (2) Kilometres. This is well above 

the internationally required five (5) meters distance to the nearest water source. There is a need for 

water projects that will address this water challenge in order to improve the lives of majority of the 

population in the county through access to safe and clean water. Efforts by communities to establish 

community owned and managed boreholes, dams and even water pans require injection of external 
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resources. Kwale Water and Sewerage Board has been mandated to supply, distribute, control and 

manage all the water supply schemes within the county. However, local community participation in 

the projects has been poor, thus creating problems of operation and maintenance (draft CIDP, 2013).  

 

Kwale County has a total of 820 Early Childhood Development (ECD) centres, a total of 415 primary 

schools comprising of 363 public and 52 private. There are 55 secondary schools and one college. The 

primary schools total enrolment is 167,318 pupils which constitute a gross enrolment rate of 99.7 per 

cent. The primary school teacher population is 3,192 which translate to a teacher/pupil ratio of 1:52. 

However, of concern is the performance in national examinations which is very poor. The main 

challenges include poor and inadequate school infrastructure such as classrooms, toilets and desks 

and dilapidated infrastructure as well as inadequate number of teachers.  

 

The total enrolment in secondary schools is 19,194 students comprising of 10,037 and 9,157 boys 

and girls respectively. This constitutes a gross enrolment rate of 29.75 per cent. The secondary 

school teacher population is 572 this translates to a teacher student ratio of 1:37 though the teacher 

distribution is uneven with hinterland schools experiencing high teacher shortage.  

 

Major challenges in the education sector include inadequate facilities (infrastructure) for education, 

inadequate training of technical and professional practitioners and low income levels which affect 

funding of post primary education by the community. This translates to low retention, transition and 

completion rates hence low literacy levels and poor education standards. Evidently, the County 

performed dismally in K.C.P.E and K.C.S.E in 2012 where the mean grade was 214.935 and 3.343 for 

KCPE and KCSE respectively, placing Kwale County among the bottom five in national examinations 

consistently.  

 

2.4 Summary Overview of the Three Counties 

 

Of the three counties, Kitui has the highest population and area square kilometres. Kitui population 

was projected to be 1.07 million while Kwale and Laikipia have 713,488 and 427,173 in 2012 

respectively (KNBS based on 2009 Census). Kitui has 40 wards while Kwale has 20 and Laikipia has 15. 

The square kilometre for Kitui, Kwale and Laikipia area are estimated as 27,000, 8,270 and 9,462 and 

the average population density 44, 79 and 42 respectively (KNBS 2009 Census). Therefore Kwale is 

more densely populated on average; however, the urban areas for both Laikipia and Kitui are also 

densely populated and exceed 80 per square kilometre.  

 

These demographics are important consideration for the county governments as they put in place 

the public participation frameworks. For instance, Kitui will have to ensure that the public 

participation framework takes into cognizant the vastness of the county and ensure that all the 40 

wards are well covered. Similarly, Laikipia North which is arid and semi arid area and is spatially 

populated requires to be looked into uniquely when the Laikipia county government is setting up 

public participation foras and platforms as envisaged in the County Government Act, 2012. 

 

The priority sectors of water, agriculture and education are sectors that affect the majority of the 

poor population. The Laikipia and Kwale education sectors review show that the retention and 

completion rates are very low. The challenges require concerted effort by both the government and 

the communities with the support of CSOs and private sector actors.  On the other hand, 

interventions in the water sector have power of unlocking the agriculture and other economic 

productivity in these three counties.  
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3.0 Public Participation 

 

This section provides the conceptual framework on which the rapid survey was done. It covers a brief 

literature review and provides the definition and the fundamental/theoretical as well as practical 

reasons why public participation is important. It also provides Kenya’s constitutional and legislative 

frameworks of public participation.  

 

3.1 What it is Public Participation 

 

Public participation is a process by which public concerns, needs and values are incorporated into 

government and corporate decision making (Creighton, 2005). On the other hand, citizen 

participation is a process through which private individuals have an opportunity to influence public 

decisions and has long been a component of the democratic decision-making process (Parker, 2002). 

Public participation is considered a more comprehensive term and is used interchangeably with 

citizen participation.  

 

Traditionally, public participation was identified with citizens' political activities including voting, 

campaigning, and lobbying by special interest groups such as unions. In the 1960s and 1970s it was 

broadened to include involvement in administrative processes such as policy and law making and 

planning. Nevertheless, public participation is a concept has existed for centuries as it is based in 

ancient Greece where the public engaged directly in governance discussions and debates in public 

squares. The concept of citizens' participating in government decision making is fundamental to the 

functioning of a democratic system of governance. 

 

The definition used in this paper is: public participation is a process by which public concerns, needs 

and values are incorporated into government and corporate decision making. It is the active and 

meaningful involvement of communities in the public process of planning and decision making and is 

a means to ensure that communities have a direct voice in public decisions.
5
 

 

Public participation is broad, open and involves communities from the onset in determining the 

agenda, the policy options, the processes and procedures of public participation in the decision 

making. Through public participation, diverse viewpoints, information, experiences, needs, interests, 

values and contributions are considered. Creative inclusion of perspectives generates more 

community wisdom and enriches decisions and outcomes. Public participation brings on board 

diversity and value judgement and broadens responsibility and accountability and ownership of the 

projects, programs and their outcomes. 

 

Public participation entails the public being involved before decisions are made rather than merely 

being allowed to comment after the fact or making choices from a predetermined list of options. It 

goes beyond consultations which require citizen to provide feedback on a set of predetermined 

policy options or programmes. Public consultations are a lower level of public involvement. They are 

limited in their capacity to bring on board diversity and value judgement and to broaden 

responsibility and accountability and ownership.  

                                                      
5
 The terms citizen participation and public participation may used here interchangeably except in exceptional cases where 

rights are accorded to citizens only.  Similarly citizens and communities are used interchangeably. 
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3.2 Why is Public Participation Important 

 

3.2.1 Citizen empowerment 

From a democratic governance perspective, citizen participation is seen as a process through which 

citizens are able to exercise their inherent rights to self governance. According to Sherry Arnstein in 

the popular article of “A ladder for Citizen Participation,“ Arnstein emphasizes the fact that citizen 

participation is “the strategy by which the have-nots join in determining how information is shared, 

goals and policies are set, tax resources are allocated, programs are operated, and benefits like 

contracts and patronage are parcelled out. In short, it is the means by which they can induce 

significant social reform which enables them to share in the benefits of the affluent society” (Arnstein, 

1969). 

 

3.2.2 A Democratic Right 

Democracy rests on the consent of citizens based on a set of traditional formal rules and principles – 

such as elections and accompanying campaigns. It is also based on ongoing interactions among 

government and citizens in between [not just during] elections (OECD, 2001). 

 

While in representative democracy governments are elected to represent citizens, it is also true that 

elected officials need to inform, be informed by, and interact with citizens on an on-going basis if 

their representation is to be meaningful. Citizens' involvement in government through electing 

government representatives every four or five years is insufficient to enable true representation of 

the public will. Public participation in decision making is not intended to replace representative 

democracy but rather to renew and deepen it by narrowing the gap between governments and the 

public they serve and to improve the legitimacy of decisions (OECD, 2001). 

 

Regular and continuing involvement in government decision-making is the very basis for the idea of 

citizenship. Without the opportunity to participate in government on a regular basis, citizens are 

reduced to being merely "taxpayers," a term analogous with "consumers." Without citizen 

participation governments become less "governments for the people and by the people," and more 

"service providers" for the "taxpayers".
6
 Democracy refers to citizen involvement activities in relation 

to government planning and decision-making. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3 Key to Effective Decision Making 

 

Since the aim of citizen participation is to ensure that citizen participate fully in the decision making, 

it is important to take into consideration the broad theories of decision-making structures. There are 

                                                      
6
 Hinds (2001) cited in Grabow S. H, Hilliker M, Moskal J. (2006), “Comprehensive Planning and Citizen Participation,” 

University of Wisconsin accessed at http://jefferson.uwex.edu/files/2010/09/CPCPfinal06.pdf  

Box 1: Every Citizen Holds and Office  

In a democracy, every citizen holds office. The office to decide who governs him/her for the period the 

constitution designates. The office to shape the public opinion that informs public policy-the initiatives 

the government undertakes to administer public affairs in his/her behalf. The office to determine how 

well the government or elected representatives are administering the trust he/she gave them. Civic 

education in a democracy is education in self-government. Democratic self-government means that 

citizens are actively involved in their own governance. They need information to discharge this duty. 

They that must acquire the knowledge, learn the skills, and develop the dispositions or traits of private 

and public character that underscore a democratic government. 
Source: KNICE Website; by Chief Public relations and Communication Officer at Ministry of Justice, National Cohesion and Constitutional Affairs 



15 

 

two broad decision-making structures: the technocratic approach and democratic approach.
7
  The 

technocratic approach is defined as the application of the technical knowledge, expertise, 

techniques and methods to problem solving. A key belief underpinning this approach is that 

staff/technocrats or experts are best suited to make complex technical decisions. Democratic 

decision-making, in contrast to the technocratic approach, is based on the assumption that all who 

are affected by a given decision have the right to participate in making it.  

 

Kantrowitz (1975)
8
 on the other hand identified  a third category which he referred to as mixed 

decisions that have both technical and value components. He argued that while technical decisions 

rely on scientific techniques and extrapolations to determine the potential of "what is" and value 

issues involve normative determinations of "what should be," "the problem for experts is that the 

issues they most frequently confront when addressing social problems are `mixed decisions'—

decisions involving both technical and value judgements.” This highlights the importance for 

government officials need to include citizens who are in most cases better placed to bring in the 

value judgement. Kweit and Kweit state: “in a democracy, it is the public that determines where it 

wants to go; and the role of its representatives and bureaucratic staff is to get them there. In other 

words, ends should be chosen democratically even though the means are chosen technocratically”.
9
 

 

Citizens are their own experts on what they value. Professional experts, who don’t take people’s 

values into account, are likely to find citizens who become sceptical, resistant, angry or indifferent. 

 

3.2.4 For Policy Analysis and Planning 

 

Many "rational" policy decisions are made using the policy analysis process. A decision is rational to 

the extent that it is shown empirically to match the best available means of achieving a given end 

(Lang, 1986). However, a purely rational decision-making process is difficult. One major limitation 

inherent in the process is the lack of comprehensive information. Input from citizen groups 

(grassroot groups, community based organisations, among others) outside institutional boundaries 

can help provide more comprehensive information on all aspects of the policy analysis process.  

