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| am pleased to present this performance audit report on Response to Floods in Kenya
by the State Department for Internal Security and National Administration and the
Directorate of Special Programmes in the State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid
Lands and Regional Development. My Office carried out the audit under the mandate
conferred on me by Section 36 of the Public Audit Act, 2015. The Act mandates the
Auditor - General to examine the economy, efficiency and effectiveness with which public
money has been expended pursuant to Article 229 of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010.

Performance, financial and compliance audits form the three-pillars of the audit assurance
framework that | have established to give focus to the varied and wide scope of the audit
work done by my Office. The framework is intended to provide a high level of assurance
to stakeholders that public resources are not only correctly disbursed, recorded and
accounted for, but their use results in positive impacts on the lives and livelihoods of the
citizens. The main goal of our performance audits is to ensure effective use of public
resources and promote service delivery to citizens.

Our performance audits examine compliance with policies, obligations, laws, regulations
and standards, and whether the resources are managed in a sustainable manner. They
also examine the economy, efficiency and effectiveness with which public resources have
been expended. | am hopeful that corrective action will be taken in line with our
recommendations in the report.

The report is submitted to Parliament in accordance with Article 229 (7) of the Constitution
of Kenya, 2010 and Section 39 (1) of the Public Audit Act, 2015. | have also submitted
copies of the report to the Principal Secretary, State Department for Internal Security and
National Administration, Principal Secretary, the State Department for the Arid and
Semi-Arid Lands and Regional Development, Principal Secretary, the National
Treasury, the Chairperson, Council of Governors and the Chief of Staff and Head of Public
Service.
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AUDITOR — GENERAL

24 March, 2023
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The following definitions, adopted from the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk
Reduction and Water Resources Authority, apply for purposes of this report: -

Check dam: A small, sometimes temporary, dam constructed across a river,
stream, or waterway to counteract floods by reducing water flow velocity.

Contingency planning: A management process that analyses flood risks and
establishes arrangements in advance to enable timely, effective, and appropriate
response.

Dyke: A soil or cement compacted barrier built to stop water flooding onto low-
lying land. Dykes can be multi-purpose, used both as a road and flood control
barrier.

Flood preparedness: The knowledge and capacities developed by governments,
response and recovery organizations, communities, and individuals to effectively
anticipate, respond to and recover from the impacts of likely, imminent or current
flood.

Flood resilience: The ability of a system, community or society exposed to
hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate, adapt to, transform, and recover from
the effects of a flood in a timely and efficient manner, including through the
preservation and restoration of its essential basic structures and functions through
risk management.

Flood response: Actions taken directly before, during or immediately after a flood
in order to save lives, reduce health impacts, ensure public safety, and meet the
basic subsistence needs of the people affected.

Flood risk: The combination of probability of a flood event and the potential of
adverse consequences to human health, the environment, and economic activity
associated with a flood event.

Humanitarian emergency: An event or series of events that represents a critical
threat to the health, safety, security or wellbeing of a community or other large
group of people, usually over a wide area.

Vulnerability: The conditions determined by physical, social, economic, and
environmental factors or processes which increase the susceptibility of an
individual, a community, assets or systems to the impacts of hazards.
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Executive Summary
Background of the Audit

1. The Water Resources Authority’s (WRA) manual on flood management defines flood
as a situation in which water from a river, stream or channel breaks its banks and
covers large areas of land. Flood can also occur through rising lake levels or flash
floods. Though a natural hydrological cycle event, flooding in Kenya is usually
associated with massive destructions of property, erosion, displacement of populations
and sometimes even death, leading to flooding being classified as a disaster.

2. The mandate for response to humanitarian emergencies during flooding is spread
across various government entities. The key entities are; the State Department for
Internal Security and National Administration (SDISNA), and the Directorate of Special
Programmes in the State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASALs) and
Regional Development. Prior to reorganization of the Government vide Executive
Order No. 1 of 2023, SDISNA was referred to as the State Department for
Interior and Citizen Services (SDICS). The SDISNA is responsible for response
coordination, which is managed through through the National Disaster Operations
Centre (NDOC) and National Government Administration Officers (NGAOs).

3. The Directorate of Special Programmes is responsible for humanitarian relief and
rehabilitation. The Directorate was transferred between State Departments two times
in the course of the audit. The Directorate was under the then State Department
for Devolution until September 2021 when it was transferred to the State
Department for Social Protection, Senior Citizens Affairs and Special
Programmes following the reorganization of government. The Directorate is
currently in the State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid Lands and Regional
Development as per the Executive Order No. 1 of 2023.

4. The audit was performed due to the following factors: -

i.  Floods occasioned by climate change have become a common occurrence in
the Country, resulting in significant losses of property, lives, and livelihoods.
According to the 2019 World Bank report on Kenya’'s Natural Disaster Risk
Profile, floods affect an average of 150,000 people annually.



ii. The occurrence of floods exacerbates poverty and food insecurity and
compromises sanitation and water quality, leading to humanitarian crises.
Floods do not only disrupt the provision of healthcare but also erode the gains
made on housing/shelter, manufacturing, and agriculture. Despite the
destruction, floods also present an opportunity for improvements in food
security. If well managed, the water lost during flooding could be used for
irrigation farming. Proper response to floods is, therefore, not only necessary for
the achievement of the Government's development agenda but also the
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 1 on end poverty in all its forms
everywhere, Goal 2 on end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition
and promote sustainable agriculture, Goal 6 on ensure availability and
sustainable management of water and sanitation for all, and Goal 11 on make
cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable.

iii. ~ There has been increased public concern about flood emergencies in Kenya,
especially due to climate change where heavy rainfall are experienced in areas
that previously received less. Floods causing havoc across the Country have

been discussed in Parliament and reported by print and electronic media.

5. An audit of Government response to floods was therefore necessary to establish the
measures put in place by the Government to respond to flood related disasters to
ensure minimal losses and effective and fast recovery after flooding.

Objective of the Audit

6. The audit assessed the extent to which the measures put in place by the Government,
through the State Department for Internal Security and National Administration
(SDISNA), previously referred to as State Department for Interior and Citizen
Services (SDICS), and the Directorate of Special Programmes, had ensured
adequate response to humanitarian emergencies during flooding. This was examined
using the following two (2) broad audit questions: -

i.  Towhatextent had SDISNA, through the National Disaster Operations Centre,
and the Directorate of Special Programmes put in place mechanisms to ensure

adequate preparedness for response to flooding?



ii. Towhatextent had SDISNA, through the National Disaster Operations Centre,
and the Directorate of Special Programmes put in place measures to facilitate

response and recovery during flooding?

Scope of the Audit

7. The audit covered a period of five (5) years, from July 2017 to June 2022, and
focused on the operations of the State Department for Internal Security and National
Administration, through the National Disaster Operations Centre, and the
Directorate of Special Programmes. The operations of the two (2) entities were
examined with respect to the preparedness measures in place for response,
evacuation of victims, relief processes, recovery after flooding, and
coordination of actors. The audit covered four (4) flood-prone catchment areas.
For the purpose of field data collection, six (6) counties spread across these
catchment areas were sampled as follows: Baringo County and Narok County
in Rift Valley catchment area; Busia County in Lake Victoria North catchment
area; Garissa County and Tana River County in Tana catchment area; and
Kisumu County in Lake Victoria South catchment area.

Summary of Audit Findings

8. The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration and the
Directorate of Special Programmes were charged with the responsibility of
ensuring that flooding did not result in a humanitarian crisis. The audit noted
that the State Department had structures in place to disseminate flood early
warning information and coordinate flood response, while the Directorate of
Special Programmes had a system in place to provide relief assistance to flood
victims. These positive observations notwithstanding, the audit revealed that
government response to humanitarian emergencies was characterised by
inadequacies and deficiencies in response and recovery as indicated below: -
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1. Inadequacies in Flood Response and Recovery

a) Lack of Early Action, Despite Dissemination of Early Warning Information

9. The audit revealed that flood early warning information was generated both by the
Kenya Metrological Department (KMD) and the Water Resources Authority (WRA).
The information was then communicated to stakeholders through various avenues,
including the National Government Administration Officers’ (NGAO) chain of
command, local FM radio stations, and short messaging service (SMS) by the Kenya
Red Cross Society. However, the audit noted lack of early action both from government
actors, as well as the community.

10. Where good practice is in place, flood early warning information should be
communicated to the County Commissioners or Deputy County Commissioners in
flood-prone areas. The administrators should then convene stakeholder coordination
meetings to discuss the contents of the early warning and evaluate the level of
preparedness. However, the audit observed that only three (3) out of the fifty-four (54)
county-level Disaster Management Committee (DMC) meeting minutes reviewed
indicated evidence of deliberations on flood early warning information and evaluation
of the level of preparedness. Most of the time, the administrators convened the
meetings to discuss issues on relief distribution and other broader response issues,
such as flood impacts and evacuation of victims after the occurrence of floods.

11. Similarly, focus group discussions revealed that the community found it difficult to
move to higher grounds despite the early warnings. The community representatives
interviewed stated that several factors affected their ability to take early action on the
early warning. These included: lack of designated evacuation centres; inadequate
basic amenities in the available evacuation camps; and fear of loss of property left
behind in their homes.

12. Consequently, floods led to loss of lives and property in the affected areas, which
would have been avoided if action had been taken following early warnings. The lack
of early action on floods early warnings may be attributed to the lack of a framework
for “early warning early action” in the Country.
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b) Challenges in Evacuation of Victims
13. To facilitate evacuation, good practice requires that SDISNA work closely with
county governments to:
i.  Map evacuation routes and communicate the same to the community;
ii. Establish and maintain evacuation centres; and
iii. Provide to the community evacuation tools and equipment, including

boats and vehicles for transporting victims to evacuation centres.

14. The audit revealed that none of the counties sampled for audit had mapped
evacuation routes. In addition, except for Kisumu County which had six (6)
centres, none of the other sampled counties had designated evacuation
centres. However, the designated evacuation centres in Kisumu were in a
dilapidated state as observed during physical verifications. In the absence of
designated centres, flood victims sought temporary shelter in schools, churches, social
halls, and raised open grounds. Interviews and physical verification revealed that
facilities in schools used as evacuation centres were often damaged, but the schools
were not assisted in repairing their facilities after the flood victims vacated.

15. For comfortable stay in the evacuation camps, it would be expected that the
Directorate of Special Programmes provides the affected persons with items such as
tarpaulins, blankets, mattresses, mosquito nets, kitchen ware, and mobile toilets.
However, review of documents and focus group discussions with the community
revealed that the Directorate only provided food items, leaving out other items essential
for their stay in the evacuation camps. The affected persons had to look for firewood
to prepare their food.

16. Further, focus group discussions with community representatives revealed that
evacuation of affected persons was done by community members most of the time.
However, the community lacked the basic tools and equipment, such as rescue boats
and life jackets and had no training on evacuation.

17. As a result of the inadequate evacuation, lives were lost, property destroyed, and
livelihoods affected by flooding disasters. The audit attributed the challenges facing
evacuation of victims to lack of clarity on the mandate between the national and county
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governments on evacuation and ineffective coordination and support to the
communities.

c) Relief Processes Were Marred with Weaknesses

18. To save lives, the form of relief provided should be sufficient, based on needs,
and delivered in a timely manner. The procurement and distribution of relief
supplies should also be cost-effective.

19. Due to incomplete data provided by the Directorate of Special Programmes,
the audit could not establish the sufficiency, timeliness, and cost-effectiveness
of the relief processes. Nevertheless, the audit observed several weaknesses
in the relief processes as highlighted below:

i.  Non-Adherence to the Set Guidelines on Relief Requests

20. According to the Guidelines for Management of Relief Food Distribution,
requests for relief assistance for rapid onset emergencies like floods should be
made by the County Commissioner or, in exceptional circumstances, any other
leader. The request should be accompanied by a detailed assessment report
done by the County Steering Group or Disaster Management Committee and
minutes of the Sub-County Relief Distribution Committee.

21. However, out of the 165 flood relief correspondences provided for audit from
the sampled counties, 126 were relief allocation letters with no corresponding
relief request documents. Out of the remaining 39 with information on relief
requests, only 11 were made by either a Regional Commissioner, County
Commissioner, or Deputy County Commissioner. The remaining 28 requests
were made by political leaders. In addition, review of the relief correspondence
files at the Directorate of Special Programmes office revealed that the request
lacked the necessary supporting document such as assessment reports or
minutes. The Directorate however honoured the requests and allocated relief
items despite the lack of the required supporting documents.
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ii. Inadequate Enforcement of Accountability Mechanisms

22. The Guidelines for Management of Relief Food Distribution outline several
accountability mechanisms, including; evidence of delivery by transporters,
evidence of distribution of relief items to victims, and actual monitoring by the
Directorate of Special Programmes. However, the correspondence files
reviewed at the Directorate’s office did not have any waybill to evidence delivery
or relief food distribution reports from the County Commissioners or Deputy
County Commissioners. The correspondence files reviewed at the counties had
some relief distribution returns filed by the Chiefs. However, it was not easy to
link them to the specific relief allocation to which they relate. In addition, there
was no evidence of monitoring of relief supplies by the Directorate of Special
Programmes.

iii.  Inefficient Records Management

23. For efficient relief processes, the Directorate of Special Programmes should develop
and operate a records management system that not only provides for safe custody of
information but also ensures efficient retrieval. However, the Directorate maintained a
manual filing system, which did not provide a systematic way of obtaining information.
For instance, a well-maintained correspondence file should have information that
follows the entire relief process from request, allocation, transportation, and
distribution to victims. However, the audit observed that such important
information as supporting documents for relief requests, corresponding
Authorities to Incur Expenditure (AIEs), waybills, and distribution returns were
lacking in the files, making it difficult to follow the relief process.

d) Limited Recovery Interventions Towards Communities and Critical
Infrastructure
24. Recovery in flood management entails enabling people to return their
livelihoods to normalcy and setting up systems to ensure resilience to floods in
the future. The audit revealed that much of the recovery interventions
implemented by the Government were limited to the repair of damaged roads
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and bridges, leaving out community livelihoods and key critical infrastructures
such as schools, hospitals, and marketplaces.

25. Due to limited recovery interventions, flood victims were unable to rebuild their
livelihoods after the flooding, thereby increasing their vulnerability to floods in
the future. The limited recovery efforts after the floods was attributed to lack of
a clear mandate among government agencies dealing with floods, institutional
capacity challenges, and lack of contingency planning.

e) Inadequate Coordination of Actors

26. As per Guiding Principles (d) and (e) of the Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction, coordination of disaster risk activities should embrace an all-
of-society engagement and partnership with clear coordination mechanisms.

