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1. Summary/Overview
This Preliminary Verification Report presents the findings of the independent assessment of Disbursement Linked Result (DLR) 2.4(c) under the Eastern Africa Regional Statistics Program for Results (EARSPforR).The verification is undertaken to determine whether the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS) has fulfilled the requirement to produce and publish an Annual Agriculture Report, in accordance with the agreed DLI definitions, verification protocols, and disbursement conditions.
	DLI
	Narrative

	DLR
	Improved availability of administrative data

	DLI 2.4 (d)-KEN
	[bookmark: _Hlk213179575](c)  Annual Agriculture report produced and available online for 2022/2023- 2023/2024;

	DLI Description
	[bookmark: _Hlk213179625] (c) KNBS produced a report, Annual Agriculture Report 2022/2023- 2023/2024;

	Expected Milestone 
	2.4 (c) Annual Agriculture report produced and available online for 2022/2023- 2023/2024;  



The Disbursement Linked Result (DLR) specifies the production of Annual Agriculture Reports for the 2022/2023 and 2023/2024 periods. However, the KNBS submitted the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 as the primary evidence for verification under the April 2026 verification window

The submitted report consolidates agricultural statistics over a broader reference period (2020–2024) and presents a more comprehensive national overview. This suggests a shift from annual reporting towards a consolidated reporting framework.

While the report appears to fulfil the general objective of providing agricultural production statistics, the change in title, scope, and reporting structure introduces a need to assess whether it fully satisfies the specific DLI requirement for annual reporting.

2. Context and Discussions 
2.1. Verification Protocols and Methodologies Deployed
The verification of DLI 2.4(c) was conducted in accordance with the agreed Program-for-Results (PforR) verification principles and procedures. The protocols ensured that the assessment was independent, objective, transparent, and evidence-based, and directly linked to disbursement decisions.
The verification protocols for DLI 2.4(c) require that the National Agriculture Production Report is:
· produced and publicly available online; 
· disaggregated statistical indicators; and
· sex-disaggregated 
The report includes the core agricultural statistics covering crops by type, livestock by type, and fisheries (capture and aquaculture), which constitute the minimum required components for agricultural production reporting in line with international statistical standards.
Methodologically, the verification adopted a triangulation-based approach, combining multiple techniques to enhance robustness. This included a comprehensive desk review of the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 and supporting documentation, assessment of data structure and internal consistency (including cross-checks of key indicators), and evaluation of data sources, methodologies, and estimation approaches. The process also involved reviewing data collection, compilation, and validation systems, as well as conducting stakeholder consultations to clarify technical aspects and validate findings.
In addition, a risk-based approach was applied to focus attention on areas with higher uncertainty, such as reliance on administrative and estimated data, limited access to underlying datasets, and gaps in documentation. Evidence was systematically triangulated across multiple sources to ensure reliability, and findings were assessed against the DLI verification criteria to determine the level of achievement. This integrated approach ensured a rigorous and balanced assessment, directly supporting the determination of DLI compliance and associated disbursement decisions.
2.2. Reports and Links Reviewed 
The verification relied primarily on the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 as confirmed by KNBS, publicly available on the KNBS website, supplemented by previous editions and supporting statistical publications via https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/National-Agriculture-Production-Report-2025.pdf 
3. Findings and Reporting 
3.1. Initial Findings and Alignment of DLR Evidence.  
This section presents the initial findings from the verification of DLR 2.4(c), based on the review of the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 submitted by the KNBS. The DLR specifies the production of Annual Agriculture Reports for defined reporting periods, while the submitted document is a consolidated National Agriculture Production Report 2025 covering multiple years.
At this stage, the submitted report appears to provide a broader and more integrated presentation of agricultural statistics, which may serve a similar purpose. However, the relationship between this report and the originally specified annual outputs requires further clarification.
The initial findings presented here are intended to inform subsequent stages of verification, including deeper validation, stakeholder consultations, and final assessment.

i. The report presents agricultural statistics across the main sub-sectors, including crops, livestock, fishing and aquaculture.

ii. The data is reported across all 47 counties, representing national coverage. The report also includes data spanning multiple years (2020–2024), providing a consolidated view of agricultural production over time.
iii. Initial observations indicate that the report captures the core components of agricultural production statistics, although further assessment is required to determine the completeness and level of detail of each component.
iv. The statistical outputs are organized using key production variables such as area, yield, and production, enabling internal consistency checks and aligning with agricultural statistical frameworks:
Production=Area × Yield.