 

Table 1: Comparison between Interactive Planning and Conventional Planning 

Interactive Planning (Public Participation in Planning) Conventional Planning 

Includes information/feedback, consultation and negotiation Limited information/feedback; maybe some consultation 

Interaction occurs early on and throughout the planning 

process, with full range of stakeholders 

Early interaction with implementers; affected interests 

not involved until late in process 

Open participation leads to better decisions Assumes that better information leads to better decisions 

Planner as value-committed advocate Planner as value-neutral expert 

Focuses on mobilization of support Focuses on manipulation of data 

Plan = what we agree to do Plan = what we should do 

Success measured by achievement of agreement on action Success measured by achievement of plan's objectives 

Source: Lang, 1986
10

 

                                                      
7
 DeSario and Langton (1987) cited in ibid 

8
 Kantrowitz (1975), in Parker, B. (2002), “Planning Analysis: The Theory of Citizen Participation,” Class Materials, University 

of Oregon; accessed at  http://pages.uoregon.edu/rgp/PPPM613/class10theory.htm 
9
 Kweit and Kweit, (1986) in Parker, B. (2002), “Planning Analysis: The Theory of Citizen Participation,” Class Materials, 

University of Oregon; accessed at  http://pages.uoregon.edu/rgp/PPPM613/class10theory.htm 
10

 Lang (1986) cited in ibid 
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3.2.5 Facilitates Government-Citizen Relations 

The OECD handbook on Citizen as Partners (2001), elaborates the three approaches of government-

citizen interactions as: information dissemination, consultation and through active participation. 

Governments disseminate information on policy making and programme implementation which is 

one-way relationship/ communication. In consultation, governments ask for and receive citizens’ 

feedback on policymaking. In order to receive feedback governments define whose views are sought 

on what issue during policy-making. Consultation creates a limited two-way relationship between 

government and citizens since governments have to provide information to citizens to enable citizens 

to respond or to provide feedback. Active participation framework ensures that citizens actively 

engage in decision-making and policy-making. It means that citizens themselves take a role in the 

exchange on policy-making, for instance by proposing policy-options.  

 

3.2.6 Facilitates Generation of New and Innovative Ideas and Actions 

Public participation is intended to ensure a genuine dialogue and reasoned deliberation as a means 

for generating new and innovative ideas and actions. It should bring on board diverse viewpoints, 

information, experiences, needs, interests, values and contributions are considered. Creative 

inclusion of perspectives generates more community wisdom and enriches decisions and outcomes. 

Public participation is more than a conversation – it requires one to be open to the other and a 

willingness to be persuaded. It involves collective problem-solving and prioritization resulting in more 

legitimate decision-making processes. 

 

3.3 Public Involvement Continuum 

Public involvement can be presented as a continuum
11

 that ranges from passive involvement to 

active public participation. At its very lowest, public involvement is passive and one directional where 

the government seeks to inform, persuade or mobilise for public support. These continuum moves 

from the point where public is passive recipient, with no voice, to one where the public have a voice 

and their inputs can be incorporated (consultations), and further to a point where the public is a true 

partner and mechanisms for engagement allow the public to set the agenda, and to participate in 

decision making. In the latter, the public participation mechanisms are institutionalised. The schema 

below provides the different elements in the continuum; and table 2 provides more details on the 

differences in objectives, elements and results of the different levels of public involvement. 

LEVEL 1 AND 2 
INFORMATION & EDUCATION 

LEVEL 3 

CONSULTATIONS 

LEVEL 4 

PARTICIPATION 

   

Engaging and Partnering 
 

 Listening 

 

 

Informing 

 

  

Passive recipients 

One directional communication 

No Voice 

Persuade, mobilise or public support 

Active participants 

Two way communication 

Voice but limited decision power 

Active participants 

Two way communication with initiatives and 

agendas from government or citizen 

Voice and power in decision making 

                                                      
11

 Cogan (1986) provides this continuum comprising of 5 key stages of publicity, public education, public input, public interaction and public 

partnership while Arnstein (1969) provides an 8 rungs ladder that comprises of manipulation, therapy, informing, consultations, placations, 

partnership to citizen power. International Association on Public Participation (IAP2) (2007) provides a 5 levels spectrum of public 

participation comprising of Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborate and Empower. 
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Table 2: Public involvement Continuum 
Information/Publicity Public Education Public Consultations Public Participation 

Purpose: To make the 

public aware of the 

comprehensive planning 

project. 

Pledge to the public: 

We will keep you 

informed. 

Example methods: 

Direct mail, news releases 

and mass media, displays 

and exhibits. 

Elements/Results 

- unilateral announcement 

by authorities; 

- no room for response by 

others; 

- people are told what will 

happen or has happened 

 

Purpose: To provide the 

public with balanced and 

objective information to 

assist them in better 

understanding the 

government processes 

Pledge to the public: 

We will try to help you 

understand. 

Example methods: 

Public education meetings, 

websites, newsletters. 

Elements/Results 

- organised education forums 

or workshops 

- Complex issues may require 

long term approach rather 

than one off training 

workshops. 

 

Purpose: To obtain public 

feedback on issues, 

alternatives and/or decisions. 

Pledge to the public: 

We will provide a variety of 

opportunities for your input, 

and will provide feedback on 

how the public input was 

used in the planning process. 

Example methods: 

Open houses, public 

hearings, visual preference 

surveys, opinion surveys, 

focus groups. 

Elements/Results 

. participants are consulted; 

. views are noted; 

. problem definition and 

solutions may be modified; 

. no obligation to accept 

participants' views. 

Purpose: To work directly with the 

public throughout the process to 

ensure that public issues and 

concerns are consistently 

understood and considered. 

Pledge to the public: 

We will work with you to ensure 

that your concerns are directly 

reflected in the alternatives 

developed and provide feedback 

on how public input influenced 

decisions. 

Example methods: 

Visioning, citizen planning 

committees 

Elements/Results 

. people participate in joint 

analysis of options; 

- Consensus building and 

participatory decision making 

. Formation or strengthening of 

local groups occurs. 

 
 

Greater level of public involvement 
 

 

3.4 Guidelines for Effective Public Participation 

 

The following provide some guidelines to effective rolling out of public participation deliberations: 

 

1) Detailed planning and preparation which ensures that the design, organization, and 

convening of the process serve both a clearly defined purpose and the needs of the 

participants. 

2) Inclusive demographic diversity that brings on board diverse people, voices, ideas and 

information for quality outcomes and democratic legitimacy. 

3) Openness and learning that promotes effective exploration of new ideas unconstrained by 

predetermined outcomes; learning and applying information in ways that generate new 

options, and rigorously evaluate public engagement activities for effectiveness. 

4) Transparency and trust which ensures that the process is clear and open, and provides a 

public record of the organizers, sponsors, outcomes, and range of views and ideas expressed. 

5) Impact and action as each participatory effort has real potential to make a difference. 

6) Sustained engagement and participatory culture should be promoted through frameworks, 

programs and institutional processes and mechanisms that ensure ongoing quality public 

engagement. 

 

3.5 Establishing a Public Participation Framework 

 

Public participation frameworks, laws or guidelines should be developed through a participatory 

process. They ought to provide clear information on the purpose (why), process (how), the 
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community (who) will participate, in what context they will operate and the expected outcomes of 

their participation. 

 

A framework provides the setting, in which these relations can evolve and be strengthened. It is 

about the legal rights of citizens to information, about active participation, about governmental 

policies and about the institutions charged with the tasks. It also covers the evaluation of activities 

and general capacities to conduct them. The framework may therefore be based in law and/or policy 

and there should be clearly known (open). 

 

Different mechanism and tools are required for the different approaches to public involvement.  

Governments engaging citizens in active participation government ought to acknowledge and 

supports citizens’ own, autonomous role in the relationship. Citizens ought to be involved in the 

agenda setting and shaping of the dialogue between citizens and government. Citizens may 

themselves work out and propose policy options. 

 

One of the critical conditions for meaningful public participation is government ensuring that there is 

access to information. All citizens ought to have ready access to government information. Access 

means not simply physical access to documents, but accessibility. Where the government’s work is 

highly technical, it is not sufficient to simply make technical documents available. Access to 

information means access to information in a language and through formats that ordinary people can 

understand and appreciate (IBP, 2010).  

 

The use of the new information and communication technology (ICT) should be a core aspect in 

public participation. ICT ensure communication is faster, two-way, and broad based (many to many).  

 

3.6 Benefits verses Costs of Public Participation 

 

Arnstein S (1969) in the popular article of “A ladder for Citizen Participation,“ underscores the critical 

difference between going through the empty ritual of “participation” and having the real power 

needed to affect the outcome of the process. A public participation exercise that does not lead in the 

public affecting or influencing the outcome of the process can be frustrating and futile. It allows the 

power holders to claim that all sides were considered but make it possible for only some of the sides 

to benefit. 

 

Public participation utilizes community’s diversity to deepen shared understanding and produce 

outcomes of long-term benefit to the whole community or society. Not all public involvement serves 

this purpose. Some public involvement processes degrade the collective intelligence and wisdom 

while others use collective intelligence and wisdom for collective decisions, to solve social problems 

and to create shared visions. Effective public participation processes achieves the latter. 

 

Many agencies or individuals choose to exclude or minimize public participation in planning efforts 

claiming citizen participation is too expensive and time consuming. Open public participation brings 

on board people in their diversities to decision making process which is of far greater intrinsic and of 

long term value. Therefore government should not use payments and facilitation charges as an 

excuse to deny public participation. 
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Citizen participation involves members of society who serve without pay and do not have formal 

governmental decision making authority in the formulation or implementation of public policy. 

Therefore in the long run those facilitative costs are minimal compared to the benefits accrued.  

 

In addition to ensuring that democratic principles are adhered to, public participation brings about a 

number of benefits to the government that effectively involve the public some of which are: 

• Better public policy which also enables the government to become a learning organisation. 

At the same time, it ensures more effective implementation, as citizens become well 

informed about the policies and take part in their development.  

• Greater trust in government as citizens get the chance to learn about government’s policy 

plans, to make their opinions be heard, and to provide input into decision-making. This 

involvement creates greater acceptance for political outcomes. Government shows 

openness, which makes it more trustworthy. By building trust in and ensuring public policies, 

strengthening government-citizen relations enhances the legitimacy of government. 

• Stronger democracy which enhances the basis for and encourages more active citizenship in 

society.  

 

Improvements in the quality of decisions and plans, building public support for and increasing the 

likely success of policies and projects, and satisfying legal responsibilities and obligations are the 

overriding benefits that should drive public agencies to the extent possible to overcome the 

challenges in order to benefit. 

 

3.7 Kenya’s Constitutional and Legislative Framework 

 

The Constitution of Kenya 2010 underscores the importance of public participation right from 

the preamble which emphasises the fact that the people of Kenya in EXERCISING (their) 

sovereign and inalienable right to determine the form of governance of our country participated 

fully in the making of this Constitution.
12

 Further to this, participation is one of the national 

values articulated in Article 10 and all persons are bound to upholding this value whenever they 

apply or interpret the Constitution and whenever they make or implement public policy 

decisions. At the same time, one of the core objectives of devolved government is to give powers 

of self-governance to the people and to enhance the participation of the people in the exercise 

of the powers of the State and in making decisions affecting them
13

.  