27. Even though coordination structures existed both at the national and county
levels, the audit noted that the Coordination Committees were ad hoc and only
operated during flooding. The audit also revealed that the various roles of
actors in the coordination structures were not defined, both at the national and
county levels. Besides, the audit did not find evidence of formal appointment of
members into the national, county, and sub-county Coordination Committees.

28. Further, review of the minutes of county-level Coordination Committee
meetings revealed that key stakeholders were not represented in the meetings.
For instance, out of the 49 sets of minutes with complete information of
attendees reviewed, 55% lacked representation of the county government or
the Kenya Red Cross Society. This is despite of the focal role these institutions
play in response to floods. In addition, the Coordination Committees did not
hold frequent meetings to discuss broader response issues. Instead, the
committees operated as relief distribution committees and mostly met to
discuss how to distribute relief supplies received from the Directorate of Special
Programmes.

29. The inadequate coordination of flood response activities did not only give room
for interference with response activities but also resulted in an uncoordinated
response characterised by duplication of efforts or delayed response.
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30. The audit established that the challenges facing response to floods in Kenya
were generally attributable to shortcomings in disaster preparedness, mainly in
the area of disaster risk governance as indicated below.

2. Disaster Preparedness Challenges Facing Flood Response

a) Unclear Mandate for Flood Response

31. Floods being one of the leading natural disasters in the Country, it would be
expected that there is established a focal lead agency at the national level to
spearhead flood management. However, the audit revealed that there was no
focal national government entity specifically charged with the mandate for flood
response. Instead, responsibilities were spread across several entities, each
tackling different aspects of flood as a disaster. In addition, the mandate was
discharged as a Disaster Risk Management (DRM) function shared between
the national and county governments. However, the audit observed that the
functions of each level of government were not clearly defined. Consequently,
the responses were characterised by duplication of efforts, lack of
accountability, and non-action, especially from county governments.

32. The lack of a clear mandate on flood response may be attributed to lack of a
legal framework for flood management in the Country which would provide for
establishment of a focal lead agency. In addition, the delay in clarification of
national and county government DRM functions also contributed a greater
extent to lack of clarity in mandate.

b) Lack of Critical Laws and Policies

33. The audit revealed that the Country did not have a specific legal framework
on flood management and instead relied on available guidance on DRM.
Nonetheless, the audit revealed that there is no national-level DRM law or
policy. Interviews and review of documents revealed that the development of a
national policy on disaster management commenced in 2002, but the policy was
still in draft form as at the time of audit. Similarly, attempts to enact a national
law on DRM commenced in 2018, but no law had been finalised as at the time
of audit.
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34. At the county government level, only Tana River County had developed a DRM
law and policy, while Baringo County had a policy but was yet to finalize the
law. Kisumu and Busia Counties had enacted DRM laws but had no policies in
place.

35. Disaster legal framework assists in clarifying the roles, responsibilities, and
coordination mechanisms for DRM across sectors, as well as between the
national and county levels of government. Used effectively, the laws and
policies can support an integrated, inclusive, and equitable approach to flood
response and recovery. The observed challenges facing flood response and
recovery can be attributed to lack of legal framework, which not only resulted
in unclear mandates, but also contributed to challenges in coordination of
actors.

c¢) Inadequate Institutional Capacity

36. Interviews and review of documents revealed that both the Directorate of Special
Programmes and NDOC were not facilitated with human and material resources
necessary for flood response. Interviews with NDOC'’s management revealed that
besides the administrative staff, all technical staff were on secondment. The
management expressed concerns that staff were occasionally recalled back by their
parent institutions immediately after training, despite the significant resources spent on
training them. In addition, NDOC was expected to undertake disaster response
coordination at the national level, while the National Administration Officers were
responsible for coordination at the county level. However, the audit revealed that there
were no staff specifically deployed for disaster coordination in the offices of County
Commissioners or Deputy County Commissioners.

37. Similarly, review of documents revealed that the Directorate of Special Programmes
had only two (2) officers in place, out of the required 13 staff as per the approved staff
establishment. The officers in post were the Secretary, Special Programmes and the
Director, Relief and Rehabilitation. It was reported that the Directorate had three (3)
technical staff seconded by the then Ministry of Devolution, in addition to its two (2)
officers. The five (5) staff were expected to undertake relief and rehabilitation activities
for various types of disasters throughout the Country.
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38. Further, despite floods in the Country being cyclical and occurring annually, the audit
revealed that there was no specific budget line allocation for flood response, either in
SDISNA or the Directorate of Special Programmes. Review of the documents
revealed that the Directorate had a relief and rehabilitation budget line but only
operation costs were budgeted for during annual planning, while funds for
emergency and relief supplies were allocated in the course of the year. The
Directorate’s management explained that the arrangement was that the Directorate
present a request to The National Treasury for funding whenever a disaster occurs.
However, review of the Public Finance Management Act, 2012 revealed that
disbursements from the Contingencies Fund should be restricted to urgent and
unforeseen events which were not budgeted for and cannot be delayed as they
threaten to harm the general public interest. The auditors understanding is that floods
is almost an annual occurrence which should be budgeted for and monies from the
Contingencies Fund should be drawn only after the budget is exhausted.

39. Interviews with NGAOs, both at county and sub-county levels, revealed that most of
the time, the Directorate of Special Programmes delivered relief items to the counties
without providing AIE allocations for last mile transportation, hence resulting in delays
in distribution. Besides, while the Directorate was expected to monitor the distribution
of relief to beneficiaries, there was no evidence of physical monitoring during the audit
period. In addition, while the Directorate was expected to undertake relief and
rehabilitation, the audit revealed that its activities were only limited to relief supplies,
leaving out recovery interventions.

40. The audit attributed the inadequate institutional capacity for response to the lack of a
legal framework on DRM in the Country. The NDOC was established in 1998; however,
no legal framework had been developed to properly institutionalize it as a national
government lead coordinator in disaster response. Similarly, despite its critical role, the
Directorate of Special Programmes had been constantly transferred from one ministry
to another which affected its staffing, as it was assumed that the recipient
ministry would provide staff.

XiX



d) Lack of Contingency Planning

41. Good practice would require that the County Commissioners work with
stakeholders, through County Disaster Coordination Committees to develop
flood contingency plans in readiness for response. The contingency plans
should detail the required response interventions and associated resources.
The contingency plans should also assign response responsibilities to various
actors, as well as outline a monitoring and evaluation framework. Once
submitted, NDOC should consolidate county flood contingency plans into a
national plan and share it with the stakeholders.

42. The audit revealed that there was no flood contingency plan developed at the
national level. Instead, each entity developed its response plan based on the
needs of each flood episode. At the county level, the audit revealed that only

Bunyala Sub-County in Busia County and Baringo County had developed flood
contingency plans.

43. The lack of contingency planning denies the county governments and the
national government opportunity to mobilize resources early through the
coordination structures and respond to floods in time. The lack of contingency
plans may be attributed to lack of a clear guiding framework for flood
contingency planning in the Country.

Conclusion

44. Although the Government through the relevant departments had put in place
ad hoc measures to address flood related emergencies. It was evident from the
audit findings that the Government, through the SDISNA and the Directorate of
Special Programmes had not put in place adequate measures to respond to
humanitarian emergencies during flooding.

45. Although the Kenya Meteorological Department together with Water
Resources Authority provides flood early warning information to stakeholders,
the audit noted lack of early action, mainly due to the lack of an “early warning
early action” framework in the Country. Flood response is not only
characterised by delayed and inadequate evacuation of victims leading to loss
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of lives and livelihoods, but also inadequacies in relief processes thus causing
suffering to victims while in the camps. Besides, the victims are always left on
their own to struggle in recovery, with no additional assistance from the
Government, thereby increasing their vulnerability to future flooding.

46. In addition, flood response is characterized by multiple actors with ad hoc
mechanisms for coordination. Response operations involve a number of state
and non-state actors, including; national government ministries, county
governments, and NGOs, coordinated through ad hoc disaster management
committees. The coordination committees lack guidelines for their operations.

47. The Government’s ability to adequately respond to flood related humanitarian
emergencies is hampered by challenges in preparedness, especially in the area
of disaster risk governance. The Country lacks a legal framework to govern
flood response operations. The development of a national-level disaster policy
has delayed for about 20 years. In addition, the Country lacks a focal lead
agency charged with flood response operations. The Directorate of Special
Programmes and NDOC are expected to play a focal role in disaster response,
but the two (2) institutions lack the requisite institutional capacity to discharge
this responsibility. The NDOC is expected to be the lead coordinator, but it is
not legally constituted and lacks the legal backing to supervise players in the
system. The Directorate, on the other hand, has only five (5) technical staff yet
it is expected to undertake relief and rehabilitation activities for all disasters in
the country.

48. Moreover, contingency planning is a key component of flood response.
Despite this, the audit has found lack of prioritization of contingency planning
as the Country lacks contingency plans at the national level and in most
counties. Response at both levels of government is based on an ad hoc
mechanism with no prior planning.

49. Further, the community plays an important role in flood response, especially
during evacuation of victims. Despite this, the audit observed that the
Government has not done much in building capacity for response and recovery
at the community level. The community, who are the first line responders, did
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not have the requisite training and lacked the tools and equipment necessary
to undertake evacuations. The community’s role in flood response is also not
clearly defined.

50. All the observed shortcomings affect the ability of the Government in
responding to humanitarian emergencies brought about by floods and require
the attention of the concerned actors to resolve them. Emphasis should be
given to disaster risk governance as it is critical for adequate flood response.

Recommendations

91.In view of the findings and conclusions of the audit, the following is
recommended for consideration by key parties to improve on Government
response to flood related humanitarian emergencies and to minimise loss of
lives and livelihoods in the affected communities: -

I The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration should
coordinate with the State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development
to have the national disaster risk management policy and law enacted. This will
not only address the institutional capacity challenges facing flood response
operations but also resolve the challenges faced in mandates and coordination.

Il.  The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should finalise
the development of the National Relief Assistance Policy and follow through to
enact the applicable law. This will resolve the inefficiencies observed in relief
processes by providing clear and legally binding guidance.

. The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should liaise
with the Public Service Commission to fill the vacant positions in the Directorate
of Special Programmes. This, together with the enactment of the National Relief
Assistance Policy, will enhance the Directorate’s capacity to discharge its
mandate.

IV.  The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should develop
and implement an integrated relief records management system for ease of
monitoring of the relief process.
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the National Disaster Operations Centre (NDOC), should work closely with Office
of the Deputy President and the Council of Governors to fast-track the
clarification and gazettement of disaster risk management functions for the
national and county governments. This will ensure clarity of responsibilities for
evacuation, as well as recovery for the affected persons in the communities after
flooding.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the County Commissioners, should work with the County Disaster Coordination
Committees to prepare and regularly update flood contingency plans with clear
resource requirements for evacuation of victims, relief supplies, and recovery.
The developed contingency plans should be submitted to NDOC for
consolidation of resource gaps into a national contingency plan and be shared
with the relevant stakeholders. This will ensure early mobilization of resources
for response, as well as recovery.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
NDOC, should work with the relevant stakeholders to fast-track the development
and implementation of an “early warning early action” strategy for the Country.
This will enhance preparedness for flood response at the national and county
levels.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the County Commissioners, should work closely with county governments to
develop and implement a framework for community engagement in flood
response activities. This will enhance the active involvement of the community in
flood response operations.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

Introduction

According to the Water Resources Authority’'s (WRA) Manual on Flood
Management, flood refers to as a situation in which water from a river, stream or
channel breaks its banks and covers large areas of land. In addition, flood can also
occur through rising lake levels, as witnessed in Lake Victoria and lakes along the
Rift Valley. Floods can also occur when water from heavy rains covers a large area
of previously dry land, commonly referred to as flash floods. More often, floods occur
periodically as a natural and inevitable part of the hydrological cycle. However, a
flood can become a disaster when it is of unusual magnitude, occur in unusual
places, or occur unexpectedly, exceeding the ability of the affected

community or society to cope with the event.

Flooding is ranked second after drought in Kenya’s natural disaster risk profile’.
Though a natural hydrological cycle event, flooding in Kenya is usually associated
with massive destructions of property, erosion, displacement of populations and
sometimes death. Kenya is divided into six (6) catchment areas, out of which four
(4) are prone to flooding, namely; Lake Victoria North, Lake Victoria South, Rift
Valley, and Tana. The major flood prone areas in Kenya are in Budalangi, Nyando,

Narok town, Tana Delta, and Nyatike.

The history of flood related disasters in Kenya dates back to 1961 when
Uhuru floods affected most parts of the Country, especially the Lake Victoria
basin and the coastal areas of Athi and Tana basins?. Another remarkable
flooding episode was the 1997/1998 El Nino rains, whose effects were
widespread across the Country3. According to information obtained from
interviews, Kenya also experienced floods attributed to a combination of

increased rainfall and rising lake levels in Rift Valley and Lake Victoria

! World Bank (2019). Kenya’s Disaster Risk Profile.
2 Opere, A (2013). History of Floods in Kenya. In Elsevier B.V. Developments in Earth Surfaces Processes. Vol. 16.
3 lbid 2; Huho J.M et al (2016). Profiling Disasters in Kenya and their Causes. Academic Research International, Vol.

7(1).



1.4

1.5

catchment areas between 2018 and 2020. The 2020 floods, for instance,

were of high magnitude, only comparable to the 1961 floods.

The mandate for response to humanitarian emergencies during flooding is spread
across various government entities, with the key ones being the State Department
for Internal Security and National Administration (SDISNA), and the Directorate of
Special Programmes in the State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid Lands
(ASALs) and Regional Development. Prior to reorganization of the Government
vide Executive Order No. 1 of 2023, SDISNA was referred to as the State
Department for Interior and Citizen Services (SDICS). SDISNA is responsible
for disaster response coordination, which is managed through the National Disaster
Operations Centre (NDOC) and National Government Administration Officers
(NGAOs).

The Directorate of Special Programmes is responsible for humanitarian relief and
rehabilitation. The Directorate was transferred between State Departments two
times in the course of the audit. The Directorate was under the then State
Department for Devolution until September 2021 when it was transferred to
the State Department for Social Protection, Senior Citizens Affairs and
Special Programmes following the reorganization of government. The
Directorate is currently in the State Department for the ASALs and Regional
Development as per the Executive Order No. 1 of 2023.