The presentation of data in this format supports comparability across counties and over time. At this stage, the data structure appears coherent, though further analysis is required to assess the consistency and plausibility of reported figures.

v. Initial review suggests that the data presented in the report is primarily derived from administrative sources, with inputs collected at county and sub-county levels. The use of standardised reporting templates is indicated, and there are references to the use of supporting tools such as GIS and other technologies. Further clarification will be required to fully understand the methodological underpinnings of the reported statistics.

vi. The report makes reference to validation activities and coordination among relevant stakeholders, including KNBS and sector ministries. There are indications of structured engagement at both national and county levels, including the use of committees and review processes. However, at this stage, documentation of these validation processes is not comprehensive, and additional evidence will be required to assess the extent, rigor, and consistency of validation practices.

vii. A review of the report indicates that data is largely presented in aggregated form, with no clear evidence of sex-disaggregated indicators in the sections examined. Further review will be required to confirm whether such disaggregation exists in other parts of the report or in supplementary materials.
The above are the initial observations and will be refined through on-site verification, stakeholder engagement, and review of additional evidence to support the final determination of DLR achievement.

3.2. Main Verification Findings 
This Preliminary Verification Report presents the findings of the independent verification of Disbursement Linked Indicator (DLI) 2.4(c) under the Eastern Africa Regional Statistics Program for Results (EARSPforR). The verification is being undertaken by the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA), acting as the Independent Verification Agent (IVA), in collaboration with the East African Community (EAC) and the World Bank. The objective of this verification exercise is to assess whether the National Agriculture Production Report 2025, produced by the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS), meets the requirements for disbursement under DLI 2.4(c). A key requirement under the DLI framework is that the report should include disaggregated statistical indicators, including sex/ gender-disaggregated data where applicable, and demonstrate consistency with established statistical standards. The assessment focuses on the existence, accessibility, completeness, and statistical robustness of the report, as well as the credibility of the underlying data production systems.

For the main findings:
i. The verification confirms that the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 has been produced and is publicly available online through the official KNBS platform. The report is accessible without restriction, which satisfies the minimum requirement of public dissemination under the DLI framework. The report covers a five-year period from 2020 to 2024 and provides a comprehensive overview of agricultural production in Kenya. This demonstrates compliance with the publication requirement of DLI 2.4(c).

ii. Secondly, the report provides extensive coverage of agricultural activities across Kenya, including crop production (food, horticulture, nuts and oil, and Industrial), livestock statistics, and fishing and aquaculture (marine and freshwater), and agriculture-related trade. 

iii. Data is disaggregated across all 47 counties, allowing for national and sub-national analysis. The structure of the report follows a standardised agricultural statistical framework as recommended by FAO, reporting key variables such as area cultivated, yield levels, and total production for major crops. Livestock statistics include population estimates and production indicators, while fisheries data covers both capture fisheries and aquaculture activities. 

iv. The report is aligned with internationally recommended standards and classifications. These include the International Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC), the Central Product Classification (CPC) adapted for agricultural statistics, and the use of Harmonized System (HS) codes for agriculture-related trade. This enhances comparability and consistency with global statistical frameworks. The report also applies farmgate prices to convert production volumes into monetary values, which is consistent with standard practices in agricultural statistics and supports economic analysis.

v. Data used in the report is primarily derived from administrative sources, with collection, compilation, and aggregation processes organised in a structured manner from sub-county to county and ultimately to the national level. The use of standardised templates, along with supporting technologies such as GIS and remote sensing tools, contributes to consistency and comparability in the data reporting.

vi. The report indicates that data validation processes are conducted through internal review mechanisms and stakeholder consultations involving relevant ministries and county governors at the county level.  To ensure consistency and reliability, the reported data are further reviewed by the academia. 

vii. Institutional coordination is very well established, with clearly defined roles among KNBS, sector ministries, and other stakeholders, supporting the overall data production process.

viii. The verification observed that while the DLI framework requires inclusion of sex-disaggregated indicators where applicable, there is no sex disaggregation across all agricultural indicators in the report. 

ix. The structure of the report allows for basic internal consistency checks, particularly through the relationship between area, yield, and production. However, the robustness of these relationships depends on the accuracy of the underlying administrative data and estimation methods, which are largely based on expert estimation, particularly at the sub-county level. This approach introduces potential risks related to accuracy, although standardised templates are used. Further, methodological documentation on the estimation procedures and techniques used by the experts (the extension officers) may vary, which may affect overall data reliability, and are not documented.