 

Participation should imbue all public affairs and promoted by both State and non state actors 

acting in public interest. To this end, parliament was required that the government provides 

framework for public participation. This could be established through administrative or 

legislative frameworks/guidelines. Parliament shall enact legislation on participation and also 

develop procedural guidelines for people to exercise this right.
14

  

 

To further provide legislative framework for public participation, most devolution laws have in 

them provisions for public participation. One of the key laws is the County Government Act, 

                                                      
12

 EXERCISING our sovereign and inalienable right to determine the form of governance of our country and having 

participated fully in the making of this Constitution: 
13

 Constitution of Kenya, 2010, Article 174 (c) 
14

 Article 119 (2) Parliament shall make provision for the procedure for the exercise of this right. 
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2012. At the preamble, this law articulated further what is meant by the public stating that, 

when used in relation to public participation it means:  

a) the residents of a particular county; 

b) the rate payers of a particular city or municipality; 

c) any resident civic organisation or non-governmental, private sector or labour 

organization with an interest in the governance of a particular county, city or 

municipality; 

d) non-resident persons who because of their temporary presence in a particular county, 

city or municipality make use of services or facilities provided by the county, city or 

municipality; 

This definition captures each and every public and eliminates any doubt or interpretation that 

may limit inclusitivity. 

 

The CG Act Part 2 Article 6 states: in exercising its powers or performing any of its functions a 

county government shall ensure efficiency, effectiveness, inclusivity and participation of the 

people. 

 

 In addition, significant provisions on participation are Articles 87 to 115. Article 87 provides that 

citizen participation in county governments shall be based upon the following principles— 

(a) timely access to information, data, documents, and calm- information relevant or Sated 

to policy formulation and implementation;  

(b) reasonable access to the process of formulating and implementing policies, laws, and 

regulations, including the approval of development proposals, projects and budgets, the 

granting of permits and the establishment of specific performance standards;  

(c) protection and promotion of the interest and rights of minorities, marginalised groups 

and communities;  

(d) legal standing to interested or affected persons, organizations, and where pertinent, 

communities, to appeal from or, review decisions, or redress grievances, with particular 

emphasis on persons and traditionally marginalized communities, including women, the 

youth, and disadvantaged communities;  

(e) reasonable balance in the roles and obligations of county governments and non-state 

actors in decision-making processes to promote shared responsibility and partnership, 

and to provide complementary authority and oversight;  

(f) promotion of public-private partnerships, such as joint committees, technical teams, 

and citizen commissions, to encourage direct dialogue and concerted action on 

sustainable development; and  

(g) Recognition and promotion of the reciprocal roles of non-state actors' participation and 

governmental facilitation and oversight.  

 

These are key provisions which underpin effective participation. Communities/citizens cannot 

effectively participate if they are not provided with timely information, protection and promotion of 

the rights of minorities and marginalised and legal standing to interested persons. Therefore any lack 

of support or adherence to these provisions can be pursued even through a court of law. 

 

Article 91 of the CG Act provides for the modalities and platforms for citizen participation and states 

that, the county government shall facilitate the establishment of structures for citizen participation 

including: 
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(a) information communication technology based platforms;  

(b) town hall meetings;  

(c) budget validation fora;  

(d) notice boards: announcing jobs, appointments, procurement, a Wards and other important 

announcements of public interest;  

(e) development project sites; or  

(f) avenues for the participation of peoples' representatives including but not limited to 

members of the national Assembly and Senate.  

 

Article 113 of the CG Act, provides for public participation in county planning and states that (1) 

public participation in the county planning processes shall be mandatory and be facilitated through—

(a) mechanisms provided for in Part VIII
15

 of this Act; and (b) provision to the public of clear and 

unambiguous information on any matter under consideration in the planning process, including—(i) 

clear strategic environmental assessments; (ii) clear environmental impact assessment reports; (iii) 

expected development outcomes; and (iv) development options and their cost. 

 

Effective public participation requires i) enabling conditions such as clear mechanism for 

participation and communication channels between people and the State and ii) that the actors, 

private individuals and organisations, need to have an understanding and knowledge of the issues 

and public processes to engage meaningfully. In essence, while the supply side of participation 

requires that enabling systems, mechanisms and frameworks are in place, the extent to which 

participation achieves its intended objectives largely depends on how the demand side (the public) is 

organised and informed on the issues they seek to influence.  

 

While the latter precondition requires the people/communities to be organised and informed in 

order for them to be effective, the Constitution 2010 emphasised the importance of the State in 

ensuring that the people’s capacity to engage is built.  

 

The County governments are therefore expected to “ensure” that there is public participation; to 

“coordinate” the participation and to “develop” the capacity of the communities to participate.
16

 

 

                                                      
15

 That is Articles 85 to 90 of the County Government Act 
16

 Constitution 2010, Schedule 4 clause 14 states, “ensuring and coordinating the participation of communities and locations in governance 

at the local level and assisting communities and locations to develop the administrative capacity for the effective exercise of the functions 

and powers and participation in governance at the local level” is one of the functions of the county governments. 
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4.0 Analysis and Findings of the Survey 

 

4.1 Overview on the Data Collection and Analysis Methods 

 

The survey questionnaire was administered using convenient sampling of community members in 

the selected urban and rural areas. One hundred and thirty one questionnaires (131) were 

administered and responded to in the three counties: 54 in Laikipia, 45 in Kitui and 32 in Kwale. 

 

In the three counties, a larger number of respondents were from the urban areas. They were 40, 32 

and 21 respondents from the urban areas in the three counties respectively. These represent 70% of 

the respondents. 40% of the respondents were traders in small and micro enterprises, 35% 

comprised employees in business/private ventures. See table 1 below for more details on the 

economic activities of the interviewees.  

 

Table 3: Economic Activities of those Interviewed using the Questionnaire 

Description of Economic Activities of the Interviewees Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Farmer 6 4.6 4.6 4.6 

  Trader 52 39.7 40.0 44.6 

  Employed by government 11 8.4 8.5 53.1 

  Employed at business/private venture 45 34.4 34.6 87.7 

  Employed by civil society 3 2.3 2.3 90.0 

  Any other (house wife, retiree, job seeker, 

pastor, student) 

13 9.9 10.0 100.0 

  Total 130 99.2 100.0   

Missing System 1 0.8     

Total 131 100.0     

 

The second methodology involved holding six focus group discussions (FGDs), two per county, one in 

rural and the other in an urban centre. In Laikipia, the FGDs were held in Likii in Laikipia East Sub-

County (urban) and Naibor in Laikipia North Sub-County (Rural). For Kitui, the FDGs were held in 

KwaVonza (rural) and Kitui Town (urban). In Kwale, both rural and urban FDGs were held in Kwale 

town. The participants were eight and sixteen, in Likii and Naibor, Laikipia respectively; KwaVonza 

and Kitui town had thirteen participants each. Kwale urban and rural were represented ten 

participants each. In total 70 community members of the three counties were interviewed through 

focus group discussions. 

 

With regard to the Key informant interviews (KII), in Kitui, the County Secretary and a County 

Executive Members (CEC) responsible for county Administration and Coordination were interviewed. 

The representative of the private sector association and a faith based organisations representative 

were interviewed. In Laikipia, County Secretary and the County Executive Committee representative 

of trade, tourism and commerce. In Kwale interviews were carried out with the CEC for trade and 

industrialisation, the CEC for social development and participation and representatives of academia 

and women. In total 15 key informants were interviewed, five in Laikipia, six in Kwale and four in 

Kitui.  
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Using the three methodologies, two hundred and sixteen (216) respondents were interviewed. 

Ninety percent (90%) of those interviewed were community members and the remaining ten 

percent represented the government, civil society organisations and private sector. 

 

Survey questionnaires were analysed using SPSS statistical tool. 

 

4.2 Findings of the Survey 

 

4.2.1 Understanding of what public participation 

 

In all the Counties, both the State Officers and the public had a fair understanding of what public 

participation entails. There is an understanding by government officials that public participation is a 

Constitutional provision and all State and public officers were required to ensure that there is public 

participation in all they do. The public as represented by views from FGDs and KII indicated a varied 

understanding of this right.  

 

During the FGDs various definitions were mooted. Some of the responses that were provided were 

public participation is: 

• Getting involved from the bottom to top ensuring that the grassroots are aware and are 

involved in decision making. 

• Involving the public in government processes such as planning and budget making. 

• Having representation in decision making on development projects and plans and in 

monitoring. 

 

Additional responses provided are in the text box 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These responses provided during the FGDs were a good indicator of the clear and broad 

understanding by the community of what public participation entails. The responses indicated that 

communities understand that public participation goes beyond consultations where their views will 

be gathered but the final decision remains the preserve of the elected leaders. They go further to 

invoke the fact that public participation involves engagement in the implementation and in 

monitoring and evaluations. 

 

However, the survey questionnaire administered revealed that only 38% of the respondents said 

they understand what public participation means as table 4 below indicates. 

 

Table 4: Understanding What Public Participation Means 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Yes 47 35.9 38.2 38.2 

No 76 58.0 61.8 100.0 

Box 2: Some responses from Focus Groups Discussions 

• Ni ushirikiano kati ya wanainchi na serikali (It is how government and citizen relate) 

• Ni kuhusishwa kwa wanainchi kwa mambo you utawala na mipango ya serikali (It is the 

involvement of people in governance; in planning and implementation) 

• Kushirikiana kwa wanainchi na serikali ili kuleta maendeleo yao wenyewe (It is the 

partnership between citizens and the government in order to ensure self governance) 
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Total 123 93.9 100.0   

Missing System 8 6.1     

Total 131 100.0     

 

This low public awareness of what public participation indicates a need for public awareness and 

education programme programmes on public participation.  

 

4.2.2 Public Participation Beyond Elections 

 

The survey questionnaire sort to find out if the respondents had participated in the last general 

elections; and also whether since then, they had participated in any initiatives by the National and 

County Governments.  

 

With regard to participation in the General Election 84.7% responded in the affirmative. This finding 

of high level of participation in the elections correlates closely with the numbers that were reported 

by the IEBC and indicates that people have a good understanding of their civic right and duty of 

electing leaders to run the affairs of the county.  

 

Table 5: Voted in the Last General Elections 

 Voted in the last general elections? 
Total 

 Yes No 

Total 
Count 111 17 131 

% within County 84.7% 15.3% 100.0% 

 

Nevertheless, participation in governance by citizens should be a continuous affair and responsibility 

even after elections. Therefore the respondents were asked to say if they had participated in any 

activity or forum organised by i) the National Government and ii) the County Government. Table 6 

and 7 capture the feedback from the respondents were as follows:  

 

Table 6: Participated in any public activity or forum organised by the County government?  

County 

Since the elections, have you participated in any public activity or forum organised 

by the County government? Total 

  Yes No 

 

Kitui 

Count 3 42 45 

% within County 6.7% 93.3% 100.0% 

Laikipia 
Count 11 43 53 

% within County 20.4% 79.6% 100.0% 

Kwale 
Count 5 27 32 

% within County 15.6% 84.4% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 19 111 131 

% within County 14.6% 85.4% 100.0% 

 

Table 7: Participated in Public Activity or Forum organised by the National government? 

 Since the elections, have you participated in any public activity or forum 

organised by the National government? 

 

 

Total   Yes No 

Kitui Count 2 42 44 

% within County 4.5% 95.5% 100.0% 



25 

 

Laikipia Count 1 50 51 

% within County 2.0% 98.0% 100.0% 

Kwale Count 1 31 32 

% within County 3.1% 96.9% 100.0% 

 Count 4 123 127 

 % within County 3.1% 96.9% 100.0% 

 

Table 6 and 7 indicate that citizen involvement fell drastically from the election level of 84.7% to 

14.6% and 3.1% in initiatives by the county governments and the national government respectively.  