Motivation for the Audit

1.6 The audit was performed due to the following factors: -

i.  Floods occassioned by climate change have become a common occurrence
in the Country, resulting in significant losses in property, lives, and livelihoods.
According to the 2019 World Bank report on Kenya’s Natural Disaster Risk
Profile, floods affect an average of 150,000 people each year in Kenya.
Between 2010 and 2018, floods resulted in a total of 768 deaths, affected a
total of 1,220,793 people, and caused direct damages worth Kshs. 42.3 billion



in various sectors of the economy*. It was therefore necessary to establish the
level of government’s preparedness to respond to flood related humanitarian
emergencies.

i. Good response to humanitarian emergencies during flooding is key to the
achievement of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The occurrence of
floods exacerbates poverty and food insecurity and compromises sanitation
and water quality, leading to a humanitarian crisis. Proper response to floods
is, therefore, not only necessary for the achievement of Goal 1 on end poverty
in all its forms everywhere, Goal 2 on end hunger, achieve food security and
improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture, Goal 6 on ensure
availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all, and
Goal 11 on make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and
sustainable.

iii. Further, floods pose a risk to the achievement of the Government's
development agenda. Floods do not only disrupt the provision of healthcare
but might also erode the gains made on housing/shelter, manufacturing, and
agriculture. Despite the destruction, floods also present an opportunity for
improvements in food security. If well managed, the water lost during flooding
could be used for irrigation farming.

iv.  There has been increased public concern about flood emergencies in Kenya
due to climate change where heavy rainfall are experienced in areas that
previously received less. Flood occurrence is usually accompanied by
humanitarian emergencies in the form of displaced populations, losses in lives
and property and human health crisis. Floods causing havoc across the
Country have been discussed in Parliament and reported by print and

electronic media.

1.7 An audit of Government response to floods was therefore necessary to establish the
measures put in place by the Government to respond to flood related disasters to

ensure minimal losses and effective and fast recovery after flooding.

4 A Report on Floods and Landslides Impact and Early Recovery Needs Assessment in Kenya, 2020 by NDOC.
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2.1

2.2

Objective of the Audit

The audit assessed the extent to which the measures put in place by the

Government, through the State Department for Internal Security and National

Administration (SDISNA) previously known as the State Department for Interior

and Citizen Services (SDICS) and the Directorate of Special Programmes, had

ensured adequate response to humanitarian emergencies during flooding.

This objective was examined using the following audit questions: -

i) To what extent had the State Department for Interior and Citizen Services,

through the National Disaster Operations Centre, and the Directorate of Special

Programmes put in place mechanisms to ensure adequate preparedness for

response to flooding? Specifically:

Availability of relevant laws and policies, both at the national and county
level, to guide response and recovery activities;

Whether sufficient resources had been directed towards flood response
and recovery;

The existence of a functional early warning system:;

Contingency planning, both at the national and county level, to prepare
for response; and

Community capacity building to facilitate their active involvement in

response operations.

ii) To what extent had the State Department for Interior and Citizen Services,

through the National Disaster Operations Centre, and the Directorate of Special

Programmes put in place measures to facilitate response and recovery during

flooding? Specifically, the:

Measures put in place to ensure effective evacuation of flood victims;
Measures put in place to facilitate sufficient, timely, and cost-effective relief

supplies during flooding;



2:3

2.4

2.5

- Measures put in place to ensure recovery of communities and critical
infrastructure, including bridges, hospitals, and schools, after flooding; and

- Coordination of actors during response.

Scope of the Audit

The audit focused on operations of SDISNA, previously known as the State
Department for Interior and Citizen Services, through NDOC and the
Directorate of Special Programmes in the State Department of the ASALs
and Regional Development. The operations of these two (2) entities were
examined with respect to the preparedness measures in place for response,
evacuation of victims, relief processes, recovery after flooding, and
coordination of actors. Due to the incompleteness of data availed for audit,
relief processes could not be examined for sufficiency, timeliness, and cost-
effectiveness. Assessment of the early warning system was also limited to
information dissemination and “early action”, leaving out flood forecasting,

since it was not within the mandate of the two (2) audit entities.

The focus of the audit was on the four (4) flood-prone catchment areas. For
the purpose of field data collection, six (6) counties spread across the flood-
prone catchment areas were sampled as follows: Baringo County and Narok
County in Rift Valley catchment area; Busia County in Lake Victoria North
catchment area; Garissa County and Tana River County in Tana catchment

area; and Kisumu County in Lake Victoria South catchment area.

The audit covered a period of five (5) years, from July 2017 to June 2022.
The period was selected since it was the period during which Kenya

experienced two (2) high-magnitude flooding episodes, in 2018 and 2020.

Assessment Criteria

2.6 The assessment criteria were drawn from the Sendai Framework for Disaster

Risk Reduction (2015-2030), which Kenya is a signatory. This was the only source



of criteria since the Country had no policy or law on flood response. The

criteria are presented in detail in the findings section.

Methods Used to Gather Audit Evidence

2.7 The audit was conducted in accordance with Performance Auditing Guidelines

(ISSAI 3000) set by the International Organization of Supreme Audit
Institutions (INTOSAI). The audit also used policies and procedures
established by the Office of the Auditor-General (OAG). These guidelines and

policies fulfil the requirements of the International Standards on Auditing
(ISA).

2.8 To understand the role and assess the performance of SDISNA and the

2.9

Directorate of Special Programmes in ensuring adequate response to flood

related humanitarian emergencies, the audit used the following methodology.

Sampling and Sample Size

The audit used both stratified and purposive sampling to select the counties.
Stratified sampling was used to ensure representation of all the flood prone
catchment areas. Kenya is divided into six (6) catchment areas, out of which four
(4) are prone to flooding, namely; Lake Victoria North and South basins, Rift Valley
and Tana. Each of the flood prone catchment areas was treated as a stratum.
Purposive sampling was then used to sample the areas that were most affected by
floods in the recent past from each of the strata. Nine (9) flood-prone sub-counties
were purposively sampled, namely: Nyando and Nyakach in L. Victoria South:
Bunyala in L. Victoria North; Tana Delta, Tana North and Garissa Town in Tana;
and Marigat, Narok town, and Trans Mara West in Rift Valley. Since the National
Government focal point for coordination of response operations at the county level
is the County Commissioner, the sampled sub-counties were placed into their
respective counties. As such six (6) counties were sampled for audit, namely;

Baringo County, Busia County, Garissa County, Kisumu County, Narok County, and



Tana River County. At the county level, random sampling was used to select

the activities to be verified in each of the purposively sampled sub-counties.

Interviews

2.10 The audit team conducted interviews with the State Department of Internal

2.1

2.12

Security and National Administration’s staff directly involved in flood
response, Directorate of Special Programmes’ staff, county government staff
in the sampled six counties, and community representatives from the
sampled flood-prone areas. Appendix 1(a) provides details of the people

interviewed during the audit and the purpose of the interviews.

Document review

To gain an understanding of the audit area, the audit team reviewed various

documents as outlined in Appendix 1(b).

Physical Verification
Physical verification was carried out to assess the actual impact of floods
and the status of response and recovery activities in the sampled flood prone

areas. The activities verified are listed in Appendix 1(c).



Administrative Framework for Flood Response in Kenya

3.1 Institutional arrangement for flood response in Kenya is as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Institutional Arrangement for Flood Response in Kenya

Institution Role

Source: OAG’s conceptualization based on audit interview minutes



3.2

3.3

3.4

Flood response is a shared function between the National and county governments
as outlined in Figure 1. At the national level, the responsibility for flood response is
spread across several entities. The main actors are the State Department for
Internal Security and National Administration (formerly the State Department for
Interior and Citizen Services) and the Directorate of Special Programmes in the
State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASALs) and Regional
Development. Prior to the reorganisation of government vide Executive Order No.
1 of 2023, the Directorate was domiciled in the State Department for Social

Protection, Senior Citizen Affairs and Special Programmes.

The Directorate of Special Programmes is responsible for relief and
rehabilitation. Prior to government reorganization in September 2021, the
Directorate used to be under the State Department for Devolution. The
Directorate is assisted in relief distribution by the National Government
Administration Officers (NGAOs), namely; County Commissioners (CCs) and
Deputy County Commissioners (DCCs), in the State Department for Internal
Security and National Administration (SDISNA). Prior to reorganization of the
Government vide Executive Order No. 1 of 2023, the State Department was
referred to as the State Department for Interior and Citizen Services. The
State Department is also responsible for coordination during response, a role
it discharges through the National Disaster Operations Centre (NDOC) and
NGAOs. In addition, NDOC is responsible for collecting and disseminating

data on flood impacts.

Other Key Actors in Flood Response

a) County Governments

The Fourth Schedule of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 considers disaster
management a shared function between the National and county
government. County governments are expected to be the first line of
response in the event of floods. Their responsibility includes evacuation of

flood victims, relief supplies, and prevention of communicable waterborne



3.5

3.6

3.7

diseases during flooding. County governments are also responsible for the
development of county public water works, including county public water
harvesting and storage works as per Schedule IV of the Constitution. In
addition, county governments are required to develop stormwater

management systems in built-up areas within their respective counties.
b) National Water Harvesting and Storage Authority

Established under Section 30 of the Water Act 2016, the National Water
Harvesting and Storage Authority (NWHSA) is responsible for maintaining and
managing water storage and flood control structures on behalf of the National
Government. The Authority is the successor of the National Water
Conservation and Pipeline Corporation. The Authority is expected to maintain
or rehabilitate, as the case dictates, damaged flood control structures after

a flooding episode.
c) Water Resources Authority

Established under Section 11 of the Water Act (2016), the Water Resources
Authority (WRA) is mandated to manage water resources in Kenya. The Authority
is responsible for monitoring water levels and issuing flood advisories as the

case dictates.
d) Kenya Meteorological Department

The Kenya Meteorological Department (KMD) is a department under the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry. It is mandated to provide timely early
warning weather and climate information for safety of life, protection of
property, and conservation of the natural environment?. KMD is therefore
expected to work closely with WRA in undertaking flood monitoring and

forecasting.

°> KMD’s website accessed from https:/meteo.go.ke/about-us/our-department on 16 Sept. 2021.
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e) Kenya Red Cross Society

3.8 TheKenya Red Cross Society is a voluntary aid society auxiliary to the public
authorities in the humanitarian field. According to Section 5 (1) of the Kenya
Red Cross Society Act, 1965, the main objectives of the Society are as
highlighted below:

i. Inthe case of catastrophes or public disasters, to provide the victims

thereof with relief;
ii. To carry out training and certification in areas related to emergency
services, pre- and post- hospital care, humanitarian assistance, and

disaster management.
f) Development Partners and Non-Governmental Organizations

3.9 Development partners like the World Bank support flood management
through financing flood risk reduction projects. Non-Governmental
Organisations (NGOs), on the other hand, complement government activities
in flood-prone areas. NGOs undertake activities such as advocacy, rescue

operations, and relief supplies.

Organisational Structure

The Former State Department for Interior and Citizen Services

3.10 Established under the National Government Coordination Act of 2013,
NGAOs are responsible for the coordination of national government
emergency response functions in their respective jurisdictions. As at the time
of audit, the State Department for Interior and Citizen Services (SDICS) had no
defined organogram regarding flood response. The responsibility was
discharged under disaster management in the States Department’s
organisational structure, both by NDOC and National Government
Administration Officers (NGAOs) chain of command. Headed by a director,
NDOC reports to the Division of Disaster Management in the Directorate of

Peace Building, Conflict Resolution, and Disaster Management. NDOC'’s

11



responsibilities include emergency response coordination and emergency
data collection and dissemination.

3.11 At the top of NGAQO’s chain of command are the eight (8) Regional
Commissioners (RC) who report directly to the PS, Interior and Citizen
Services. Each RC has several County Commissioners in charge of counties.
Below the County Commissioners are Deputy County Commissioners in
charge of sub-counties, while the Wards are under Assistant County
Commissioners. Below Assistant County Commissioners are Chiefs in
charge of locations, Sub-Chiefs responsible for sub-locations, and eventually

Village Headmen in charge of villages.
Directorate of Special Programmes

3.12 The Directorate of Special Programmes is headed by the Secretary, Special
Programmes, who reports to the Principal Secretary, State Department for
the ASALs and Regional Development. Until December 2022, the Secretary
reported to the PS, State Department for Social Protection, Senior Citizens
Affairs. Below the Secretary are directors responsible for Relief and
Rehabilitation and Community Mobilisation functions, respectively. Below the
Directors, are assistant directors responsible for either relief and

rehabilitation of community mobilisation.

Process Description

3.13 The activities carried out in flood management mirror the disaster
management cycle and can be broadly classified into: pre-flood activities,

during-flood activities, and post-flood activities as outlined in Figure 2.

a) Pre-flood Activities

3.14 The activities at this stage focus both on mitigation and preparedness. The

activities are not only geared towards building the resilience of communities

12



3.15

3.16

3.17

and systems, but also ensuring that the Government and community at large

are ready to respond, should floods occur.

Resilience building takes the form of both structural and non-structural
measures. Structural measures include such things as the construction and
maintenance of dams, dykes, gabions along river banks, and storm drains. These
activities are mainly undertaken by the National Water Harvesting and Storage
Authority and county governments. The Authority is expected to closely monitor and

maintain these structures throughout their lifetime.

In addition to flood mitigation, activities at this stage are also focused on
preparedness. The Directorate of Special Programme and NDOC, working
with other key players, are expected to provide the policy and legal

framework that governs flood response.

Another crucial pre-flood activity is flood early warning carried out by KMD in
collaboration with WRA. The warnings are issued either in form of heavy rainfall
advisories or seasonal forecasts. Based on the forecasts, the Principal Secretary,
Interior and Citizen Services is expected to officially communicate to the key national
government ministries and NGAOs, advising them to embark on appropriate
mitigations and also prepare for response. Seasonal forecasts should trigger

contingency planning.
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b) During Flood Activities

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

The main activity at this stage is response. Flood response is a multi-sectoral
activity, carried out by the former State Department for Interior and Citizen
Services, together with the Directorate of Special Programmes, working with

other key stakeholders, including county governments.

Once the County Commissioners receive official communication on flood
forecasts, a County Disaster Management Committee (DMC) or County
Steering Group (CSG) should be convened to deliberate on the contents of
the forecasts, identify possible mitigation measures and activate the
contingency plan in readiness for response. A similar meeting is expected to
take place at the national level, spearheaded by the PS Internal Security and
National Administration, to evaluate the level of preparedness at the national

level.

Once an actual flood occurrence is reported, the County DMC and CSGs
should undertake a comprehensive needs assessment and come up with a
response plan with clear resource needs. The identified resource gaps should be
forwarded to the National Government through NDOC, to facilitate national-level

resource mobilization.