4. Outstanding Issues and Documents
The following outstanding issues have been identified that require further attention and clarification:
x. KNBS needs to address the absence of sex-disaggregated indicators in the report, given that this is an explicit requirement under the DLI verification protocol. 
xi. There is limited documentation of the estimation techniques used, particularly at the sub-county level, where expert judgments are applied. 



5. Conclusion

The preliminary findings indicate that KNBS has made significant progress in producing and disseminating the National Agriculture Production Report 2025 in line with DLI requirements. The report provides a comprehensive statistical overview of the agricultural sector and is publicly accessible, fulfilling a key condition for disbursement eligibility. However, sex disaggregation and methodological documentation of experts' knowledge is not documented. 
6. Recommendations
The Independent Verification Team of ECA recommends the following actions:
· Increase use of sample surveys and agricultural censuses 
· Publish metadata and methodological documentation for transparency
· Integrate sex-disaggregated indicators into all data collection templates across crops, livestock, and fisheries since data is collected at the sub-county level and the extension officers have a close contact with the holders who may either be a male or female;
· Improved data quality, consistency, and reliability by building the capacity of sub-county officers on statistical methods and estimation techniques. 
· Document estimation techniques and assumptions used by the extension officers.
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1. Summary/Overview
The United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA) contracted as an Independent Verification Agency (IVA) to verify Disbursement Linked Results (DLR) using the agreed verification protocols and methodologies in the Program Cooperation Agreement (PCA). Following the request of Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS), UNECA, through the Africa Centre for Statistics (ACS) undertake the verification of DLR 2.4(d) survey on the Non-Communicable Diseases (NCD) in the April 2026 window. 

The verifying team found that the NCD survey Questionnaire is available online on the KNBS website, the pilot report is completed, and international standards and classifications are adopted for the survey. On the other hand, the findings highlighted that data users' engagement is limited, contractual and funding delays affect the timely implementation of the survey, and gender mainstreaming requires further efforts by the implementing agency. 

	DLR/DLI
	Narrative

	DLR
	Improved avialbalilty of administrative data 

	DLI 2.2 (h)  

	(d) Survey on Non-Communicable Diseases conducted, report published and available online.  

	DLI Description
	(d) KNBS produced a report on a survey on Non-Communicable Diseases.

	Expected Milestone 
	(d) Survey on Non-Communicable Diseases conducted, report published and available online.  

	Specific Results 
	(d) Non-Communicable Diseases Survey questionnaire available online, and pilot report completed.  



2 Context and Discussions 

2.1. Verification Protocols and Methodologies Deployed

KNBS implemented the survey on NCD in their respective country program (EARSPR) under the guidance of the national statistical development strategy. The survey implementation was coordinated by the Ministry of Health (MoH) in collaboration with KNBS, WHO and the WB. In preparation for the main survey, the pilot was conducted in selected counties,14 clusters and 406 households using the standard questionnaire, adopting WHO guidelines. Once the pilot report is completed, KNBS presented its request to UNECA for verification. 

UNECA follows agreed protocols or procedures to verify DLIR 2.4 (d) survey on non-communicable diseases. These include checking the NCD Questionnaire available online, the pilot report is completed, international standards are adopted, stakeholders and data users are engaged, check survey manual is available, gender issues are mainstreamed, and the timelines of the survey. For effective implementation of the protocols, the verifying team reviews documents and evidence, checks websites, consults stakeholders, and meets with experts.
2.2. Reports and Links Reviewed

The verifying team used the following reports, documents, and links to verify the DLR 2.4(d).

1. NCD pilot survey questionnaire
2.  NCD pilot Report,
3. Links. NCD: https://www.knbs.or.ke/reports/2025-kenya-stepwise-survey-pilot-questionnaire/.
4. Training materials and documents. 

3 Findings 
3.1. Initial Findings  
The verification team conducted the assessment of DLR 2.4(d) survey on non-communicable diseases as stipulated in the program of cooperation agreement. Although appropriate verification procedures and methodologies are ready for the assessment, the team conducted alignment of the documents and links for the verification. It was found that the evidence and links are aligned for the purpose of the program output verification. 

The initial findings of the DLR assessment include a pilot survey questionnaire available online, a pilot report has been completed, and the questionnaire follows international standards. Moreover, the main survey timeline is not yet indicated, the survey manual was not shared, and MoH has engaged, but there is no clear information about stakeholders and data users. The outstanding issues were the request for clarification regarding mainstreaming gender issues in the tool, stakeholders and data users engagement, data quality issues, factors for non-response, and the timeline of the main survey. 