Nevertheless, the county governments had 4 times more citizen engagement compared to that of 

the National Government.   

 

The higher participation of the public in county government activities compared to national 

government alludes to the fact that citizens may be more keen to engage in initiatives by the County 

Governments. However, if this public support and good will by the citizens is not well harnessed, 

citizens may soon lose faith, become sceptical and reduce their participation in public processes. 

 

The table 8 below captures some of the activities or forums that County Governments engaged or 

mobilised the public for, that were cited by the respondents. They were business forum (18.8%), 

youth empowerment in participation in policy issues (12.5%), budgeting process (12.5%), forums on 

development (12.5%).  

 

Table 8: County Activities that Respondents have Engaged in 

  Which activity/forum did you participate in?   Total 

   Youth 

empowerme

nt on 

participation 

in policy 

issues 

Govern

or 

meeting 

with 

elders  

Miss 

Touris

m 

Business 

forum 

organized 

by the 

county govt 

Road 

constr

uction 

Polio 

vaccina

tion 

County 

Integrate

d 

Strategic 

Plan 

Enhancing 

citizen 

participation in 

devolved 

government 

Develo

pment 

meetin

g 

Budget 

process 

 

Kitui Count 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

18.8% 

% in 

County 

66.7% 33.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0

% 

Laiki

pia 

Count 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 9 

56.2% 

% in 

County 

.0% .0% 11.1% .0% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 22.2% 22.2% 100.0

% 

Kwal

e 

Count 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

25% 

% in 

County 

.0% .0% 25.0% 75.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0

% 

Tota

ls 

Count 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 16 

100% 

% in 

County 

12.5% 6.3% 12.5% 18.8% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 12.5% 12.5% 100.0

% 

 

Laikipia County Government was mentioned the most (56%) compared to Kwale (25%) and Kitui 

(18.8%) County Governments.  

For the national government, the public forums cited were Chiefs Barazas (33.3%), County 

Commissioners meeting on security (33.3%) and polio campaign (33.3%). 

 

It was noted during the survey and also the FGDs that community members have not been 

differentiating processes initiated by the National governments and those by the County 



26 

 

Government. For instance, the “nyumba kumi” security initiative was one of the responses given as 

part of County Government initiative but yet it’s being championed by the National Government 

through the County Commissioners.  

 

The FGDs also revealed that the National government line ministries would at times come directly to 

implement projects at the County level. This happened in agricultural seed and fertilise projects cited 

in Kitui and Kwale FGDs.  

 

4.2.3 Public Participation as Supply and Demand Driven 

 

While FGDs indicated that there was a good understanding of public participation, it was noted that 

most respondents considered it “supply driven.” In other words, it was considered governments’ 

responsibility to ensure that there was public participation. The same view was expressed through 

the questionnaire responses where most respondents were despondent that they had neither been 

invited nor involved in any government decision making processes.  

 

When the respondents were asked if they had take personal initiative to find out what government 

programmes were on going and how they could get more involved (demand driven) most of them 

indicated that they had not. However, the few who had taken initiative indicated that they did not 

get adequate information on the time, venues and possible avenues for engagement. 

 

The public awareness and education programmes on public participation should focus on both the 

supply driven and demand driven public participation. The supply driven component should 

emphasise the laws and policy requirements that the State and public officers are expected to 

adhere. It also should focus on the mechanisms and platforms for citizen participation they are 

expected to establish. This aspect should focus on supporting the governments to establish inclusive 

and open mechanisms for public participation.  

 

On the other hand, the demand driven component should focus on facilitating community organising 

and preparedness to ensure that the communities themselves develop their own platforms for 

engagement and negotiations to be incorporated in decision making processes. The communities 

need to understand governance aspects, key dates and processes so that they can provide their 

inputs and demand for feedback on the processes whether they have been invited or not.  

 

For instance, the budget making processes, while the laws
17

 provide for the key dates and processes, 

most respondents in the FGDs were not well conversant with the key dates and the entry points for 

engagement. Communities and civil society organisations need to ensure that when the budget 

formulation public hearing or invitations for submissions of memorandums are set, they are aware 

and well prepared to make their submissions. 

 

4.2.4 Participation in County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) 

 

The discussions on public participation on County Integrated Development Plans was the most 

revealing of the discussions in clarifying on what mechanisms have been put in place by the County 

Governments to ensure public participation. The discussions particularly through the FDGs and the 

                                                      
17

 Public Finance Management Act, 2012 and County Government Act, 2012. 
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Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) revealed that all the County Governments ensured that they adhered 

to the law by facilitating public involvement. However, it also revealed that the mechanisms/ 

approaches used were limited in their outreach and impact.  

 

Of all the interviewed in urban and rural centres, only 3 out of 131 indicated that they had heard and 

participated in the CIDP forums. This is a 2.3% of those interviewed using the questionnaire as Table 

2 below indicates. 

 

Table 9: Participated in any Public Forum organised for CIDP  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Yes 3 2.3 2.3 2.3 

  No 128 97.3 97.3 100.0 

  Total 131 100.0 100.0   

Missing System 0 0     

Total 131 100.0     

 

Similarly even though it was expected that the FGDs had a likelihood of bringing on board views of 

those community persons that had participated in the CIDP since they were mobilised from 

organised CSOs such as GROOTS Kenya and NCCK, the FGDs revealed that even with these “more 

informed and available to participate” group, very few had participated in the CIDP process.  

 

Only 18 of the 70 interviewed in the six FGDs had heard of the CIDP process. Most of them (11) 

revealed that they heard of CIDP as a fate accompli; after it had been done. Of the 18, Kitui FGDs had 

12 (7 urban, 3 rural) who had heard, Laikipia and Kwale had 3 respondents each who had heard 

about the CIDP process. Only one of the FGDs respondents said they had seen the final outcome – 

CIDP document.  

 

Only 7 of the 18 had heard of the CIDP when it was starting; and only 6 of them participated in 

forums where views to incorporate in the CIDP were collected. Of the seven, four were Assistant 

Chiefs (Kitui 2, Laikipia 1, Kwale 1). Of the remaining three, one was a public officer in Laikipia and 

two were representing religious organisations in Kitui. Eliminating these government officials who 

knew by virtue of their official positions, only 2 (2.8%) of the public representatives in the FDG heard 

and participated in the CIDP process. This figure triangulates what was revealed through the survey 

captured in table 9 above. 

 

The FGDs revealed that few heard of the CIDP making process and of those who heard, even fewer (2 

or 2.8%) participated. Considering the fact that the FGDs brought together a fairly informed group 

of women, youth, CBOs and administrators representatives, this low number of those who heard 

and those who participated in the CIDP making process was surprising and an indicator of very 

poor mobilisation strategy by the county government. 

 

4.2.5 Mobilisation for Public Participation in the CIDP Making Process 

 

The three counties used some similar and some different approaches in mobilising for public 

participation for the CIDP making process. All the three mobilised public participation by using the 

National government structures beginning with the County Commissioners who would then use his 

chain of command to the levels of chiefs and sub-chiefs. The County Commissioners in most cases 
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received letters asking them to mobilise people for the meetings that in most cases took place at the 

Ward Levels.  

 

County Executive also used the Members of County Assembly (MCAs) to mobilise the community 

participation at the Ward level for County Integrated Development Plan consultations. Third and 

fourth commonly used tool were advertisement in the leading daily news papers and notice boards 

announcements found at the County headquarters and other public places respectively. The fifth tool 

used was community or local FM radio stations. The latter were only used in Kitui and Kwale. Kitui 

County Government was said to have used community radios: Musyi FM and Syokimau FM and 

Kwale used Kaya FM to make their announcements. 

 

The study revealed that more people got to hear about the CIDP through word of mouth from friends 

(29%) and colleagues (14%). Notice Boards at the market place were the second highest at 19.5%, 

followed by Daily Newspaper at 14.6%. Table 3 below provides the channels through which 

community member heard of the CIDP. However, as noted earlier, most of the respondents read or 

heard about CIDP when the process had already been completed.   

 

Table 10: Channels Through which People Heard about The CIDPs 

How did you know about it? 
Responses Percent of Cases 

N Percent N 

1. Daily Newspaper 6 14.6% 19.4% 

2. Notice board-Market place 8 19.5% 25.8% 

3. Through word of mouth-friends 12 29.3% 38.7% 

4. Radio County FM 3 7.3% 9.7% 

5. Notice board-County office 1 2.4% 3.2% 

6. Colleagues-Word of mouth 6 14.6% 19.4% 

7. Radio  2 4.9% 6.5% 

8. Television 1 2.4% 3.2% 

9. Social groups-self help groups 1 2.4% 3.2% 

10. Social media-face book/ twitter 1 2.4% 3.2% 

Total 41 100.0% 132.3% 

 

The above indicates that none of the county has embraced mass short messaging services (sms) 

through mobile phones for mobilising participation. Bulk SMS is an effective mobilisation tool and 

county governments should develop a contacts database starting with those who have attended the 

CIDP meetings and more in order to reach more people with information on a timely basis. 

 

Also none of the county governments used the churches or CSOs to mobilise for public participation. 

This was considered by many as a major channel by which the county governments can ensure public 

is well informed and engaged in county governance.  

 

4.2.6 County Government Public Information 

 

The county government public information and dissemination has largely related to advertisement 

for jobs and calling for bids for provision of goods and services. This was also a strong view of the 

FGDs where participants who indicated that they see advertisements largely related to “job 

advertisement” and “call for bids for provision of goods and services” but not for participation in 

decision making processes.  
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The photographs below provide examples of spaces used by Kwale County Executive to pin up 

notices, advertisements and announcements. One of the spaces is the a Community Information 

Board that is sponsored Muslims for Human Rights (MUHURI), a civil society organisation involved in 

governance and human rights. The other notice was put near the entrance of a popular restaurant in 

Kwale Town. There was no evidence that this notice spaces may have been used during the CIDP, but 

they are a good indicator of the notice spaces that the county government in Kwale uses outside its 

offices, and the potential they have to reach many people if they are well utilised. 

 

 
Photograph 1: Job Advertisement found at the Community Information Board Sponsored by MUHURI in Kwale 

town. 

 

 
Photograph 2: Public Notice found at an M-Pesa Shop near the Bus Park in Kwale Town. 

 

Table 11 below on how many of the respondents had heard of the CIDP indicated that about 30.4% 

had heard of the CIDP as at the time of the study but as explained in the earlier section, most of the 

respondents heard of CIDP after it had been completed and they did not participate in its 
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preparation. This implies that County governments need to disseminate information on the CIDP 

urgently. The CIDPs are the blue prints for the counties, and this information needs to be shared. 