Once resources are available, the identified response interventions are
implemented. Monitoring and evaluation are done during and after the response
to help highlight any gaps and challenges experienced. Invariably, flood response

follows the process outlined in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Flood Response Process
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c) Post-Flood Activities

3.22

3.23

The focus after a flood episode is to try and return livelihoods to normalcy, while at
the same time setting up systems so that communities are resilient to future floods.
The recovery process starts with a needs assessment whereby NGAOs and the key
stakeholders should work closely with the community to identify the recovery needs
as shown in Figure 3. The identified needs that fall within the mandate of the
National Government are then forwarded to NDOC for onward forwarding to the
respective line ministries. Through its parent ministry, NDOC should coordinate
line ministries to reconstruct damaged infrastructure. The line ministries should also
assist to recover and regenerate the environment and economic activities in the
flooded area. In extreme situations, affected people and structures may be
relocated. Monitoring and evaluation of flood recovery activities should be done to

improve the process and planning for future floods.

Funding
Flood response activities are funded by the Government through the
exchequer. A review of the State Department for Devolution’s financial
documents for the period under review did not reveal any specific itemised
budget for flood response. However, there was a relief and rehabilitation
budget line that was responsible for various types of emergency responses,
including floods. A review of the documents revealed that the estimates
approved during annual planning only covered daily operations costs.
However, allocations for emergency relief were made in the course of the

year following a disaster occurrence as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Funding and Expenditure on Relief and Rehabilitation

2021/2022 33,215,594 1,200, 000,000 1,233, 215,594 1,216, 534, 010
2020/2021 33, 537, 747 74, 262, 833 107, 800,580 104, 245, 513
2019/2020 54,177,389 1,491, 844,008 1,546, 021,397 1, 474, 787, 924
2018/2019 50, 388, 068 918, 353, 528 968, 741,596 886, 194, 202

Source: State Department for Devolution financial documents
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3.24 Although the audit team had also requested for information on budget and
expenditure on flood response from NDOC, the entity only provided
expenditure information for the years 2019/2020 and 2020/2021, which only
covered burial expenses assistance given to the bereaved families.
According to the expenditure records provided, NDOC spent a total of
Ksh. 4,744,700 out of which Ksh. 2,751,200 were burial expenses for flood
related disaster victims.
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The responsibility of ensuring that flooding does not result in a humanitarian
crisis was being undertaken by both the State Department for Interior and
Citizen Services (SDICS), currently known as the State Department for
Internal Security and National Administration (SDISNA) and the Directorate
of Special Programmes in the State Department for the Arid and Semi-Arid
Lands (ASALs) and Regional Development. The State Department had
established structures to disseminate flood early warning information and
coordinate responses. The Directorate of Special Programmes, on the other
hand, had a system in place to provide relief assistance to flood victims. The
observations notwithstanding, the audit revealed that government response
to floods was characterised by inadequacies and deficiencies in response
and recovery. This was attributed to challenges in governance and
preparedness by the agencies entrusted with the role. The findings of the
audit are as follows: -

1. Inadequacies in Flood Response and Recovery
a) Lack of Early Action, Despite Dissemination of Early Warning Information

Priority 4(b) of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR), calls on
member states to invest in, develop, maintain, and strengthen people-centred multi-
hazard, multi-sectoral forecasting and early warning systems, disaster risk and
emergency communications mechanisms, social technologies and hazard-
monitoring telecommunications systems. For flood early warning to be effective:
i.  Warnings must be communicated in time to populations at risk to enable
people prepare themselves to move to safer areas; and
ii.  Warnings must be communicated to decision-makers and communities in
ways that can trigger action. The focus must be on “early warning early
action.”
The audit revealed that both SDISNA and the Directorate of Special Programmes

received flood early warning information from the Kenya Metrological Department
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(KMD). In addition, the entities received flood advisories from the Water Resource
Authority (WRA). The information received was then communicated to the
community through the National Government Administration Officers’ (NGAO) chain
of command. In addition, KMD disseminated flood early warning information directly
to stakeholders at the county level through its County Director of Meteorological
Services. Other channels through which the community received early warning
information, as was reported during focus group discussions, included: short
messaging service (SMS) by the Kenya Red Cross Society, local FM radio stations,
relatives upstream, and social media. Despite the dissemination of early warning
information, the audit observed lack of early action both from government actors, as

well as the community.

Where good practice is in place, flood early warning information should be
communicated to the County Commissioners or Deputy County Commissioners in
flood-prone areas. The administrators should then convene stakeholder
coordination meetings to discuss the contents of the early warning and evaluate the
level of preparedness. However, only three (3) out of the 54 sets of coordination
meeting minutes reviewed indicated evidence of deliberations on flood early warning
information and evaluation of the level of preparedness as shown in Table 2. A
review of the Disaster Management Committee (DMC) minutes revealed that the
meetings were convened to discuss issues on relief distribution and other broader
response issues, such as flood impacts and evacuation of victims after the

occurrence of floods.

Table 2: Early Action as Reflected in Coordination Meetings During the Period
2017/18 To 2021/22

Baringo 3

: 0 1 ;
Busia 30 ] 2 11 17
Garissa 1 0 1 0
Narok 0 - ] -
Kisumu 13 1 12 0
Tana River 7 0 0 7
Total 54 3 25 3 26

Source: OAG review of DMC minutes
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Similarly, focus group discussions revealed that despite the early warning,
communities found it difficult to move to higher grounds. The community
representatives reported during a focus group discussion that several factors
affected their ability to take early action on early warning. These included; lack of
designated evacuation centres, inadequate basic amenities in the available
evacuation camps, and fear of loss of property left behind in their homes. Under
such circumstances, the community preferred to stay put until the actual occurrence

of floods.

Review of documents revealed that floods had led to loss of lives and property in
the affected areas, which would have been avoided if action was taken following
early warning. For instance, according to data obtained from NDOC, a total of 76
people spread across the Country lost their lives as a result of the 2020 floods, as

outlined in Appendix 2.

The lack of early action on flood early warning may be attributed to lack of a
framework for “early warning early action” in the Country. NDOC’s management
indicated that the need for a framework had been identified and its development had
commenced. The audit noted that while early warning information is often
communicated advising people to move to higher grounds, information on places
where the community can move to is only communicated after the actual occurrence
of flooding. Similarly, interviews with County Commissioners and NDOC revealed
that stakeholders only took coordination meetings seriously after news of flood

occurrence was aired in the media.

b) Challenges in Evacuation of Victims
Targets (a), (b) and (c) of the Sendai Framework for DRR seek to
substantially reduce disaster risk and losses in lives and livelihoods by 2030.
This calls for proper evacuation of the affected persons during floods to save
lives and property. Further, Priority 4 of the Sendai Framework for DRR is on
enhancing disaster preparedness for effective response and to “build back better”

in recovery, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. To achieve this, the Framework calls
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on member states to strengthen the capacity of local authorities to evacuate

persons living in disaster-prone areas.

To facilitate evacuation, good practice requires that SDISNA work closely
with county governments to:
i.  Map evacuation routes and communicate the same to the community;
ii.  Establish and maintain evacuation centres; and
iii.  Provide to the community evacuation tools and equipment, including

boats and vehicles for transporting victims to evacuation centres.

The audit revealed that none of the six (6) sampled counties had mapped
evacuation routes. It was reported during interviews with the sampled County
Commissioners and officials from county governments that the community
often used their knowledge of the area terrain to decide on the routes to
follow during evacuations. NDOC’s management indicated that ideally
mapping of evacuation routes should be done by the county governments,

through their disaster management units.

In addition, except for Kisumu County which had six (6) centres, none of the
other sampled counties had designated evacuation centres. However,
interviews and review of documents revealed that the six (6) designated
evacuation centres in Kisumu were in a dilapidated state. This was also
confirmed through physical inspection of one (1) of the camps; Kamagaga
Evacuation Camp. The camp had only one (1) hall that was in dire need of repairs
as shown in Picture 1. In addition, the camp had one (1) ablution block with two (2)
toilets. The toilets were filled up and sunken, thereby posing public health risks.
Reviews of document revealed that the evacuation centres were constructed by the
Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) in 2009 and handed over to the

community; however, no maintenance had been done since the handing over.
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Picture 1: Kamagaga Evacuation Camp in Nyando, Kisumu County
o

Photos showing broken window panes in the evacuation hall and the status of the ablution block
Source: Photos taken by the audit team in February, 2022

4.12 In the absence of designated centres, the audit revealed that affected persons
sought temporary shelter in schools, churches, social halls, and raised open
grounds. However, interviews and physical verifications revealed that the facilities
in schools were often damaged but the schools were not assisted in repairing their
facilities after the flood victims vacated. For instance, the audit team conducted
physical verifications at Ombaka Primary School in Nyando Sub-County which
housed the 2020 flood victims. It was observed that all the classrooms had
completely damaged floors and ablution blocks destroyed, filled up and sinking as
shown in Picture 2. The school administration reported that despite the level of
damage, the school had not received any funds to aid in repairs.
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Picture 2: Ombaka Primary School Used as a Camp for 2020 Nyando Flood
Victims

ot

bl

Photos showing the state of the classroom floors and the ablution blocks
Source: Photos taken by the audit team in February, 2022

For comfortable stay in the evacuation camps, it would be expected that the
Directorate of Special Programmes provides affected persons with items such as
tarpaulins, blankets, mattresses, mosquito nets, kitchenware, and mobile toilets.
However, focus group discussions with the sampled community representatives
revealed that the Directorate only provided food items most of the time. The
community representatives reported that mostly it was the Kenya Red Cross Society
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that provided non-food items. This was also confirmed through review of documents.
Out of 20 relief request letters with information on allocation, 12 requests were for
both food and non-food items but only food items were allocated. The affected
persons had to look for firewood to prepare their food.

Further, interviews revealed that community members assisted each other in
evacuation without the input of either the national or county government. The
community representatives reported that they lacked the basic tools and equipment
such as rescue boats and life jackets and had no training on evacuation. The
communities used their knowledge and locally available tools and equipment such
as canoes to evacuate themselves.

As a result of the inadequate evacuation, lives were lost, property destroyed, and
livelihoods affected from flooding disasters. For instance, according to data obtained
from NDOC, a total of 76 people spread across the Country lost their lives as a result
of the 2020 floods as outlined in Appendix 2.

The audit attributed the challenges facing evacuation of victims to the lack of clarity
on the mandate between the national and county governments on evacuation.
Disaster management is a shared function as per Schedule IV of the Constitution of
Kenya. However, it remained unclear as to how evacuation responsibilities should
be distributed between the two (2) levels of government. In addition, evacuation was
affected by the ineffective coordination and support to the communities.

c) Relief Processes Were Marred with Weaknesses

Priority 4 (h) of the Sendai Framework for DRR seeks to enhance disaster
preparedness for effective response and to “build back better” in recovery,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction. To achieve this, the Framework calls on
member states to promote regular disaster preparedness, response, and
recovery exercises. This would ensure a rapid and effective response to
disasters and related displacement, including access to safe shelter,
essential food, and non-food relief supplies, as appropriate to local needs.

To save lives, the form of relief should be sufficient, based on needs, and
delivered on time. The procurement and distribution of relief supplies should
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also be cost-effective. In addition, the administration of relief processes
should follow the Guidelines for Management of Relief Food.

The audit revealed that all relief supplies distributed by the Directorate of
Special Programmes were sourced from Nairobi and transported to various
counties, occasioning high costs of transportation. Interviews with County
Commissioners and Deputy County Commissioners revealed that the
Directorate delivered relief items to the counties without providing funds for
last mile transportation in most of the times, causing delays in delivery to the
affected persons. The community representatives also indicated that the
relief supplied by the Government was not only insufficient but also delayed
in most cases. The audit team requested for information on relief processes
from the Directorate of Special Programmes. However, the information
provided by the Directorate was incomplete and could not allow for an
assessment of the entire relief process. The Directorate provided relief
correspondence files with information on relief requests and allocations only.
The provided documents also had information gaps. As such, the audit could
not establish the sufficiency, timeliness, and cost-effectiveness of the relief
processes. The finding presented in this section only highlights the general
weaknesses observed in the relief processes.

i.  Non-Adherence to the Set Guidelines on Relief Requests

According to the Guidelines for Management of Relief Food Distribution,
requests for relief assistance for rapid onset emergencies like floods should
be done by County Commissioners, or in exceptional circumstances, any
other leader either by telephone, email, or any other quicker mode of
communication and channelled directly to the Principal Secretary in charge
of special programmes. The requests should be accompanied by a detailed
assessment report done by the county level Disaster Management
Committee or County Steering Group and minutes of the Sub-County Relief
Distribution Committee.

However, out of the 165 flood relief correspondences provided for audit from
the sampled 6 counties, 126 were relief allocation letters with no
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corresponding relief request documents. Out of the remaining 39 with
information on relief requests, only 11 were made by either a Regional
Commissioner, County Commissioner, or Deputy County Commissioner as
shown in Table 3. The remaining 28 requests were made by political leaders.

Table 3: Summary of Relief Requests During the Period July, 2017-June, 2021

Allocations with no NGAO (RCC/CC/DCC) Politicians

requests
Baringo 4 2 7
Busia 33 6 43
Garissa ' ' 34 1 5 40
Kisumu 20 2 16 38
Narok ‘ o 3 0 0 3
Tana River 33 0 1 34
Total 126 11 | 28 165

Source: OAG analysis of relief request and allocation correspondences

In addition, review of the relief correspondence files at the Directorate of
Special Programmes office revealed that the request lacked the necessary
supporting document such as assessment reports or minutes. The
Directorate however honoured the requests and allocated relief items despite
the lack of the required supporting documents. Besides, out of the 39 relief
request letters reviewed, 27 did not have any information on victims.
Nevertheless, the Directorate honoured 15 of them and allocated relief in
addition to the 126 allocations that had no backing request information. It
was not clear how the Directorate decided on the quantity of relief items to
allocate.