 

Table 11: Know of the County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP) 

 Know of the County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP)? Total 

   Yes No 

Totals Count from the 3 Counties 38 87 125 

% of all the Counties 30.4% 69.6% 100.0% 

 

4.2.7 Approach to Public Involvement in the CIDP Making Process 

 

Through the KII it emerged that the counties organised for public involvement in slightly different 

ways. In all the three Counties, the approaches used did not attain the expected level of 

involvement referred to as public participation. All the three Counties engaged in public 

consultations which were limited to only obtaining views on already developed or proposed 

positions and plans. The Counties did not meet the threshold of public participation, which requires 

that the public was well involved from the onset in developing the agenda, procedure, the input 

material, policy proposal and also in the final decision making.  

 

Box 2, 3 and 4 provide a brief on how the County governments in Kwale, Kitui and Laikipia facilitated 

public involvement in the CIDP making process as gathered through the KII and triangulated through 

the FGDs and survey interviews.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 3: Kwale Public Involvement 

 

Public Consultations that were cascaded down to the Community Levels 
 

The County Government organised various stakeholder forums. Three stakeholders forums 

were first held for the following groups: i) academicians/professional associations, ii) national 

and County staff, politicians, and Members of County Assembly iii) private sector/business 

fraternity and religious/civil society representatives. These stakeholders were requested to give 

their views towards the development of the “5 years strategic plan.” 

  

To collect views at the community level, 48 trainers were identified and trained. The 48 were 

paired up and then facilitated to mobilise and host 20 Ward meetings with an attendance of at 

least 40 community members per Ward. It is estimated that at least 800 community members 

were reached with information and also asked to provide their views through this process. 

 

These consultations with stakeholders groups and the community were half day to 1 day long 

meetings during which representatives of each of these groups were identified to attend a 3-day 

long Consultation Workshop. About 90 participants attended the workshop. Issues, priority 

areas, flagship projects were identified and discussed in 9 thematic groups during the workshop. 

A task team of 10 people were selected to continue drafting the CIDP and to take into 

consideration what was generated from the Consultative Workshop. The 10 included 2 

consultants, physical planner, 3 County Development Officers, 3 County Executive Committee 

Members and 2 representing private sector/academicians. 

 

The draft CIDP was validated in a workshop that brought about 50 people and then submitted 

to the County Assembly for approval. As at November 2013, the CIDP has not been debated and 

therefore was a draft form awaiting approval by the County Assembly. 
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Box 4: Kitui Public Involvement: 

Public Information and Education on various County Programmes and Initiatives, and 

also Quarterly Report 

 
Kitui County Government mobilised the public through newspapers, County Commissioners’ office and 

Members of County Assembly. The community meetings took place at Sub-County level which 

clustered several Wards18 together. The Ward forums were not primarily organised for CIDP 

public consultations. The meetings could be categorised as public information and education forums 

during which the County Executive presented information on the various projects and programmes and 

administrative arrangements and structures. The meetings main agenda was identification and 

introduction of Ward Administrators. The County Executive provided a brief session for gathering of 

feedback views on the projects and programmes that it should carry out in the next five years. 

 

The County Government main strategic public involvement has been through well organised and 

structured one-day Stakeholders Forums. Three stakeholder forums were held in July, August and 

November 2013. In August about 500 participants representing professional bodies, religious 

organisations, private sector/business associations, civil society and community were provided with the 

“State of the County Report” which included information on the approved budget and brief discussions 

on the flagship programs and projects for the County.  

 

The second multistakeholders meeting was held in November and brought together approximately 700 

participants, including participants who hail from Kitui County but are based in other parts of the Country 

particularly those from Nairobi and Mombasa. At least 60 participants from Nairobi and Mombasa were 

facilitated to attend the multistakeholders forum. The third consultation forum targeted the youth and had 

about 300 youths in attendance and took place in July.  

 

Just like the Sub-County level meetings, the multistakeholders consultation forums were largely for 

public information and reporting on the work done this far, and the plans the County has.  They 

allowed limited public feedback and in some context they were said to have been “choreographed,” 

implying that those provided opportunity to speak were those that were likely to support the positions 

presented. 

 

Nevertheless, Kitui County seems to be the most advanced in the area of establishing a regular, clear 

procedure of public information and reporting (State of County Reports) as recommended in the County 

Government Act and the public Finance Management Act although with limited public participation as 

most of the information/communication is one way – from Executive to multistakeholders forums.  

 

The Governor also instituted every Thursday as an open day for the public to meet him and called it 

“Shauri Day.” However, the Shauri day turned out to be a disappointment both to the public as well as to 

the Governor and is no longer functional. For the public, the Governor was not available most of the 

Thursdays and eventually he advised that people can only see him on booking appointments. On the other 

hand, the Shauri days it turned out to be opportunities where the public used to see the Governor for 

“personal” rather than “public” issues. This implies that clear guidelines on issues that the Governor was 

to handle should have been clarified from the onset. 

 
Picture 3: Advertisement of the Shauri Days at the County Notice Board as at November 2013 

                                                      
18

 Meetings were held in about 15 Wards out of the 40 Wards in Kitui County. 
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4.2.8 Public Involvement in Other Policies and Laws Development 

 

The study revealed that community participation in other policy and law making processes was very 

low. Only 3 (2.2%) of the respondent in the survey covering 131 respondents indicated that they had 

participated in the budget process.   

 

While KII with the county executives from the three counties indicated Bills and guidelines 

(rules/procedures/frameworks) on public participation have been prepared
19

 awaiting public 

consultations and County Assemblies reviews, debate and approval, there was an indication that 

there was a lack of public participation in their development.  

 

For instance, Laikipia has drafted a Bill on Public Participation, however, this is awaiting discussions at 

the county assembly, during which public views shall be collected. On the other hand, Kwale 

government is in the process of developing the policy guidelines for public participation. The 

government of Kitui has on the other hand been establishing the county structures to the village level 

which shall be instrumental in rolling out public participation. As at December, 2013, the county 

government had completed appointing the ward and village administrators and was fairly ahead in 

establishing the structures compared to the Laikipia and Kwale counties.  

 

All these initiatives have not rolled out in processes underpinned in public participation. The fact that 

the public will only be called to comment on already prepared bills and policy guidelines indicate that 

                                                      
19

 The laws/procedures/frameworks were done after the CIDP making process 

Box 5: Laikipia Public Involvement: 

 

Public Consultations and Technical Drafting Workshop 

 
The 16 public consultations were held in Laikipia to collect views on the CIDP. Of the 16, 14 

were Ward based covering all the 15 Wards (2 urban Wards meeting were combined hence 14 

instead of 15 ward meetings were held). The other two stakeholders consultation forums were 

held for business and private sector, ranchers and research institutions; and ii) civil 

society/religious groups and professional associations. 

 

The County then held a Technical Drafting Workshop that brought together approximately 90 

participants comprising of all County department heads and directors, County Planning Officers, 

County Commissioner, County Executive Committee members and stakeholders representing 

business/private sector associations, ranchers, research institutions/civil society representatives. 

The technical workshop was 3days long and after a visioning process that led to the development 

of the County Vision and Mission Statement in day 1. Day 2 and 3 participants worked in the 

sector groupings where they rationalised on the programmes and projects that had been 

identified through the consultation processes and also based on previously done sector plans. The 

sector groups identified the priority programmes and projects and flagship projects. The sectoral 

drafts generated by 10 sector groups were submitted to consultants who then prepared the first 

CIDP draft. 

 

A validation meeting was held where over 60 participants comprising of County heads of 

departments and directors, County Assembly Members, Members of Parliament, County Clerk and 

County Speaker, the County Executive Committee was held in October. The CIDP was then 

submitted to the County Assembly and after review by the Finance and Planning County Assembly 

Committee and debate of their report by the whole County Assembly, it was approved. It was then 

passed on the County Governor who assented to it. 
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the county government public involvement still fall below the threshold of what public participation 

especially while making this crucial laws/policies that are expected to facilitate public participation. 

 

4.2.9 Public Participation in the Priority Sectors  

 

The survey questionnaire and focus group discussions revealed that the respondents had not been 

involved in any sector specific initiatives in agriculture, water and education initiated by the county 

governments. The respondents indicated that they had not been involved in identifying the priorities 

and were not aware what had not been prioritized.  

 

During the FGDs however, it was noted that some of the respondents had participated in meetings 

organised by the national government for initiatives such as distribution of seeds which were a 

continuation of ongoing programmes. This was observed both in Kwale and Kitui. The activities were 

not facilitated by county governments yet these are functions clearly assigned to county 

governments. This indicated that the transfer of functions from national to county governments had 

not taken place in some of the programmes/projects as at December 2013. 

 

With regard to the extractive industries in Kitui, both focus groups at Kwavonza and Kitui Central 

indicated that they were not aware of what was ongoing. However, an example cited by a KII from 

Kwale capture below indicates some of the “tokenistic” or “non-participation” involvement that 

occasionally taken place. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2.10 Feedback Mechanism 

 

The question on whether the public or specific stakeholders had received feedback on the extent to 

which their views were incorporated revealed that the counties have not established mechanisms for 

providing feedback. All the respondents in the survey questionnaire responded to the negative. 

Similarly KI respondents from Kwale who had been more intricately involved indicated that they had 

not received the draft CIDP for them to provide feedback before its submission to the County 

Assembly.  

It was also noted that while the county governments had not established clear feedback 

mechanisms, the respondents had not fully considered this as important and had not demanded or 

followed up to get the feedback. 

Box 6: Public Participation in Determining Royalties 

The Senators Committee on Environment, Natural Resource and Mining organised to collect public 

views on Royalty payments from mining sector. Since Kwale has a rich Titanium exploration and 

mining, it was one of the Counties visited by the Senators. The Senator Committee asked only one 

question, “what percent of the mining royalty should come to the county/community level? They 

asked this question without providing the necessary data or information that would assist the 

public/communities in their decision making.  

 

The key informant said: “this is taking people for a ride. Do the people know what royalty is? Of what 

quantities of mining; and at what cost?  Vague questions receive vague answer! The participants found 

the meeting to be a real waste of time as all they could do was suggests ‘guessmates’.” Other issues 

raised by the key informant were on the day and time selected for public participation. He suggested 

that to achieve better participation, the public participation forums should take place on Fridays 

afternoon or Saturday morning. Those hours would enable even professions who can contribute 

positively but are usually tied up at their offices to avail themselves.  
Source: Interview with a Key Informant from Kwale County. 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

The County Governments were established in March 2013 after the first General Elections carried 

under the Constitution of Kenya 2010 which instituted the devolution system comprising of the 

National Government and 47 County Governments. 

 

The Constitution espoused public participation as one of the national values and all State and public 

officials are bound to uphold these values whenever they make or implement public policy decisions. 

On the other hand, one of the core objectives of devolution is to promote self-governance and 

participation of the people in exercising the powers of the State and in making decisions affecting 

them. 

 

The County Government Act and the Public Finance Management Act, amongst other devolution 

laws further articulate how Counties are expected to roll out public participation. Some of the key 

provisions include the forms, nature, platforms for public participation. However, the laws were 

broad enough to provide great latitude for the counties to contextualise the provisions and to further 

develop laws procedures and guidelines that are best suited at the county level. Thus each County 

government was expected to further develop and roll out the appropriate legislation or policy 

guideline for public participation, which unavoidably was expected to be developed in a participatory 

manner. 