4.23 Failure to follow the provisions on relief requests outlined in the Management

of Relief Food Distribution Guidelines created room for interference in relief
processes. In addition, the review of relief correspondences revealed that
the Directorate allocated a flat rate quantity to the sub-counties, irrespective
of the number of affected households, which may have led to over or under-
allocation of relief items.
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4.24 It was noted that the Guidelines currently in use were issued as a circular in

4.25
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2017, hence not legally binding. Besides, the Guidelines were not readily
available at the County Commissioners’ offices. It was, however, noted that
the Directorate of Special Programmes had commenced drafting a national
policy on relief assistance. Once finalized, the policy will provide legally
binding guidance on relief processes.

ii.  Inadequate Enforcement of Accountability Mechanisms
Efficient relief processes require the establishment and enforcement of
accountability mechanisms. From interviews and review of Relief
Management Guidelines, some of the accountability mechanisms include:
e County Commissioners to report back to the Directorate of Special
Programmes on the actual beneficiaries of relief supplies;
e A team of the Directorate’s officials to perform regular monitoring of
relief distribution at county level; and
e In case of contracted transport, both the transporter and the County
Commissioner or Deputy County Commissioner to sign a wayobill
showing the quantity loaded and delivered to the county, a copy of
which should be submitted back to the Directorate for filing.

The Directorate did not provide the audit team with waybill or relief food
distribution reports submitted by the County Commissioners or Deputy
County Commissioners of the affected regions. The disaster management
correspondence files reviewed at the counties had some relief distribution
returns filed by the chiefs. However, it was not easy to link them to specific
relief allocations to which they relate. In addition, there was no evidence of
monitoring of relief supplies by the Directorate of Special Programmes. The
Directorate’s management reported that it had a skeleton staff at the
headquarter with no representation at the county level and hence could not
conduct real time monitoring of relief operations.

Consequently, the Directorate was not in a position to provide a proper
account of how the relief is distributed in the counties, including the number
of beneficiaries. The sampled community representatives claimed that there
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were instances of relief being given to non-victims, as the list of identified
beneficiaries was often compromised. However, the audit could not confirm
the claims since information on actual beneficiaries was lacking in most of
the cases.

iii.  Inefficient Records Management

For efficient relief processes, the Directorate of Special Programmes should develop
and operate a records management system that not only provides for safe custody
of information, but also ensures efficient retrieval.

The Directorate maintained a manual filing system that did not provide a systematic
way of obtaining information. Besides, a review of the files revealed inconsistency
and mixing up of documents in various correspondence files. For instance, a well-
maintained correspondence file should have information that follows the entire
relief process from request, allocation, and transportation, through to
distribution to victims. However, such important information as supporting
documents for relief requests, corresponding Authorities to Incur Expenditure
(AlEs), waybills, and distribution returns were lacking in the files. This made it
difficult to follow the entire relief process. The Directorate’s management reported
that the activities under relief process were carried out by different units within the
State Department, namely; Procurement, Finance and Special Programmes, each
maintaining its own files independently. In addition, while it would be expected that
the correspondences are filed systematically per each relief request, the filing was
random, based on the correspondence date. Consequently, retrieval of information
from the files was time-consuming and did not allow for ease of tracking the relief
process.

d) Limited Recovery Interventions Towards Communities and Critical
Infrastructure
Recovery in flood management entails enabling people to return their
livelihoods to normalcy and setting up systems to ensure resilience to floods
in the future. Priority 4 of the Sendai Framework for DRR is on enhancing
disaster preparedness for effective response and to “build back better” in
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recovery, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. To achieve this, the Framework

calls on member states to, among other things:

i.  Promote the incorporation of Disaster Risk Management (DRM) into
post-disaster recovery and rehabilitation processes; facilitate the link
between relief, rehabilitation, and development; use opportunities
during the recovery phase to develop capacities that reduce disaster
risk in the short, medium, and long term, including through the
development of measures such as land-use planning, structural
standards improvement; and the sharing of expertise, knowledge, post-
disaster reviews and lessons learned and integrate post-disaster
reconstruction into the economic and social sustainable development of
affected areas. This should also apply to temporary settlements for
persons displaced by disasters.

ii. Consider the relocation of public facilities and infrastructures to areas
outside the risk range, wherever possible, in the post-disaster
reconstruction process, in consultation with the people concerned, as
appropriate.

The audit revealed that besides the repair of damaged public infrastructure,
the Government, both national and county, did not do much to aid the
community in recovery after floods. Focus was only on the reconstruction of
cut out roads and damaged bridges, leaving behind other key critical
infrastructures such as schools, hospitals, and marketplaces. For instance,
the audit observed that the 2020 floods in Nyando Sub-County submerged
the entire Ogenya Village affecting a dispensary, primary school, and market
centre as shown in Picture 3. As at the time of the audit, only the primary
school had been relocated, while the market centre and dispensary were
non-operational. Similar observations were noted in Mabinju Sub-Location in
Bunyala Sub-County which was also affected by the rising water of Lake
Victoria in 2020. The sub-location was completely sub-merged affecting the
school, dispensary, market centre and electricity supply. As at the time of
audit physical verification in February 2022, much of the water had receded,
but the area was still cut out of electricity and none of the affected public
infrastructures was operational, except for the primary school.
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Picture 3: Public Facilities Destroyed by Floods in Ogenya Village
< . 5 “ TR i T ]

Top left-old Ogenya Primary School; top right-new Ogenya Primary School; bottom left-
Ogenya Dispensary; bottom right- Ogenya Market
Source: Photos taken by the audit team in February, 2022

4.32 From interviews with the sampled Deputy County Commissioners and
community representatives, recovery work targeting affected households
was limited and mainly done by NGOs. It was reported that sometimes the
Directorate of Special Programmes could provide a few iron sheets as part
of response relief supplies. The audit noted that the only major recovery
activity targeting the community during the audit period was the Shelter
Reconstruction Project implemented by the Government, through the Kenya
Red Cross Society (KRCS), in 2018/19. The project, which targeted 5,000
households in 25 affected counties, involved reconstruction of houses for
vulnerable victims whose houses were destroyed by the 2018 floods.
However, focus group discussions with community representatives revealed
that mostly the houses were single roomed semi-permanent structures.
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Besides, the community representatives reported that the houses were
constructed in areas prone to flooding and majority of them had been
destroyed by floods. This was also confirmed through physical verification,
which revealed that most of the houses had either been destroyed by floods
or were in a dilapidated state as shown in Picture 4.

Picture 4: Shelter Reconstructing Project Houses in Kisumu and Tana

River Counties

EU

Source: Photos taken by the audit team in February, 2022

4.33 The audit observed some flood mitigation activities implemented by the
Government, through the National Water Harvesting and Storage Authority
(NWHSA), to cushion the communities from future flooding. In Bunyala Sub-
County, Busia County, the Northern and Southern dykes had been
rehabilitated to increase their height. In Nyando Sub-County, Kisumu County,
gabions were being constructed along the banks of River Nyando near Ahero
bridge. The Olopito Check Dam in Narok County had also been reconstructed
to reduce flooding. However, siltation was observed on the newly constructed
Olopito Check Dam, which may affect its effectiveness in controlling floods

in the future. The observed flood control structures were as shown in Picture
5.
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Picture 5: Flood Control Structures

Top left- rehabilitated dyke in Bunyala; top right-gabions along river Nyando banks; bottom
left-old Olopito check dam, Narok; bottom right-newly constructed Olopito check dam

Source: Photos taken by the audit team in February, 2022

Due to the limited recovery interventions, the affected persons were unable
to rebuild their livelihoods after the floods, thereby increasing their
vulnerability to future floods. The audit observed that some of the victims of
the 2020 floods were still in camps in Baringo, Kisumu, and Busia Counties.
However, the exact number could not be ascertained as at the time of audit.
Despite some of the victims still being in the camp, the Directorate of Special
Programmes had stopped the issuance of relief assistance. The audit also
observed that even though most of the victims had gone back to their homes,
the majority were not able to rebuild their houses and were living in tents.

The limited recovery efforts after flooding was attributed to lack of clear
mandate, institutional capacity challenges, and lack of contingency planning.
From interviews, the audit observed that it was not clear whether it should
be the responsibility of the national or county government to facilitate the
community in recovery. In addition, it was reported that the recovery of
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infrastructure is a multi-agency affair, with NDOC as a coordinator. However,
the audit observed that NDOC was not legally constituted and therefore
lacked legal backing in supervising the activities of line ministries. Further,
the audit observed that only Baringo County and Bunyala Sub-County had
up-to-date contingency plans that had identified recovery resource
requirements.

e) Inadequate Coordination of Actors

Priority 2 of the Sendai Framework for DRR calls for strengthening disaster
risk governance to manage disaster risk. To achieve this priority, member
states are required to establish and strengthen government coordination
forums composed of relevant stakeholders at the national and local levels,
such as national and local platforms for disaster risk reduction. As per
Guiding Principles (d) and (e) of the Sendai Framework for DRR, coordination
of disaster risk activities should embrace an all-of-society engagement and
partnership with clear coordination mechanisms.

The audit revealed that there were structures in place for the coordination of
flood response at the national and county levels. At the national level, there
was a national multi-agency committee, chaired by the Principal Secretary,
State Department for Internal Security and National Administration. At the
county level, coordination was done through DMCs co-chaired by the County
Commissioners and a representative of the Governor, with membership
drawn from all the key actors within the county. A similar structure existed at
the sub-county level chaired by the Deputy County Commissioner, and
sometimes it was replicated up to the location level. However, the audit noted
that these committees were ad hoc and only operated during flooding.

The audit also revealed that the various roles of actors in the coordination
structures had not been defined at the national and county levels. Besides,
the audit did not find evidence of formal appointment of members into the
national, county, and sub-county DMCs.

To assess the functioning of the coordination structures, the audit team
reviewed minutes of the county coordination meetings covering the period

34



from October 2017 to December 2021 and made the following observations.
Narok County did not avail minutes of coordination meetings for audit, while
five (5) out of the 54 sets of minutes provide by the remaining sampled
counties did not have clear information on attendees and could not be
included in the analysis.

4.40 Out of the 49 sets of minutes with complete information of attendees
reviewed, 55% lacked representation of county government or the Kenya Red
Cross Society as shown in Table 4. This is despite of the focal role these
institutions play in response to floods.

Table 4: Representation of Key Stakeholders in Flood Response Coordination
Meetings

Baringo 3 3 0

Busia 27 13 - 14 D
RS UMU e el S s W O e S S oot e i s
TanaRiver 7 6 1

T T o T e e [ s e Fbaim UL | e e Sl R T g 7 LB e A T e e
Totaa 4 22 21 -
% 100 | 44.90 55.10

Source: Analysis of DMC minutes from sampled counties and sub-counties

4.41 It was also observed that the Coordination Committees did not hold frequent
meetings to discuss broader response issues. Instead, the committees
operated as relief distribution committees and mostly met to discuss how to
distribute relief supplies received from the Directorate of Special
Programmes. For example, out of the 54 minutes reviewed, 25 purely
discussed relief distribution. All the 13 DMC minutes obtained from Kisumu
County were on relief distribution, with the exception of two (2) as shown in
Table 5.
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Kisumu 13 i 2 ' 11

Busia 30 18 12
Baringo 3 2

Tana river ' 7 7 0
Garissa : ' 1 0 1
Total 54 29 25

Source: Analysis of DMC minutes from sampled counties and sub-counties

In addition, an evaluation of flood response at the end of each flood episode
is necessary to generate knowledge that can be used for improvement in the
response processes. However, the audit revealed that there had never been
a formal evaluation of flood response activities either by SDISNA or the
Directorate of Special Programmes.

The inadequate coordination of flood response activities did not only give
room for interference of response activities but also resulted in an
uncoordinated response characterised by duplication of efforts or delayed
response. For instance, review of documents and interviews revealed that
there was interference during relief request and distribution to the victims.

The audit attributed the inadequate coordination to lack of a clear legal
framework to govern flood response, both at the national and county levels.
The audit revealed that coordination of flood response activities as carried
out by NGAOs in the counties was based on the pre-devolution District
Development Committee framework. While Tana River, Kisumu, and Busia
Counties had enacted Disaster Risk Management (DRM) Acts with clear
provisions on coordination committees, none of the counties had
operationalised the committees as outlined in their DRM laws.

2. Disaster Preparedness Challenges Facing Flood Response

The audit established that the challenges facing government response to
floods in Kenya were generally attributable to shortcomings in disaster
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preparedness, mainly in the area of disaster risk governance as indicated
below.

Priority 2 of the Sendai Framework for DRR calls for strengthening disaster
risk governance to manage disaster risk. To achieve this priority, member
states are required, among other things, to:

i Mainstream and integrate disaster risk reduction within and across all

sectors and review and promote the coherence and further
development, as appropriate, of national and local frameworks of laws,
regulations, and public policies;

ii. Adopt and implement national and local disaster risk reduction
strategies and plans, across different timescales, with targets,
indicators, and timeframes, aimed at preventing the creation of risk,
reduction of existing risk, and strengthening of economic, social, health,

and environmental resilience; and

iii. Assign, as appropriate, clear roles and tasks to community

4.47

4.48

representatives within DRM institutions and processes and decision-

making through relevant legal frameworks.

Further, Priority 4(a) of the Framework calls on member states to prepare or
review and periodically update disaster preparedness and contingency
policies, plans, and programmes with the involvement of the relevant
institutions, considering climate change scenarios and their impact on
disaster risk, and facilitating, as appropriate, the participation of all sectors
and relevant stakeholders. In addition, Priority 4(f) calls on member states to
train the existing workforce and voluntary workers in disaster response and
strengthen technical and logistical capacities to ensure better response in
emergencies.

However, the audit revealed several governance and preparedness
challenges that affect flood response as indicated in the following
paragraphs.
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a) Unclear Mandate for Flood Response
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Floods being one of the leading natural disasters in the Country, it would be
expected that there is established a focal lead agency at the national level
to spearhead flood management. However, the audit revealed that there was
no focal national government entity specifically charged with the mandate for
flood response. Instead, responsibilities were spread across several entities,
each tackling different aspects of flood as a disaster.

In addition, the mandate was discharged as a DRM function shared between
the two levels of government, national and county. However, the audit
observed that the functions of each level of government were not clearly
defined. The audit revealed that the Intergovernmental Relations Technical
Committee (IRTC), working with stakeholders in DRM, including NDOC and the
Directorate of Special Programmes, prepared a report unbundling the disaster
management functions between the two levels of government. However, the
unbundled functions were yet to be gazetted as at the time of finalising this report.

The lack of clarity and placing responsibilities among various entities led to
duplication of efforts in some cases and lack of accountability due to the
independence of entities with no focal agency to hold them accountable.
Besides, the sharing of responsibilities among various agencies led to non-
action, as no agency was fully accountable for flood response. The audit
revealed that while the National Government should only come in when the
magnitude of flood emergency is beyond the capacity of county governments,
counties often waited for the National Government to initiate flood response
activities. The lack of a clear mandate may be attributed to the lack of legal
framework for flood management in the Country which would provide for
establishment of a focal lead agency. The delay in clarification of DRM
functions of each level of government has also contributed a greater extent
to lack of clarity in mandate.

b) Lack of Critical Policies and Laws

4.52

The audit revealed that the Country did not have a specific legal framework
on flood management and instead relied on available guidance on DRM.
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Nonetheless, the audit revealed that there is no national-level disaster
management law or policy. Interviews and review of documents revealed that
the development of a national policy on DRM commenced in 2002, but the
policy was still in draft form at the time of audit. The version of the policy
approved by the Cabinet in 2017 was not subjected to Parliament for
enactment and was under review at the time of audit. Similarly, attempts to
enact a national law on DRM commenced in 2018, but no law had been
finalised at the time of audit.

Further, interviews revealed that NDOC issued county governments with a
template which they were expected to customize and develop county-level
DRM legal framework. However, out of the six counties sampled for audit,
only Tana River County had developed a DRM law and policy while Baringo
County had a policy but was yet to finalize the law. Kisumu and Busia
Counties had enacted DRM laws but had not developed DRM policies. It was
also noted that four out of the six counties sampled had enacted the
Emergency Fund Act. The status of enactment of DRM laws and policies in
the counties was as presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Status of Enactment of DRM Laws and Policies in the Counties

Tana River -

Garissa

Busia

x| x| x| x| «
bR N IR N N RN

Baringo -

o x| o 4| x| x| «

0 ‘ 4
Source: OAG analysis of audit minutes, documents and information from respective county websites

4.54 Disaster legal framework assist in clarifying the roles, responsibilities, and

coordination mechanisms for DRM across sectors, as well as between the
national and county levels of government. Used effectively, the laws and
policies can support an integrated, inclusive, and equitable approach to flood
response and recovery. The observed challenges facing flood response and

39



4.55

recovery outlined in this report can be attributed to lack of legal framework,
which not only resulted in unclear mandates, but also contributed to
challenges in coordination of actors.

Interviews with senior officers of NDOC revealed that there have been vested
interests of different entities on the enactment of a Disaster Risk Management policy
and law at the national level. According to NDOC’s management, some entities
views are that the enactment of a national-level DRM law and policy may lead to the
consolidation of DRM functions under one (1) entity, which may deny them access
to DRM funds in the future. The audit also revealed that other than providing
counties with a template for the development of a DRM law, NDOC did not follow
up with the counties to ensure that they enact and implement DRM laws. NDOC'’s
management reported that similar observations were made by the World Bank. The
management reported that following the recommendations of the World Bank,
NDOC has since piloted the development of DRM laws in eight (8) counties and
followed through the process up to until the enactment of County Multi-Hazard
Emergency Operation Plans (CEOPs).

c¢) Inadequate Institutional Capacity

4.56

4.57

Interviews and review of documents revealed that both the Directorate of Special
Programmes and NDOC were not facilitated with both human and material
resources necessary for flood response. Interviews with NDOC’s management
revealed that besides the administrative staff, all technical staff were on
secondment. The management expressed concerns that staff were occasionally
recalled back by their parent institutions immediately after training, despite the
significant resources spent on training them. In addition, NDOC was expected to
undertake disaster response coordination at the national level, while NGAOs were
responsible for coordination at the county level. However, the audit revealed that
there were no staff specifically deployed for disaster coordination in the offices of
County Commissioners or Deputy County Commissioners. Disaster coordination
was treated as one of the administrative duties.

Similarly, review of documents revealed that the Directorate of Special Programmes
had only two (2) officers in place, out of the required thirteen (13) staff as per the

40



4.58

4.59

approved staff establishment as shown in Table 7. The officers in post were the
Secretary, Special Programmes and the Director, Relief and Rehabilitation. It was
reported that the Directorate had three (3) technical staff seconded to it by the then
Ministry of Devolution, in addition to its two (2) officers. The five (5) staff were
expected to undertake relief and rehabilitation activities for various types of disasters
throughout the country.

Table 7: Directorate of Special Programme’s Staff Establishment as at May,
2021

Secretary, Special Programmes 1 1 0
Director, Special Programmes 2 1 1
Deputy Director, Special Programmes 2 0 2
Assistant Director, Special Programmes 2 0 -2
Principal Programme Officer : 2 0 )
Senior Programme Officer 2 0 | =2
Programmes Officer : 2 0 =
Total | R 13 2 =T

~ Source: Directorate of Special Programme’s Staff Establishment

The audit also revealed that despite floods in the country being cyclical and
occurring annually, there was no specific budget line for flood response either in the
SDISNA or the Directorate of Special Programmes. Review of the documents
revealed that the Directorate had a relief and rehabilitation budget line but only
operation costs were budgeted for during annual planning, while funds for
emergency and relief supplies were allocated in the course of the year. The
Directorate’s management explained that the arrangement was that the
Directorate present a request to The National Treasury for funding whenever a
disaster occurs. However, review of the Public Finance Management Act, 2012
revealed that disbursements from the Contingencies Fund should be restricted to
urgent and unforeseen events which were not budgeted for and cannot be delayed
as they threaten to harm the general public interest. The auditors understanding is
that floods is almost an annual occurrence which should be budgeted for and monies
from the Contingencies Fund should be drawn only after the budget is exhausted.

Similarly, NDOC’s management claimed that they used to receive an annual
budgetary allocation of Ksh. 50 million towards disaster response. However, this
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4.61

had declined over the last five (5) years, with the current allocation being Ksh. 35
million. The audit team could not ascertain the allocation, as NDOC did not
provide information on budgets and expenditures on disaster response for
audit.

Interviews with NGAOs both at county and sub-county levels revealed that most of
the time, the Directorate delivered relief items to the counties without providing the
AIE allocations for last mile transportation, resulting in delays in distribution. This
was also confirmed by the Directorate’s management, but no analysis could be
performed to ascertain the claims since the data availed for audit was incomplete.
Besides, while the Directorate is expected to monitor the distribution of relief to
beneficiaries, there was no evidence of physical monitoring during the audit period.
In addition, while the Directorate is expected to undertake relief and rehabilitation,
the audit revealed that its activities were only limited to relief supplies, leaving out
recovery interventions.

The audit attributed the inadequate institutional capacity for response to the lack of
a legal framework on DRM in the Country. The Government established NDOC in
1998, however, no legal framework had been developed to properly institutionalize
it as a national government lead coordinator in disaster response. Similarly, despite
its critical role, the Directorate of Special Programmes had on several occasions
been transferred from one ministry to another during the restructuring of government
operations. At some point, Special Programmes was a whole ministry, then a state
department, and eventually a directorate. The Directorate’s management
reported that, the movement negatively affected its staffing as it was
assumed that the recipient ministry would provide staff. Further, the audit
established that it was only in 2018 that the Directorate recruited its first set
of permanent staff.

d) Lack of Contingency Planning

4.62 Good practice would require that County Commissioners work with

stakeholders, through the County DMCs to develop flood contingency plans
in readiness for response. The contingency plans should detail the required
response interventions and associated resources. The contingency plans
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should also assign response responsibilities to various actors, as well as
outline a monitoring and evaluation framework. Once submitted, NDOC
should consolidate county flood contingency plans into a national plan and
share it with the stakeholders.

The audit revealed that there was no flood contingency plan developed at
the national level. Instead, each entity developed its response plan based on
the needs of each flood episode. At the county level, the audit revealed that
only Bunyala Sub-County and Baringo County had developed flood
contingency plans. Bunyala Sub-County had developed a flood contingency
plan for 2021 t02025 while Baringo’s flood contingency plan was dated 2021.
It was reported during interviews that Garissa, Kisumu, Narok, and Tana
River Counties had developed County Emergency Operation Plans (CEOPSs)
with the help of NDOC. However, only Tana River County provided a copy of
the plan for audit verification.

The audit noted that government response to flood was more of an ad hoc
approach, without prior planning, leading to the suffering of victims. The lack
of contingency planning denies the national government and the county
governments the opportunity to mobilize resources early, through the
Coordination Committees, and respond to floods in time. The lack of
contingency plans may be attributed to the lack of a guiding framework for
flood contingency planning in the country.

e) Limited Community Involvement in Flood Response

4.65

The audit revealed that the community plays a critical role in flood response,
especially during evacuation of flood victims and identification of
beneficiaries for relief support. However, interviews revealed that the
community’s role in flood response had not been defined and documented,
but rather assumed. The audit also revealed that the community discharged
its role through the local-level DMCs that work closely with the Chiefs and
Sub-Chiefs. However, interviews and review of documents revealed that out
of the six (6) counties sampled for audit, neither the National nor county
government had offered any form of training to local-level DMCs. However,

43



4.66

4.67

4.68

it was noted that the International Committee for the Development of People
(CISP) had trained local-level DMCs in Tana River, Baringo, and Narok
Counties on Community Managed Disaster Risk Reduction (CMDRR).

Further, the community representatives reported that the local level DMCs
were not provided with the relevant equipment and tools such as gum boots,
life jackets, torches, and rescue boats to aid them in performing rescue
operations.

Due to inadequate involvement, the community could not play an active role
in flood response, including holding actors to account for non-action. The
audit observed that the community considered themselves as mere
beneficiaries and not key players in response operations.

The audit attributed the inadequate involvement of communities in flood
response to the lack of an established framework for community engagement
in flood response activities. The framework would define the community’s
role in response and also outline the level of engagement with the
Government.

Auditees’ Response to Audit Findings

4.69 At the conclusion of the audit, an exit meeting was held and subsequently a

management letter was sent to the two (2) audit entities, requesting for their
comments on the audit findings. The comments from the auditees’
management are presented in Appendix 3.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Although the Government through the relevant departments had put in place
ad hoc measures to address flood related emergencies. It was evident from
the audit findings that the Government, through the SDISNA and the
Directorate of Special Programmes had not put in place adequate measures
to respond to humanitarian emergencies during flooding.

Although the Kenya Meteorological Department together with Water
Resources Authority provides flood early warning information to
stakeholders, the audit noted lack of early action, mainly due to the lack of
an “early warning early action” framework in the Country. Flood response is
not only characterised by delayed and inadequate evacuation of victims
leading to loss of lives and livelihoods, but also inadequacies in relief
processes thus causing suffering to victims while in the camps. Besides, the
victims are always left on their own to struggle in recovery, with no additional
assistance from the Government, thereby increasing their vulnerability to
future flooding.

In addition, flood response is characterized by multiple actors with ad hoc
mechanisms for coordination. Response operations involve a number of
state and non-state actors, including; national government ministries, county
governments, and NGOs, coordinated through ad hoc disaster management
committees. The coordination committees lack guidelines for their
operations.

The Government’s ability to adequately respond to flood related
humanitarian emergencies is hampered by challenges in preparedness,
especially in the area of disaster risk governance. The Country lacks a legal
framework to govern flood response operations. The development of a
national-level disaster policy has delayed for about 20 years. In addition, the
Country lacks a focal lead agency charged with flood response operations.
The Directorate of Special Programmes and NDOC are expected to play a
focal role in disaster response, but the two (2) institutions lack the requisite
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5.5

5.6

5.7

institutional capacity to discharge this responsibility. The NDOC is expected
to be the lead coordinator, but it is not legally constituted and lacks the legal
backing to supervise players in the system. The Directorate, on the other
hand, has only five (5) technical staff yet it is expected to undertake relief
and rehabilitation activities for all disasters in the country.

Moreover, contingency planning is a key component of flood response.
Despite this, the audit has found lack of prioritization of contingency planning
as the Country lacks contingency plans at the national level and in most
counties. Response at both levels of government is based on an ad hoc
mechanism with no prior planning.

Further, the community plays an important role in flood response, especially
during evacuation of victims. Despite this, the audit observed that the
Government has not done much in building capacity for response and
recovery at the community level. The community, who are the first line
responders, did not have the requisite training and lacked the tools and
equipment necessary to undertake evacuations. The community’s role in
flood response is also not clearly defined.

All the observed shortcomings affect the ability of the Government in
responding to humanitarian emergencies brought about by floods and
require the attention of the concerned actors to resolve them. Emphasis
should be given to disaster risk governance as it is critical for adequate flood
response.
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6.1In view of the findings and conclusions of the audit, the following is
recommended for consideration by key parties to improve on
Government response to flood related humanitarian emergencies and to
minimise loss of lives and livelihoods in the affected communities: -

I. The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration should
coordinate with the State Department for the Arid and Semi- Arid lands (ASALS)
and Regional Development to have the national disaster risk management
policy and law enacted. This will not only address the institutional capacity
challenges facing flood response operations but also resolve the challenges
faced in mandates and coordination.

Il. The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should finalise
the development of the National Relief Assistance Policy and follow through to
enact the applicable law. This will resolve the inefficiencies observed in relief
processes by providing clear and legally binding guidance.

lll. The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should liaise
with the Public Service Commission to fill the vacant positions in the Directorate
of Special Programmes. This, together with the enactment of the National Relief
Assistance Policy, will enhance the Directorate’s capacity to discharge its
mandate.

IV. The State Department for the ASALs and Regional Development should develop
and implement an integrated relief records management system for ease of
monitoring of the relief process.

V. The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the National Disaster Operations Centre (NDOC), should work closely with Office
of the Deputy President and the Council of Governors to fast-track the
clarification and gazettement of disaster risk management functions for the
national and county governments. This will ensure clarity of responsibilities for
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VI.

VILI.

VIII.

evacuation, as well as recovery for the affected persons in the communities after
flooding.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the County Commissioners, should work with the County Disaster Coordination
Committees to prepare and regularly update flood contingency plans with clear
resource requirements for evacuation of victims, relief supplies, and recovery.
The developed contingency plans should be submitted to NDOC for
consolidation of resource gaps into a national contingency plan and be shared
with the relevant stakeholders. This will ensure early mobilization of resources
for response, as well as recovery.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
NDOC, should work with the relevant stakeholders to fast-track the development
and implementation of an “early warning early action” strategy for the Country.
This will enhance preparedness for flood response at the national and county
levels.