 

By the time when CIDP making was in progress, none of the Counties covered in the study had 

developed the laws and/or policy guidelines or procedures for ensuring public participation by the. 

Therefore the process for public involvement was rushed, not well thought out, and inadequate to 

ensure that CIDP making fully benefitted from public participation. At best, the county 

governments conducted public consultations, not achieving the full threshold of a public 

participation. Laikipia and Kwale fell in this category. At the least level, the county governments only 

managed to provide public information and education on the CIDP and other ongoing County 

Government initiatives. Kitui County fell in this category. The schema below provides the difference 

in the approach and achievements that the various public involvement levels can attain.  None of the 

Counties in the study achieved level 4 which is the public participation. 

 

 

LEVEL 1 AND 2 
INFORMATION & EDUCATION 

LEVEL 3 

CONSULTATIONS 

LEVEL 4 

PARTICIPATION 

   

Engaging and Partnering 
 

 Listening 
 

 

Informing 
 

  

Passive recipients 

One directional communication 

No Voice 

Persuade, mobilise or public support 

Active participants 

Two way communication 

Voice but limited decision power 

Active participants 

Two way communication with initiatives and 

agendas from government or citizen 

Voice and power in decision making 
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Nevertheless, the Counties used unique approaches that provide good lessons on what works well 

and needs to be strengthened, and what may require revision or may be required less in future. 

Kwale County employed a strong participatory approach through its engagement of TOTs, who 

became community educators and also facilitated in the collection of views. It also formed a 10 

member task team that was involved in drafting various sections. Laikipia also used a participatory 

approach particularly in the technical drafting workshop. Table 12 below provides the summary of 

the approaches and steps that the three Counties in to engage the communities and stakeholders in 

the CIDP making process. 

 

Table 12 Summary of the Steps taken by Counties to involve the Public in the CIDP Making Process 

 Kwale Laikipia Kitui 

Mobilisation (a) County Commissioners to 

Assistant Chief. 

(b) Members of County Assembly. 

(c) Notice Board announcements. 

(d) Kaya FM Community Radio 

announcements. 

(a) County Commissioner to 

Assistant chiefs. 

(b) Members of County 

Assembly. 

(c) Daily Newspaper 

advertisement. 

(a) County Commissioners to Assistant Chief. 

(b) Daily Newspapers 3 days to start of the 

meetings. 

(c) Notice Board announcements 

(d) Musyi FM and Syokimau FM Community 

Radios announcements. 

Type of 

Meetings 

(a) 3 Multistakeholders forum 

(b) Community training/ education of 

48 TOTs who in turn hold 20 Ward 

meetings approximately 800 

community members participate. 

(c) 3-days Consultations Forum 

(d) Meetings largely public 

information and education. 

(a) 16 public forums, 14 at 

Ward level and 2 

Multistakeholders 

forums. 

(b) 3-day Technical Drafting 

meeting. 

(c) Vision process for 1 day 

of the 3-day meetings. 

(a) Approximately 16 Ward level meeting 

although the county has 40 Wards 

(b) 2 1-day multistakeholders meetings held 

in July and November 2013 whose 

objectives were public information and 

education and reporting on “State of the 

County” by the Governor 

(c) A youth forum held in October 2013. 

Drafting (a) 10 people taskforce to 

consolidate information from the 

consultation. 

(b) Consultants finalise drafting the 

CIDP 

(c) Validation meeting held. 

(a) Consultants consolidates 

views, sector proposals 

and drafts CIDP 

(b) Validation meeting. 

(a) Draft is not available and County currently 

using the County Profiles prepared earlier 

by Transition Authority and Ministry of 

Planning Officials. 

Approval (a) Draft submitted to the County 

Assembly (CA). It has not been 

debated as the CA downed their 

tools. 

(b) County Executive negotiating with 

County Assembly to pass some of 

the crucial bills and policy 

documents such as supplement 

budget and the CIDP  

(a) Draft submitted to the 

County Assembly 

(b) The Finance and 

Planning Committee 

facilitate consultations 

(c) The County Assembly 

passes the CIDP 

(d) CIDP assented by the 

County Governor and 

published. 

No CIDP draft but County Profile adopted for 

the time being. 

 

 

In most cases the mobilisation tools used by the counties were ineffective for the following 

reasons. 

i) Notices and announcements were done too close to the consultations and therefore there 

communities and stakeholders did not get timely notice and adequate time to prepare for 

meaningful participation. 

ii) The mass media used by the county governments were daily newspapers, broadcasting 

through community/FM radios and notice boards. In the selection of print media, the 

Counties used the Newspapers which reach very few people at the community levels. They 

did not use of fliers, pamphlets which are cheaper and have potential to reach many more 

people at the community level. With regard to outdoor media such as the notices, some of 

the counties limited this to county offices notice boards and did not use other public places 

such as the Matatu Stages, popular supermarkets, and churches, amongst others that would 

be accessible to more people. The biggest weakness is that the county governments failed to 
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use digital media: internet and mobile phones. The Counties did not use bulk telephonic 

short messaging (SMS) and neither did they use facebook and Twitter to mobilize which are 

very effective in reaching out to more people and faster.   

iii) The use of Members of County Assembly (Ward Representatives) and the County 

Commissioners structures were the easy mobilization strategy at the local level. However, 

the elected officials tend to only mobilize their supporters and campaigners. The elected 

officials also tend to consider these meetings as opportunities to “reward” their supporters 

and therefore demand for facilitation or transport reimbursement. The resultant effect of 

this approach is that fewer people were mobilized because: i) elite capture led to those 

known by leaders only to be mobilized ii) stigma related to the old provincial administration 

affected some areas. 

iv) The county governments did not mobilize communities through civil society and faith based 

organizations. CSOs and FBOs proximity and interaction with the wider community on a 

regular basis make them a key actor in mobilization for public participation. The failure for 

county governments to engage them from the onset was a great opportunity lost. 

 

The public involvement by the County Executives was inadequate and tokenistic due to the 

following reasons: 

 

v) None of the processes adequately met the threshold of public participation, and were at best 

public consultation process, for Kwale and Laikipia, and even lower as public 

information/education processes as seen in Kitui. 

vi) The CIDP, and to a lesser extent the budget public consultation processes provided the 

county governments with the first opportunity of putting in place public participation 

procedures and processes; or at the minimum test some of the ideas that could be adopted 

in further for public participation. However, all the three counties only achieved to roll out a 

“minimum requirement” due to time constraints (to meet the 30
th

 August deadline), and 

some of the processes considered for one off event rather than instituted as a practice in the 

County. Only Kitui attempted to institutionalize some of the public involvement processes by 

establishing i) quarterly multistakeholders forum through which the State of the County 

report would be submitted and ii) Public Shauri Day every Thursday of the week.  

vii) The consultations were stratified at two levels: community level meetings at that took place 

at Wards levels and multistakeholder forums held at the County levels. However, since the 

meetings were organized in a short span of time from notice period to holding of meetings, 

participants did not have time to interact with information from the County Governments 

and to prepare their submissions.  

viii) None of the counties had a broader open and transparent public participation process. Some 

seemed outightly averse to open processes and preferred “closed” consultations where 

attendance was by invitation only. 

ix) The practice of “facilitating” or “paying” those who attend public forums is one of the 

reasons why the county governments are hesitant to have open public forums. At the same 

time, this practice has corrupted the community members that without the offer of 

“facilitation” or other goodies, the attendance is usually very low. This issue needs to be 

addressed urgently and in a comprehensive manner. 

 

The community and stakeholders also revealed aspects that need to be addressed: 
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x) Many citizens are yet to consider public participation in policy making and planning as their 

civic responsibility over and above voting for leaders every five years. Therefore citizen 

demand for public participation in decision making has been low.  

xi) In some cases where citizen demand for public participation has received affirmative 

response from the State and public officers, the resultant engagement has not led to well 

developed and thought out policy proposals and options by the citizen as the citizen are 

either not well informed or organized. For instance the requirement that all county 

governments should prepare CIDP by August 30
th

 was in law (CG Act and PFM Act) and CSOs 

and other citizen groups should have prepared in advance to input not only the content, but 

also suggest how the process would be done to ensure effective public participation. 

Similarly for the Budget Making and approval process, the key dates and procedures are well 

articulated in the PFM Act, CSOs and other citizen groups and individuals should be preparing 

to submit their inputs in January to April to the Executive and to follow up in May with more 

inputs when the MCA – Budgets and Appropriation Committee – organizes for public 

consultations.  

 

On other general devolution matters, it was observed that: 

xii) The communities had not fully understood the different roles and functions of the State 

officers in the new devolved system. Some respondents (especially observed during the 

FGDs) still expected Ward Representatives (MCAs) to engage directly implementing projects 

as the Councillors used to through Local Transfer Fund (LATF). The communities accused the 

MCAs of no longer being available, accessible and active. But it was noted that underlying 

these accusations was the fact that the community members were still expecting “hand 

outs” and casual labour jobs that were doled out by the Councillors in the past. 

xiii) It was noted that the MCAs were also struggling with the new oversight roles after having 

being used to role of implementation. Due to this, in some counties MCAs have held the 

county executive at ransom and this has led to the allocations of “grants” and credit that will 

be administered at Ward level through the approval of MCAs. This allocation of resources or 

credit for business ventures amongst the youths through the MCAs is unconstitutional and 

will also lead to inefficiency and ineffectiveness of the county governments that were 

expected to unlock the county potentials through   

xiv) In addition, it was noted that community members have not been differentiating processes 

initiated by the National governments and those by the County Government. For instance, 

the “nyumba kumi” security initiative was one of the responses given as part of County 

Government participation but yet its being championed by the National Government through 

the County Commissioners.  

xv) The FGDs also revealed that the National government line ministries would at times come 

directly to implement projects at the County level. This happened in agricultural seed and 

fertilise projects cited in Kitui and Kwale FGDs. It may be the fact that County Government 

structures and relevant human resources were not yet fully in place may be the reason for 

this continuation of implementation by the National government of functions assigned to the 

county. The implementation of these ongoing projects that previously were championed by 

the National level should be delegated to the County Government as soon as possible 

 

The foregoing indicate the challenges as well as the opportunities that Counties have to ensure 

that public participation is well designed, rolled out and evaluated on a regular basis to ensure it 

achieves the great potential it has to: 
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xvi) Enrich policy decisions and plans through bring on board the diverse, value judgement and 

experiential knowledge and skills innate in the communities/citizens. 

xvii) Enhance community knowledge and skills in public affairs and civic duties. 

xviii) Strengthen citizens role in the affairs of the State/County 

 

The possible entry points by the communities for effective public participation in the planning, 

budgeting, implementation and monitoring of priority sector policies devolved to county level are 

informed by the government’s planning and budgeting frameworks that are available in devolution 

laws particularly the County Government Act, 2012 and the Public Finance Management Act, 2012.  
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Public consultations are limited in their capacity to bring on board diversity and value judgement and 

broadening responsibility and accountability and ownership of the projects, programs and their 

outcomes. Public participation is broad, open and involves communities from the onset in 

determining the agenda, the policy options, the processes and procedures of public participation, 

and in the decision making. Through public participation, diverse viewpoints, information, 

experiences, needs, interests, values and contributions are considered. Creative inclusion of 

perspectives generates more community wisdom and enriches decisions and outcomes. 

 

County governments should urgently put policy guidelines, mechanisms, systems and procedures 

that will institutionalise public participation. The process of institutionalising public participation 

should involve the public. Their views and participation should be sort from the onset. 

 

At the same time, county governments should be cognisant of the various levels of public 

involvement and differentiate when and how these various levels and stages should be employed. 

While the highest level of public participation should be the ultimate goal for the county 

governments, it is acknowledged that the other lower levels of public engagement may on occasion 

be what is necessary. For instance it is clear that there is need for well developed public education 

programmes that should be used to enhance the capacity of public participation. Public information 

and public education should therefore be considered the means and not the end in themselves. 

 

County governments instituting public participation should therefore develop policy guidelines, 

mechanisms, systems, procedures and tools that will take into cognisant the objectives of the four 

levels of public involvement as depicted in figure 1 below.  

 

Figure 1: Level of Public Involvement 

 

   Public Participation 

   Purpose: To work directly 

with the public throughout 

the process to ensure that 

public issues and concerns are 

consistently understood and 

considered. 

  Public Consultations 

  Purpose: To obtain public 

feedback on issues, 

alternatives and/or decisions. 

 Public Education 

 Purpose: To provide the 

public with balanced and 

objective information to assist 

them in better understanding 

the government processes 

Information/Publicity 

Purpose: To make the public 

aware of the comprehensive 

planning project. 

 

 

 

Greater Public Involvement 
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The table below elaborates on the various elements in the four levels of public involvement. It 

provides a framework that could guide county governments as they develop the appropriate policy 

guidelines, mechanisms, systems, procedures and tools for each of the four stages. 

 

Table 13: Elements/Framework to Guide County Governments development of Public Involvement  

 Information Education Consultations Public Participation 

Definition Government 

disseminates information 

on policy-making on its 

own initiative and/or 

citizens access 

information upon their 

demand. 

Government provides 

objective and 

balanced education 

on decisions, laws and 

policy making. 

Government asks for and 

receives citizens’ feedback on 

policymaking. 

 

Citizens actively participate in 

decision-making and policy-

making and planning. 

 

Communication 

direction 

Information flows 

essentially in one 

direction, from the 

government to citizens in 

a one-way relationship. 

 

Information flows 

largely in one 

direction, from the 

government to 

citizens with 

minimum feedback 

related to needs 

assessments and 

training evaluations. 

In order to receive feedback, 

government defines whose 

(stakeholders, 

representatives) views are 

sought on what issue during 

policy-making. Receiving 

citizens’ feedback also 

requires government to 

provide information to 

citizens beforehand. 

Consultation creates a 

limited two-way relationship 

between government and 

citizens. 

Active participation means that 

citizens themselves take a role 

in the exchange on policy-

making, for instance by 

proposing policy-options. 

Citizen views have a significant 

influence in the final decision 

making. Engaging citizens in 

policy-making is an advanced 

two-way relation between 

government and citizens based 

on the principle of partnership. 

Examples Examples are access to 

public records, official 

gazettes and government 

web sites. 

Examples are public 

education meetings, 

training workshops or 

forums. 

Examples are comments on 

draft legislation, public 

hearings, focus groups 

discussions and public 

opinion surveys 

Examples are open working 

groups, dialogue and visioning 

processes. Consensus building 

and participatory decision 

making. 

 

 

Principles that should be put into consideration when developing and rolling out the framework 

for public participation 

 

Inclusivity: Community wisdom arises from the interplay of stories: facts, principles, reason, intuition, 

imagination, inspiration, and compassion or empathy. Community diverse perspectives explored in a 

participatory process will approximate the diversity of people affected by the outcome. 

Empowerment:  To the extent community feel involved in the democratic decisions is the extent to which 

they will support the implementation of those decisions. This will also empower all those involved in the 

process. 

Quality dialogue: The dialogue should deepen understanding, expand possibilities and build 

relationships. Most public forums need good facilitation to ensure high quality dialogue.  

Participatory processes: The processes should be ongoing. One-time events such as public hearings and 

conferences are limited in their capacity to generate collective knowledge for a whole community or 

society. The institutionalization of official periodic citizen deliberations according to these principles 

maximizes collective intelligence.  

Exploratory approach: An exploratory approach which notes existing positions, proposals and solutions 

and the assumptions, interests, needs, values, visions, experiences amongst other aspects tends to deepen 

understanding and relationship so that new and better solutions can emerge. Early focus on positions and 

proposals can prevent the emergence of the best possible outcomes. 

Effective listening/communication: To the extent people feel fully heard, they will be able to hear 

others. Among the approaches to helping people feel fully heard are Active Listening, Nonviolent 

Communication, and Dynamic Facilitation. 
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The framework for public participation once rolled out should achieve the following: 

 

i) For decision and policy-makers: 

• better policy and service delivery options, grounded in better knowledge of public values and 

priorities; 

• greater transparency and accountability (and thus legitimacy) for decision-making, based on 

greater knowledge about the acceptability (or not) of specific policy options; 

• opportunities to listen to public discussions about contentious issues, and therefore to gain 

detailed first-hand knowledge of public priorities; 

• greater public understanding of issues considered and, potentially, shared responsibility for 

successful policy and service delivery outcomes; 

• empowerment, education and motivation of the public and service users; 

• better relationships between government and citizens with the potential for more effective 

longer-term partnerships; 

• opportunities to build social cohesion by increasing understanding and mutual respect 

between people with diverse views, values and opinions from different sectors of society. 

 

For public/citizens/stakeholders: 

• a chance to influence decisions on important issues that affect their lives; 

• insight into the subject, decision and policymaking, and about participation itself; 

• an enjoyable and worthwhile way of being an active citizen, and increased confidence and 

• willingness to take part again; 

• the opportunity to meet and share views with other participants, stakeholders, technical 

• specialists, policy makers, service providers and decision makers; and 

• a platform for increased understanding and mutual respect. 

 

The study findings have led to the foregoing recommendations targeting the policy makers – county 

governments. For civil society organisations and citizens in general these recommendations provide 

the evidence and policy suggestions that they can use to lobby and advocate for effective public 

participation framework(s) at the counties. In addition, the section below provides other specific 

entry points for CSOs. 

 

Entry Points for Public Participation 

The constitutional and legislative frameworks currently in place with regard to public participation
20

 

underpin CSOs/communities demand for effective public participation. They can provide 

opportunities for quick wins if pursued. Therefore any lack of adherence to these provisions can be 

pursued through advocacy or even through a court of law. In essence the provisions are the entry 

points upon which communities can ensure public participation effectively takes place. The table 

below articulates the entry points for CSOs/community considerations based on some of the 

provisions. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
20

 The County Government Act (2012), Public Finance Management Act (2012), and The Urban and Cities Act (2011) provide 

good legislative framework for public participation. The Counties may not need to pass other laws but focus on developing 

policies, procedures or guidelines. 
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Table 14: Specific Entry Points for Public Participation 

Provisions Entry Points Comment 

Timely access to 

information, data and 

documents  

Budgets 

• Sector working groups strategic review of the implementation and 

preparation for sector working reports (August – December). 

• Engage in development of County Fiscal Strategy Paper by end of every 

September 

• Public Hearing for Budget every January (National Government). 

• April 30
th

 Budget Policy Statement (BPS) is submitted to the National 

Assembly and County Budgets to the County Assemblies. 

• Engagement with Budgets and Appropriation Committee for the County 

Assembly. 

• Participate in consultations with the Parliament Budget Committee. 

Budget process is 

ongoing throughout 

the year. 

Communities need to 

engage in the budget 

cycle 

Reasonable access to the 

process of formulating and 

implementing policies, 

laws, and regulations, 

including the  

Planning and policy making processes 

• This is ongoing process and CSOs/communities need to identify which 

plans and policies are underway on a regular basis and then follow up 

with the executive/technocrats to receive the policy drafts before they 

are in their advance stages. 

• Communities should be involved in the approval of development 

proposals, projects and budgets, the granting of permits and the 

establishment of specific performance standards. 

The planning 

processes are 

ongoing. The 

communities would 

be better placed if 

they approach this at 

the sector/ministry 

level. 

Protection and promotion 

of the interest and rights 

of minorities, marginalised 

groups and communities;  

• Communities need to look at the representation of various communities 

using geographical, gender and generational lenses.  

• All the three counties have not yet established the County Budget and 

Economic Forum. It is important that the CBEF is representative of the 

community. 

CBEF will be the 

highest organ for 

public participation in 

the budget process at 

the County 

Legal standing to 

interested or affected 

persons, organizations, and 

where pertinent, 

communities,  

• The communities could use litigation to appeal from or, review decisions, 

or redress grievances, with particular emphasis on persons and 

traditionally marginalized communities, including women, the youth, and 

disadvantaged communities. This would require support from CSOs 

organisations. 

 

promotion of public-

private partnerships,  

• Communities should be included in joint committees, technical teams, 

and citizen commissions, to encourage direct dialogue and concerted 

action on sustainable development. 

• The participation framework, Bills, and draft policies should be developed 

in a participatory process.  

• There should reasonable balance in the roles and obligations of county 

governments and non-state actors in decision-making processes 

This will promote 

shared responsibility 

and partnership, and 

to provide 

complementary 

authority and 

oversight. 

Information 

communication technology 

based platforms 

The community can develop their own database and seek the county 

government to incorporate it in their communication platforms. The best 

serving would be digital databases that use internet or mobile technology. 

Social accountability 

initiatives by CSO and 

communities will 

ensure county 

governments  

accountable. 

Notice boards Communities should monitor and ascertain that announcing jobs, 

appointments, procurement, and other important announcements of public 

interest are always put up on notice boards. 

 

 

Entry Points for Sectoral Priorities 

With regard to the sectoral priorities, Kwale County government has committed in its five years 

development plans to endeavour to avert the downward trend of the education sector. To improve 

education standards and performance, the county has identified strategic interventions which 

include but are not limited to: i) strengthening school governance and management; ii) supporting 

needy students; iii) raising community awareness and sensitisation on education amongst others. 

The County government intends to partner with CSO and other stakeholders in education to address 

this challenge.  

 

To improve access and reliability of water supply, the Kwale County government intends to 

rehabilitate the existing water supply systems and to construct new systems. The existing water 

supply system that will be rehabilitated include the Marere, Mwananyamala-Kikoneni and 
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Msambweni (Mkurumudzi) water supply systems and the Tiwi and Waa boreholes. Tiwi and 

Msambweni aquifers and the Umba and Pemba rivers shall be exploited to provide water for the 

anticipated increased demand as a result of anticipated irrigation schemes, domestic and livestock 

water needs. In order to ensure that rural population access safe portable water, community 

managed small scale water supply systems will be established through harnessing of water from 

springs, earth dams and boreholes across the county. The CSO/Communities will need to monitor the 

fulfilment of these commitments and to also conduct social auditing in order to demand 

accountability by the government. 