The State Department for Internal Security and National Administration, through
the County Commissioners, should work closely with county governments to
develop and implement a framework for community engagement in flood
response activities. This will enhance the active involvement of the community in
flood response operations.
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Appendix 1: Methods of gathering evidence

a) List of People Interviewed

- Understanding of the legal and institutional framework
Director, National Disaster  for flood response; both national and county levels
Operations Centre (NDOC) - Understanding of preparedness for flood response
- Understanding of the mandate of the State Department
for Interior and National Administration in flood
response
- Understanding of flood as a disaster in Kenya
- Understanding of coordination of actors during flood
response
- Understanding of flood as a disaster in Kenya
- Understanding the processes/procedures involved in
flood response
- Information on the developments or challenges that
Other key staff of National Disaster  has taken place over the years in the area of flood
- Operations Centre (NDOC) response and recovery

Deputy Director, National Disaster
Operations Centre (NDOC)

7 - Understanding of the legal framework for flood

Secretary, Directorate of Special response

VProg[anjnjiesr - Understanding of the Directorate of Special

' . Programmes’ mandate for flood response in Kenya,

including the key actors and the institutional and

coordination framework

- Understand the processes or procedures involved in
response and recovery

- Understanding of preparedness for flood response

- Information on the developments or challenges that
have taken place over the years in the area of flood

~ response and recovery

- Gather information on funding for flood response and
recovery

Director, Relief and Rehabilitation-
State Department for Special |
Programmes
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County Commissioners (Busia,
Kisumu, Narok, Garissa, Baringo
and Tana River Counties)

Deputy County Commissioners
(Bunyala, Nyando, Nyakach,
Transmara West, Garissa Town,
Marigat, Tana Delta)

The County Government officers
responsible for disaster
management (Busia, Kisumu,
Narok, Garissa, Baringo and Tana
River Counties)

Community Representatives (Shika
Adabu and Galili in Tana River
County, Sankuri in Garissa County,
Narok Township and Emarti in
Narok County, Kanyagwal in
Kisumu County, Lugare in Busia
County, Kiwanja Ndege IDP camp
in Baringo County)

Understanding of the history of flood at the county level
Understanding the role of NGAOs in flood response
Information on the impact of floods at the county level
Information on flood response activities at the county
level

Understanding the level of preparedness at the county
level

Information on the developments or challenges that
has taken place over the years in the area of flood
response at the county level

Understanding of the legal framework for flood
response at the county level

Understanding of the history of flood at the county
level

Understanding the role of county government in flood
response

Information on the impact of floods at the county level
Information on flood response activities at the county
level

Understanding the level of preparedness at the county
level

Understanding the history of floods in flood prone
areas

Understanding the role of the community in flood
response

Understanding the level of preparedness by the
community in flood response

Gather information on flood response and recovery
activities implemented in the sampled stations

Gather information on the challenges faced by the
communities during flood response
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b) Documents Reviewed

Constitution of Kenya, 2010
Water Act, 2016
The Sendai Framework for

Disaster Risk Reduction, 2015-
2030

County disaster management |

laws

Guidelines and procedures for ‘

Management of Relief Food
Distributions

- Executive Orders Nos. 1 of

2013, 2016, 2018 and 2020
Sustainable

Goals document
Financial documents

Minutes of various coordination
forums
Correspondence files

Contingency plans

Development

level

Gather information on constitutional provisions on disaster
management

Understanding of the legal framework govérning the
operations of WRA and NWHSA

Policy provisions on flood response which formed the audit
criteria

Information on legal provisions for flood response at the
county level
Criteria for assessment of relief processes

Information on the reorganisation of the State Department for
Special Programmes - - B
Information on SDG targets relating to flood response

Understanding of the trend in funding and expenditures of the
Directorate of Special Programmes and NDOC with regards

' to flood response

Understanding of flood coordination mechanisms and flood
response activities S or i
Information on response and recovery at the national and |

county levels

Understanding of the level of preparedness at the county
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c) List of Stations Sampled

1. Tana
River

2. Narok

3. Kisumu

4. Busia

5. Baringo

Activity Name

Portion of dyke at Banda Location
constructed by TARDA in 1981

Houses constructed by the Kenya Red
Cross Society

Houses destroyed by flood in Watha
Village, Gala Estate

Village Cluster Project by the County
Government

Relief food store and lorry
Check dam at Olopito
constructed by NWHSA :
Earth dam constructed by NWHSA

Elmasharain

~Relief food store and lorry

Gabions constructed by NWHSA at Ahero
Bridge

Nyakwere Market, Ombaka Primary School,
Rae Primary School, Kweyo Roho Msalaba
Church, used as evacuation centres

House constructed by the Kenya Red Cross |

Society , -
Portion of dyke at Kanyagwal Location

Activity Type
Flood control
recovery
Response
recovery
Response
recovery
Response
recovery
Response
Recovery

Recovery

Response

Response
recovery
Response

Response
recovery

Flood control

~recovery

Flood impact at Ogenya Village

Portion of dyke at Mabinju Sub-Location

constructed by NWHSA

Houses submerged at Mabinjru Sub-

Location
Bunyala Cultural Centre and Omena
processing plant used as evacuation centre

 Bulala Community Radio Station

Relief food store and lorry

Kiwanja-Ndege flood IDP Camp

Schools submerged by floods and relocated
i.e. Salabani Primary School, Ngambo
Primary and Secondary Schools
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Response
recovery

Flood Control
recovery
Response
recovery
Response

Preparedness
response
Response
Response
Response
recovery

and

and
and

and

and

and
and
and
and

and

and

and



Appendix 2: Impact of 2020 Floods as Captured in NDOC Data

1. Kisumu 5 16,086 36,204
2. ' Tana River 0 7,228 24,880
3. Trans Nzoia 10 5632 6,750
4. " Turkana 7 5,341 38,265
5. Lamu e 0 5295 - 18,623
6. ' Busia 2 4,659 17,846
A ~ Siaya 2 L e NS G O e EiEEaE T LT
8. Garissa 10 2,645 - 136,360
{95 Nakuru o B PR IS ; 8,556
10.  Narok B 2 | 1722 - 5839
11.  HomaBay 2] T i 7,680
12.  Migori 1] 1,267 - =
13.  Baringo TR 8 846 6,558
14, Kisii o ‘ 0 784 . 3120
15. Elgeyo Marakwet 0 482 1,702
16.  Nairobi 0 1280 | - 451
17.  Kiambu = & 0 = R Ty R
18. | Taita Taveta 0 163 | o 515
19.  WestPokot T FE: o 137] iz 152 Z =
'20.  Bomet - 0 122 | - .
'21. | Marsabit T ] = 110 ’ 179
22.  Nyandarua 0 101 | - -
AE R e e e T S
' 24. | Laikipia | 0 & 560
25. | Kencho | e i ol [ i Tl 7”737?‘ ROt s S BT R
26 | Kilifi N 1] 70 ’ =
27.  Samburu T TR 67| I 340
- 28. ; Meru B - 0 64 - 447
29. Nandi 0 49 425
30. | Muranga 1 20 100
31, Nyeri z 0| T O 2 - 80
32, Mandera o 0 10 686,201
33, [Kwale 2 0 T WERRR 1,232
34, | Kitui 0 0 125
SR Bungoma 3 v 2 TR ] R b
36.  Kajado ) 1] = - =
37.  Kakamega A 04 el A 2284
3. Mombasa -] = - 289

' Total
Source: NDOC disaster database

~
o

1,024,290



12

"S9SS0|
Jsurebe sjebiyiw o3 soe|d
ul 8q pnoys uejd syl

‘pauodal sem se
}snf spooj} J0 82uU8.1IN220
1sod uaxe)} Buiaq suonoe
0] swiod  pspiroid
uoneue|dxa ayl

‘pauodal

"PBA|OAUI
Aousbun sy} 0} anp s|qejieAe aq jou Aew Jo Aew
sbusaw esay) Jo Spi0oaY 'slejsuel) yses pue
uonedNpa ‘|eslpall ‘swa}l POoj-UOU ‘PO0} JO SWIS)
ul poddns jusnbasqns pue saJjus0 juswade|dsip
0} S8UNWIWOD Pajoaye JO UOIEd0|a) UO SN0
sbuesw ay] °"sezeseq ojgnd pue ‘sbupesw
[eA3] plepy ‘sBunsew siojessiuiwpy  Ajunod
-qng Jo sOOQ ‘sbunesw (9g9) dnoig Bulss)g
Aunoy ‘sjdwiexs Joj 'S8RUNOD BU} UIYIM S|OAS)

se sulewsas Buipuy sy

snoueA je sbunesw jusbin saajoAul uoioe Ajeg

paalby

"SPOO}}
JO @ouaunddo 8yl Jaye
pajosye JOo uoiendeAs pue
sjoedwi pooj} se yons sanss|
asuodsal Japeolq Jayjo pue
uonnquisip jall@l uo sanssi
SSNOSIP 0} PAUSAUOD BJaM
sbunssiy ‘'ssaupaleda.d
JO [9A9] 8y} JOo uonenjens
pue uopewlojul  Buiuiem
Ales pooj uo suonelaqiep
JO  9ouspine  pajeolpul
pamainal sejnuiw Bunssw
UoNeuIpJooD Jo s}as HG au} Jo
Ino (g) ea1y) Aluo p'py “ded

uoneuw.oju| Bujusepp Alzeg jo uoneujwassiq aydsaq uonay Ales Jo yoe (e)L

sBulpui Jipny ayj uo asuodsay juswabeuep .S$99}Ipny :¢ xipuaddy




SS

"WJoj Jedp ul jjis si o}
pasiaal Buiaq Asijod sy
‘JOAOMOH  “Juswuisnob
JO  s|aAs]  om} 8y}
usamjeq  uoleloqe||od
ay} uo aajipne
8y} WOl UOlBAISS]O
ay} sabpajmouoe
0O syl

‘papodal
se sulewsaJl Buipul ino
‘S8Jjusd uollendeAs Uuo
sBuipul Jno yum seaibe

"Alunoo pajoaye sy} Jo [aAs| ssaupasedaid
pue jiomjau Hodsues) ‘pajosye uonendod jo
az|s ‘Aydesbodoj} 0} anp abusjjeyd e s| uoienoen]

‘AloAnoaye
SWIIOIA POOJ4 JO UOI}BNDBAS d)eLapun 0} Sal3UN0D
Jo Ajoedes sy} pjing 0} sjuswulanob AJunod yym
A19S0|0 syJom Jayuny JUSWIUISAOS) [eUOleN 8y

"JUSWUIBAOL)
[euojeN  ®yl woJ}  8duelsisse  )senbal
Aay} uay} syenbapeul ale seoinosal AJUN0D alaym
[oA8] 8y) 0} sauabiawa pue Ja)sesip 0} puodsal
alojaisyy Asyl ‘selpusblews pue sisisesip
0} Jepuodsal jsiiy 8y} se spswulanob Aunoo

29)pne 8yl  90uUIS

1no sjjads Aoijod juswabeuepy ysiy Jeysesig eyl

‘sassalpew ‘sy@yjue|q
‘sulinedie} se yons swajll
pooj-uou papaau-yonw
a3y} Yim saJjuad uoljendoens
u sSwpRoIA - 8y}  apinoad
Jou pip sawwelbold |eoadg
Jo 8jelojoalg 8yl gL'y "ded

‘9)e}s pajepide|ip
e u  ybnoyy sanusd
(9) xis pey yoym Auno)d
nwnspy }deoxs  saJue0
uolijenoens pajeubisap
aABY Jou pip sanunod (9)
Xis pajdwes ay] :LL¥ "ded

"sajnol
uoljenoens paddew pey
Jpne Joj pajdwes saiunod
paalby| (9) XIS 8y} Jo BUON 0}’ “led

SWIDIA Jo uoiendeAy ul abusjieyo (q)L




99

‘Juswiulanob
JO S|eA8| oM} 8y} usamiaq
painquisip o] pinoys
saljljigisuodsal  uoienoeAd
moy 0} se Jesjoun
paulews. U ‘JONSMOH
"eAusy| Jo uonnysuo) ay} Jo
Al 8Inpayos Jad se uonouny
paieys e s| juswabeuew
Jsjsesiq 9Ly led

‘Juswdinba
pue |00} palinbai
8y} osje ng Buluiel; payoe]
Auo jou oym sisquaw
Aunwwoo Aq suop usyo
SeM UOljendeAl :pLp Jded

"S)9|I0} jIqow pue
alem usyoy ‘sjou o)inbsow




LS

saulapinb ay} Jo UoISIaA
payoene sy} uym auj
ul pspuswe ussq sey
uoualIo 8y} ‘IenamoH

"Wodal ayj ul pauodal
se sulewal Buipuly ay|

"uol}edIuUNWWOod
Jo apow Jayoinb Jayjo Aue Jo jlews ‘suoyds|s}
Ag ‘Aiejosoag |ediould syl 0y Apoaldip isenbal
3y} [suueyo ||eys Japes| Jayjo Aue ‘saouejswnolio
leuondeoxs ul 4o Jauoissiwwo)  Ajuno)
ayj ‘asuodsal yoinb Joj pue ‘salousablaws Jo ased
uj ‘edRIWWOY uopNnqulsiq pood jaley Aunod
8y} Wou} ajeuews [jeys pooj jaljal o Bunsanbal
Jey} ajenoipe (| xauuy) uopnquisig pood jaliey

J0 Juswabeueyy Jo} sainpad0id/saulieping ay |

VIN

sjlodal juawssasse payoe|
sa|l} aouapuodsallod

jollol Byl  :ZZy  ded

‘suelonyljod
Aq apew sjsenbal
alam gz bBuluiewss oy
pue Jauolssiwwo) Ajunod
Aindaqg 10 Jauolssiwwo)
Ayuno) ‘JOUOISSIWWO0D
[euoibay e Jaylle Agq apew
s}sanbal alam || ‘syjsanbal

Inoyum suoljeoo|e
alam [YA) ‘pamainal

seouapuodsallod
jalal pooj}

GOl 8y} jo InO :L¢'y ‘ded

s}sanbal
Jo1|dd uo sauljapinb
}9s 0} asualaype-uoN (I

S9SSOUNBAA\ YNIM palle|\ 919\ S9SSa20.d Jallay (9)1




89S

uopnquisip jo Buly jo
)oe| swlipuod asuodsal
ay} ul uoneuedxs eyl

"Hodal ayj ul payodal
se sulewsas Buipul syl

"UoI}eAISSCO B} Yim
soalbe as)ipne ay) aouls
Hodal ay} ulr psuodal
se sulews. Buipul ay|

0} suinjay/suodal Buly Aq swes ay} 40} Junodde
0} pajoadxa aJte Aay} ‘alojalay) ‘sainond)s AJunoo
8y} ybnouy} sieo10 JusWUIBA0L) |euoleN ay) Aq
auop S| uonnquisip pue saueyauaq bunsbie]
'slossalls Jayjo Jo jybnoup ‘saousbiswe
‘SIS)SESIP JO UONUSAISJUI 1O} SJBUOISSILIWOD
Auno)y Ainde@  ybBnoisyy sspUNOD  snouea
0} SallpoWWOod Joljal sejedo|e ajelojoalig 8yl

"s9ss900.d 1|8l uo saullepinb |ebg)
apinodd ||Im Jey) AoIjod SoUelSISSY Jaljay |euoneN
e bBuidojansp jo sseooud ay) ul sI 8)ei0dalIq
8} sousy ‘JejnaJio Jo wWloy ul ale saulsping ay L

VIN

VIN

Ja11a1 1o |1ghem Aue aaey
Jou pip 89140 s,8)BI0}081IQ
8y} je sa|l} @duspuodsalliod
syl 92V led

swsiueysaw
Ajjqejunosoe
jo juswddlojud
ajenbapeu; (11

‘Buipuiq
Kjleba| jou sousay /L0z ul
Je|naJIo B Se panss| Sem asn
ul Ajjuaaind sauleping auy}
jey} psjou sem }| yg°y "ded

"'swall
j8ljal pajedo|e pue way)
painouoy sawuwelboid
|eloads  Jo  8jeJooalIg

ay} iIng ‘sisenbas Joljal

BuiAuedwoooe sajnuiw Jo




65

Jou pjnoo  sjelo}oaliqg
8y} ‘Jsenbas  |ew.oy
Buiew Jsye uang ‘oses
ymm  sseooud  aunus
8y} Uuo uonewWIOUl JO
SS8098 10} MO||e UEeD ey}

woisAs  juswabeuew
spJooal pajelbajul
ue 1o} s|eo ssad0.d
jola)  JOo  alnjeu 8y}

suofjejuswnNoop SsS8doke
0} ‘ISABMOH  ‘PSION

‘papinoid
us9aq os|e aney
siepulwal olpouad uo
90UBpING®  pajUSWNI0P

ON ‘Buipuy ay)

passaooud Jlun soueul{ ay} Aq paledaid aie s3|y
‘0S|y 'SjuswWNo0op 8y} JO SUBIPOISND By} ale Asy)
aouay sjuswAed ssaooid 0} s|ighem ay; sesn
Jayun} Jun juswaindold 8yl 'OV Juswaindoid
olland @8y} Jad se sjighem Buisn eses|al
Juenbasqgns s) pue jun juswalinooid ay) Aqg
auop s| saljddns jaljal Jo Juswainsoud ‘soue)sul
Jo4 ‘syun poddns ay} Aq 3no palies ale ssaoo.d
Jol[8] 8y} Ul SaljIAloe 8yl JO SO ‘|euonelado
aJow s| sswwesbousd Jayjo ayiun juswabeuew
jol8)  JSASMOH  Jipne  pue  uopoadsul
10} a|ge|leAe aJe splodal Juswabeuew Jalal sy

‘uoijelisiuilpy jeuolieN
pue Ajundeg |eulsju] Joj juswpedsq 8jeIS
‘Aejaioag |ediduld ayy ybnouyy sieoiyo syj o)

ul psuodas se suinjel

auop Os|e aJe siapulllial 2Ipoliad "s1elojoallq au}

VIN

"Sjuswnoop Jo dn Buixiug
pue Aoua)sisuodul JO SaouUe)su
pey osje pue ssas0id jolje]
alljus ay} Uo uonew.lojul sAey
Jjou pIp S9|Ii 8yl ‘"uolewIoU
Buluiejqo jo Aem onews)sAs e
1o} apinoldd jou pip 1ey) walsAs
Buiy |enuew e paulejuiew
sawuwelbolid |e1oadg
10 8jeloloalig 8yl 6Z'v "ded

juswabeuew

sp.lodal jualonau] (1
‘sawwelboid |eloadg Jo
ajelojoalig ay) Aq saiddns
Jalal J0 Buliojyiuow
JO @ousepin®  ou  os|e
SBM 8J8 | "SIaU0ISSIWWO0)
Ayuno) AindeQg 10
siauolssiwwo) Aluno) ay)

woJ} syodal uonnqguisip




09

‘pauodal
se sulewsa. Buipuy sy
‘pne dn-mojjo) e Bulnp
}e pa%00] 8q [[eys yoiym

'spooy} Aq pejoaye sjdoad jo saquinu Buiseasoul
8y} JOo sp8su 8y} }eaw 0} spunj alow apirotd
0} Ainseal] |euoneN 8yl Bunsenbai Ajjenunuoo
ale 9\\ 'SISBq SNONUUOD B U0 passalppe
Buiaq aie jeyy sabus|eyo Jeramoy ale alay|

"18)SESIp SPoOo|} Jayle SPooyI|aAl] J1Idy)
plingaJ way} djay 0} SWwa}l pooj-uou SWIOIA Pooj}
8y} 0} anss| sisuped juswdo@asp pue siahed
Jojoss Jayjo yum diysisuped Ul JUSWUIBAOL

suoneziuebip
|EJUBWUIBA0S-UON

Aq auop Ajurew pue payuwi]|
alam spooyljaall Allunwwod
Bunebiey suoljuaAlaul
Alanooey 28 led
‘'saoe|d}oyiew pue sjeyidsoy
se yons aJnjonuiseuyul 21jqnd
[eQ1}ld  pue  spooyljsAl|
Ajlunwwods ay) no

sjuswnoop 8y} apiroid

-gns ay} 0} payojedsip pue ‘Jun Sjunoddy ay) Aq

Alanooal uo enoidwijeuoneN Syl -uoileoNpPs pue ‘speos ‘yjesy Buines| sabplq pebewep
0l SHOY® pauue|d|‘s|dwexs Jo} :pajosye sI0}oas oAloadsal sy pue speoJ 1nO0 N2 Uuo
ay) sobpa|mouyoe|uo paseq yoeoidde Jopjoysyeis-iinw e ybnoiy) pasnoo) Ajuo suoljusAlsiul
=hllile) ay] (usyeuspun Ajlensn ale suonuaAIlul AlSA0OSY paaiby|Alanooay ey led
ainjonJjselju] |ealjll) pue saijiuNwwo) spJemo| suoljualau] Alanoosay payiwi (p)
‘pauodal
Se sulewsal ‘siojelay}
‘Buipuly ay] -sasodind
Jpne 10} ssaoo.d
jales  aujus 8y} uo ‘AiysiBal urew ayy ybnouy} seluNoo




19

qu®E®>O._QE_ _ummOQO._Q [IM ‘S[BA8| Aunod pue |euoijeu syj je Uyjog

oyl ‘uonealesqo ppne| SSAMONAS sApessiuiwpe Bupsix3 ‘pedojensp eAua)| ay} pue Juswulanob
yim seosbe osuodsey Bued Adljod eouessissy JalRy  [euOlEN Ajunoo se yons siojoe
oy ul  peybyybiy| PuE JuSWelled ul juswabeuew sl Jojsesip £@ J0 uonejUsaIdal JO 3O
ssauyeam ayy| Uo Ilg yelp e s aiey) ‘Aguelnd ‘padojensp pojeanal pamainal sbuijesw
‘UojeulpI0d Sjenbape| SONOd PUE  PROBUS BIE SME| JUBASIS) UOI}BUIPI00D Ayunoo
Sl iy} jeyr wuyuoo| OUISIUO UIMIEap oq ||im UISOUOD SIY L "SI0joe jo seuiw 8y} o (%GS)
0} pepinoid usaq eney| ShoueA Ag spooj jo Juswsebeuew o} psjejal wooled aAy-AYi4 :0p Y “ded
souspine Builoddns on| SUOISIop Aey sdlojus 0} spomswel [ebs)
ay) s Bunjoe| g Aew jeypp “sainjondys buisixa ‘ainjeu ul ooy pe ybnouy}
‘peuodall a8y Buisn aoeds ueuejiuewny ay} ul siojoe aoe|d Ul aJ8am sainjonuys
se sujewal Bulpuy 8yl| SNOLEA 8y} JO UOIBUIPIO0D sjenbape si aiay | peaiby|uoneulploo) :lg'vy  ‘ded

$10]9Y JO uolneuIpi00?) ajenbapeul (3)L

"slajsesip pooj} 0} suonn|os [eao] Buipuly
ul paajoAul @q Ajbuiseasoul ||IM S8IIUNWILWOD
ayl ‘OVYON @8yl ybnouayy -spooj Buibeuew
0} yoeoiudde |eiojoes-jinw pue Aouabe-jnw
e ybnoiyl panjoAul 8q ‘alojalay} ‘|Iim pue 3ol
uepodwi ue Aeid [jim sarouaby pue sjuswpedsq
‘salISIUIN Jaylo ‘Loya siy} u| ‘Alenodal Jsjsesip
-}sod pue ssaupaJedsald UO MOU S| @dusujwold




9

syl Ajepp o) pesu ‘suoljouny paulap Allesio ou
osje sl aisyl ‘siofeid sy jo seniigeded sy jo JuSWSOUBYUS B} YIM Ing Juswulanob Jo s|ans)
SNOUEA 8y} oJeulpiood| Uo si siseydws SsajayiauoN ‘sisylo Buowe Aunos pue |euoeu usamjeq
0} Aouabe pes| [eooj e U0)  ‘ssOI) pay ‘UlesH Jo Ajsiuipy ‘uonebi) uopjoun} paseys e se pajpuey
paau s| alay} ‘yoeoidde| pue uoneyues ‘Isyepn 40 Ajsiuly ‘Anselod sem asuodsal poo| :0G'y "ded
|eJojoas-inw Pue| pue juswuoliAug Jo Ansiully ‘uonesSIUILPY
AousBe-pinw e sainbai |euonen pue Jousu Jo Ansiuiy 6 sannues ‘Aousbe pes| |e20) ou Yjm
pool Buibeuew ey snouea Jaao peaids si spooyy Buibeuew Jo Ja)sesip e se pooy} Jo sjoadse
saaibe 2010 ay) oYM\ Srepuew sy ‘edusH Juswabeuew EINIETIE] Juatayip Buipioe) yoees ‘sapiue
‘pepodall oy yoeoudde [elojoss-finw pue Asusbe-pnw |[eJonss ssosoe pealds sem
se sulewal Bulpuy ayjl| e aunbai sis)sesip pooy ‘aineu AisA sy Ag paalby|Aliqisuodsas ay] :ep'py “ded

asuodsay poo|d 1o} ajepuely Jesjoun (e)z

‘'sased ay)
40 }sow ul uolnquisip pooj
J91]8) ssnosip 0} j}aw Ajuo
pue Ajjuenbauy 198w jou pip
S98)ILWO0YD  UuoljeuIpI00)
Aunoo Wy led

‘Jpne dn-mojjo} e "‘@ouewouad ‘sbunjesw
Bulnp je payoo| aq |leys| Jieyy snosdwi 0} pamainal  aq Auewis a3y} ur A}s100g ssol) pay




€9

"SUOI}eAIaSqO

Hpne ay} yum saalibe
asuodsal ay| ‘pauodal
se sulewsad buipuly ay |

‘s|ana| Alunod pue

|euoijeu ayj je juswabeuew poojy Ul PSAJOAUL
suonnyisul aAoadsal ay) Jo saioeded

B} 9oUBYUS 0} paau S| 818y} ‘1oAeMOH ‘0102
‘eAuay| JO uonNHISUOD 8y} JO (SJUBWUIBA0D)
Auno) ayj pue |euoljeN usam}aq suoiouny
Jo uonnqguisiQ) Al SINPSYDS Ul psjosjjal

SE JUBWUIBA0S) AJUN0D 8Y} PUB JUSWUISA0D)
|euoneN 8y} usamiag Ajjigisuodsal

paleys e s| Juswabeuew sa321nosal JSJeN

paalby

8y} pue uojeJjsiuiupy
[euoneN pue Ajunoag [eulaju|
JO Juswypeds( ajels au)

1e yjoq asuodsal pooyj} 10} aul|
196pnq oy10ads oN :86'¥ "ded
‘€] panoidde jsuiebe

yeis (g) omy pey sswweliboid
[e10adg Jo ajelojoallqg

3} 3[Iym JUSWPUOISS UO
alam DOAN 1e Yels |esiuyos)
8y} |IV -L§°¥-95'¥ "Jed

Ajoeden

[euonniiysu| ayenbapeu] (3)z

‘papuodal
se sulewad Buipuyy syl

paalby

paalby

WO} LBJp Ul 81aM
Juswabeuew ysu Jaysesip
uo Aoljod pue me| [euoneN
‘Juswabeuew pooj} U0 Me|

|oAS| |euoijeu ON :Z§'y "ded

Sa191]0d pue sme [ea131 Jo 39e (4)Z

‘sjuswulanob Ajunod
pue [euoljeu Jo suonouny

"SPOOJ} JO s}oadse snolleA Jo jJuswabeuew Jo
Alpqisuodsal ayy yum pablieyd ale jey} sydi




¥9

pauodal
se surewsaJ Buipul ay|

paalby

Sea)}IWWO9 Juswabeuew
Jajsesip |aAg| [e20|

8y} ul ajou Jivyy abieyosip
K1oA0aye 03 paulel) usaq

Jou os|e pey Ajunwiwod ay |
‘pawnsse Jayjel ng paulep
Jou sem asuodsal pooj} ul 8jo4
s Alunwwod 8 Y] :69'y “ded

asuodsay poo|4 ul JUBWBAJOAU| AJlunwwo) payiwi (9)Z

‘Jpne dn mojjo}

e Buunp passesse aq
[I'm ssaiboud ul ylom ay |
‘Hpne

Jo} papinosd aiam suejd
Aousbunuoo psuonuaw
(2) omy Ajuo se papodal
se sulewsal Buipuly sy

‘Alsnoluow.ey sjelado
ued Asy} jey; os (sdO3D) sue|d suonessdo
fousbiowz Aunoy /sueld Aousbunuon
Buuedsuid Joj seuiepind  syr  ybnouy
way} ublie pue sun} auy o} sseooid Buiobuo
ue s| aiay} ‘JoAeMoOH 's|aAs] Aunoo pue
leuojeu ayj je (paysiigndun pue paysiignd)
sueld AousBunuoo Bupsixe ale eyl

paalby

‘sue|d

Kousbunpuos pooyy pey Alunon
obuueg pue AjJunon-gng
ejeAung Ajuo ‘jeas| Ajunoo
3y} v ‘ue(d Aouabunuoo

[9A9] [euoljeu ON :£9'y “ded

Buiuueld Asuabupuog jo yoe (p)z

‘'sawwelboid
[e1oadg jo sjelo0308lIQg




LS



CONTACTS
Office of the Auditor-General
Address: P.O. Box 30084-00100, NAIROBI.
Telephone: +254 20 3214000

E-mail: info@oagkenya.go.ke

Website: www.oagkenya.go.ke

@O0AG_Kenya (f) Office of the Auditor-General Kenya