 

Similarly, Laikipia County has indicated low enrolment, retention and completion rates especially in 

Laikipia North as key targets. The negative cultural practices such as FGM and early marriages have 

particularly affected the girl child in Laikipia North among the Laikipia Maasai. These are important 

entry point for CSOs to consider. 

 

With regard to water, Laikipia set in its Integrated Development Plans to drill new boreholes and 

rehabilitation of existing ones; to investment in dams, water harvesting and storage; to protection of 

water catchment areas and to develop a comprehensive water treatment and storage systems across 

the county. This requires CSOs and private sector partnership if they are to be fulfilled. 

 

Kitui County also prioritized to improve the water supply throughout the county through the 

formation of water supply schemes and construction of more boreholes, earth dams, expansion and 

rehabilitation of the existing water schemes to increase their efficiency. The communities and private 

sector are expected to play a key role and the government is expected to play a supportive and 

facilitative role. The communities, CSOs and private sector should seek to build shallow wells, sub-

surface dams and undertake roof catchments to harvest rainwater. Programmes aimed at protecting 

the water catchments areas and harnessing water should be undertaken.  

 

Kitui County aims to increase the provision of piped water in order to increase agricultural 

production which is the main economic activity. Irrigation will be practiced in the parts of the county 

which are fertile with favourable climatic conditions and fairly networked by natural rivers flowing 

from Mt. Kenya. Efforts will be made to protect the environment through public education as well as 

carrying out environmental audits on all new projects and enforcing EMCA framework in resources 

like sand and discouraging charcoal burning. 

 

The Kitui County government intends to facilitate innovative, commercially-oriented and modern 

Agriculture and Rural Development Sector. According to 2009 population census 87.5 percent of the 

population in the county draws their livelihood from this sector. The county will endeavour to 

increase food production through better inputs supplies and agro-industrial promotion. There will 

also be promotion of livestock keeping through disease control and improved breeds. The county will 

endeavour to improve the marketing of agricultural and livestock produce through revamping and 

reviving defunct cooperatives that collapsed. These key priorities also form key entry points for CSOs 

interventions at the community and engagement with County government. 
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ANNEX 1: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

RAPID SURVEY BY GROOTS KENYA AND NCCK ON PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

(This is a Rapid Survey and requires simply for the respondent to take 20 minutes to tick where appropriate) 

1. Which Ward are you from (where you leave)? _______________________________________  

2. What economic activity/business are you involved in (tick where appropriate) 

Options Tick and please describe further 

Farmer  

Trader  e.g. shop, boda boda, etc. 

Employed by government  

Employed at a business/private venture  

Employed by civil society  

Any other (please mention which) (which?) 

 

3. Do you understand what public participation means? Yes _________ No ________ (explain your understanding) 

4. Did you vote in the last general elections? Yes _______ No _______ (tick where appropriate) 

5. Since the elections, have you participated in any public activity or forum organised by the County government? 

Yes____________  No____________ 

6. If yes, which activity/forum did you participate in  ____________________________________________________ 

7. Since the elections, have you participated in any public activity or forum organised by the National government?   

Yes _____________ No______________  

8. If yes, which activity/forum did you participate in? ____________________________________________________ 

9. Are you aware of the County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP)? Yes _______________ No ________________ 

10. How did you know about it? Tick if you got to know or hear about it through any of the following: 

Through media  Radio? Which FM? Newspaper? Which? Cell phone: sms? From? Any other (please mention) 

 

Through notice board At chiefs/Ward At Market place County Offices Any other? Please mention 

 

Through word of 

mouth 

Family Colleagues Friends Any other? Please mention 

 

Through social groups Church 

__________ 

Self help groups 

_________ 

Social media (facebook, 

twitter) __________ 

Any other? Please mention 

 

Through Internet Government 

website? 

 

CSOs website? Private sector website? Any other? Please 

mentione 

Reading of Laws County Government 

Act? 

Public Finance Act Urban & Cities Act Any other? Please mention 

Training by CSOs 

 

Awareness meeting 

(1 day) 

________ 

Training workshop (2 

days or more) 

__________ 

  

Any other not listed 

above (mention it) 

    

11. Did you participate in any public forum organised for CIDP discussions? Yes _____________ No__________ 

12. If yes, where did it take place? ________________________________________________________________ 

13. If yes, who facilitated the meeting? ______________________________________________________________ 

14. Did you hear announcements of invitation for the public to present their views towards the development of CIDP? 
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Yes _________   No ____________________ 

15. If yes, what options did the announcement provide for the public to provide views towards the CIDP? Tick where 

appropriate 

Attend a public forum  

Present views by meeting Member/Committee of County Assembly   

Submitted a written memorandum to County Executive (Governor, CEC, County Secretary, etc)  

Submitted a written memorandum to the County Assembly  

Any other (mention it)   

 

16. Did you provide any views on the CIDP? Yes ___________ No______________ 

17. If yes, how did you provide your views/suggestions? Tick where appropriate 

 Tick if Yes To whom? 

In public forum (as individual)   

Through groups presentation? To whom?   

Through sending a representative who participated   

Through written submission to the county executive   

Through written submission to the county Assembly   

Any other (mention it)   

 

18. Did you get any feedback that your views have been incorporated? 

19. Have you seen the final CIDP? Yes___________________  No_____________________ 

20. Do you know if the CIDP was finally passed by the County Assembly? Yes____________  No______________ 

21. Are you aware that the County has an approved Budget for 2013/14? Yes ____________ No ________________ 

22. If yes, have you seen the approved Budget 2013/14? Yes ___________________ No _______________________ 

23. Did you participate in any Budget Consultation meetings between April to June 2013? Yes __________ No _______ 

24. If yes, which month? April ____________; May __________________; June ________________ 

25. If yes, how did you know about the budget consultations/public forums? Tick where appropriate 

Through media  Radio? Which FM? Newspaper? Which? Cell phone: sms? From? Any other (please mention) 
 

Through notice board At chiefs/Ward At Market place County Offices Any other? Please mention 
 

Through word of 
mouth 

Family Colleagues Friends Any other? Please mention 
 

Through social groups Church 
__________ 

Self help groups 
_________ 

Social media (facebook, 
twitter) _________ 

Any other? Please mention 
 

Through Internet Government 
Website? 

CSOs Website? 
 

Private Sector Website? Any other? Please mention 
 

Reading of Laws County Government 
Act? 

Public Finance Act Urban & Cities Act Any other? Please mention 

Training by CSOs Awareness meeting Training workshop (2   
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 (1 day) 
________ 

days or more) 
__________ 

Any other not listed 
above (mention it) 

    

 

26. If yes, what options did the announcement provide for the public to provide views towards the budget for 2013/14? 

Tick where appropriate 

Attend a public forum  

Present views by meeting Member/Committee of County Assembly   

Submitted a written memorandum to County Executive (Governor, CEC, County Secretary, etc)  

Submitted a written memorandum to the County Assembly  

Any other (mention it)  

 

27. Did you provide any views on the Budget 2013/14? Yes ___________ No______________ 

28. If yes, how did you provide your views/suggestions on the Budget 2013/14? Tick where appropriate 

 Tick if Yes To whom? 

In public forum (as individual)   

Through groups presentation? To whom?   

Through sending a representative who participated   

Through written submission to the county executive   

Through written submission to the county Assembly   

Any other (mention it)   

 

29. Any suggestions for improvement of public participation? _____________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

30. Any other Comment on Public Participation? _______________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWEES 

 

KWALE COUNTY 

i) Patrick Mtsami – CEC Social Development 

ii) Safina Kwekwe – CEC Trade and Industrialisation 

iii) Kenyatta Maitha – Consultant for the CIDP 

iv) Rev. – Religious Leader 

v) Fatuma – Women Representative 

vi) Dr. Pakia – Academician involved in the 10 member task team 

 

KITUI COUNTY 

i) Nicholas – County Secretary 

ii) Rev. Daniel Kilonzo – CEC Administration and Coordination of County Affairs 

iii) Fed Kimathi – Chair of Chambers of Commerce 

 

 

LAIKIPIA COUNTY 

i) Boniface Mwangi – County Secretary 

ii) Jane Tanoi – CEC Trade, Tourism and Industrialisation 

iii) Fred Kimathi – Business  

iv) Linus – ICT Officer 

v) Beatrice – World Vision Laikipia 
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ANNEX 3: SAMPLE OF THE ADVERTISEMENT SENT TO THE DAILY NEWSPAPERS  

 
REPUBLIC OF KENYA 

 
COUNTY GOVERNMENT OF LAIKIPIA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
P.O.BOX 1271-10400 

NANYUKI 
Email: info@laikipiacounty.go.ke. 

 

Laikipia County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP) 2013-2018 

Invitation for Public Consultations 
The Laikipia County has embarked on developing its first County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP) for the period 
2013-2018. This is in accordance with Section 108 of the County Government Act 2012. The County Integrated 
Development Plan for the period 2013-2018 will be instrumental in allocating funds and other resources on 
development based on a plan. Towards this end, citizen participation is mandatory and all important in ensuring that 
the needs of the people are well planned for.  
 
The County Government of Laikipia hereby invites members of Public, Civil Society Organizations, Faith Based 
Organizations, NGOs, Ranchers, Business Community and all Development partners working in Laikipia County to 
participate by giving their views on what the CIDP should contain. The forums organized will be on the dates, times 
and venues indicated here below.  
 

Day and Time  Group/Ward  Venue  

Monday, August 12, 2013  
10.00 a.m.-1.00p.m 
 
2.00p.m.-5.00p.m. 

Hon. Senator, Hon. Members of Parliament, 
Hon. Members of County Assembly. 
 
Business Community, Ranchers and 
Research Institutions 
 

Nanyuki Social Hall 

Tuesday, August 13, 2013 
10.00a.m-1.00p.m. 

Civil Society Groups, Religious Groups and 
Professional Groups/Associations 
 

Nanyuki Social Hall 

Wednesday, August 14, 
2013 
10.00a.m.-1.00p.m. 

• Mukogodo East 
• Mukogodo West 
• Sosian  

• Segera  
• Nanyuki & Thingithu 

Chumvi 
Kimanju 
Sosian Centre 
Naibor Shopping Centre 
Nanyuki Social Hall 
 

Thursday, August 15, 2013 
10.00a.m.-1.00p.m. 

• Githiga 
• Marmanet 
• Igwamiti 

• Olmoran 
• Salama 

• Rumuruti 

Kinamba Catholic Church Hall 
Marmanet Social Hall 
Nyahururu Town Hall 
Sipili Catholic Church Hall 
Pesi trading centre 
Rumuruti Social Hall 
 

Friday, August 16, 2013 
10.00a.m.-1.00p.m. 

• Ngobit  
• Umande  
• Tigithi  

Ngobit High School Hall 
Mwireri Shopping Centre 
Matanya Catholic Hall 
 

 
The public is also hereby invited to send their inputs to the County Planning team at planning@laikipiacounty.go.ke or 
info@laikipiacounty.go.ke or via Post office Box 1271-10400 NANYUKI. 
 
Memorandums can also be dropped at the County Government Offices in Nanyuki, Rumuruti, Nyahururu and Dol Dol 
towns. 

 
BONIFACE  M. KARIUKI 
INTERIM COUNTY SECRETARY  

 