3.2. Main Verification Findings 

Under the coordination of the East African Community (EAC) Secretariat, the Regional Program Coordination Unit (RPCU) and KNBS, the UNECA team conducted an on-site mission from 27 April 2027 to 01 May 2026. The purpose of the mission is to verify the DLR 2.4(d) in line with the agreed procedures and methodologies, using the available resources. The team has undertaken rigorous experts' discussion on outstanding issues, assessed international standards, hold on stakeholders' consultation, checked the KNBS website, and cross-checked evidence. The following main findings are indicated in the interim report related to the DLR verfiacation protocols. 

i. Availability of the pilot Questionnaire. UNECA used the link shared by KNBS to verify the availability and downloadability of the pilot survey questionnaire from the KNBS official website. Therefore, it is verified that the Non-Communicable Diseases pilot survey questionnaire has been produced,, available and downloadable on the KNBS website. 

ii. International Standards. The verifying team assessed the adoption of international standards and classifications on the development of the NCD (STEPSwise) survey questionnaire to ensure consistency and comparability across countries. UNECA checked that KNBS has adopted the WHO Question-by-Question (Q-by-Q) Guide of the STEPwise approach to noncommunicable disease risk factor surveillance. The pilot survey instrument consists of demographic information, Step-1 Behavioural measurements, Step-2 Physical measurements and Step-3 Biochemical measurements and hence is fit for purpose. It was translated into Swahili to accommodate local contexts, and a CAPI application was built using open-source software, known as Survey Solution, to ease the data collection. The instrument was tested in the selected 6 counties and 14 clusters from the 2019 population and housing census (PHC) master frame. But the use of an outdated master frame for the pilot resulted in an increase in the non-response rate, and serious consideration is critical for the main survey.  

iii. Pilot report is completed. UNECA verified the completion of the pilot report of the NCD (STEPwise) survey. It was found that the pilot report is produced by KNBS and shared with the verifying team. The report presents survey objectives, methodology, survey instruments, recruitment and training, data quality assurances, survey findings, lessons learned and recommendations. The training and fieldwork were guided by administration tools, consent and participant engagement tools, training materials, communication and branding materials, decision-supporting tools, and standard operating procedures (SoPs). The report further provides pilot implementation details in the 6 counties, 14 sample clusters, 406 households and 224 individuals in August 2025. The preliminary analysis shows that the household and individual questionnaire net response rates were 74.1% and 87%, respectively. This implies that a high number of households and individuals did not participate in the pilot for different reasons. Although the report is comprehensive, it lacks an indication of the quality of data with respect to missing data and incomplete records. In general, the pilot report is completed, and the implementation using the questionnaire and related documents laid the foundation for the main NCD (STEPS) survey. 

iv. Stakeholders and data users’ engagement. UNECA verified the status of stakeholders and data users’ engagement in the survey process. The UN fundamental principle of Official Statistics emphasizes the importance of engaging users in the data-use process. This involves consulting users, monitoring relevance and utility, identifying and meeting priority needs, and ensuring user satisfaction. In tandem with this, UNECA checked users' engagement in the NCD survey process. It is understood from the pilot report that MoH and WHO have been engaged, rather than data users. The meeting with the MoH focal person indicated that efforts to engage data users are limited and require further action. The ministry also expressed that the survey coordination mechanism has been established, institutional arrangements are functional, such as the steering committee, technical committee and other committees; ethical clearance of the survey was granted but requires renewal. 

The UNECA team requested clarification on the status of data users' engagement in the survey process. KNBS highlighted that “users, stakeholders, and partners are engaged through a structured technical coordination process organized into thematic groups. The group members bring relevant expertise based on the thematic areas of the STEPS survey, ensuring focused technical input across the different components of the survey”. However, the verifying team cross-checked the evidence and verified that the data users' engagement is limited and the ministry, together with KNBS, should strengthen their engagement for better data utilization. 

v. Mainstream gender. UNECA further verified the status of mainstreaming gender in the non-communicable diseases survey questionnaire. It is noted that “sex” as a variable is included in the instrument; however, the clarification of gender did not appear as a disaggregating indicator of the NCD risk factor. Besides, the engagement of the KNBS Gender Mainstreaming department in the questionnaire review process was limited. KNBS clarified that “the WHO STEPS tool includes sex as a core variable collected at the start of the questionnaire and used for disaggregation of all key NCD risk factor indicators. This enables gender-sensitive analysis of behavioural and biological risk factors such as tobacco use, alcohol consumption, diet and physical activity, in line with WHO STEPS guidelines”. Therefore, UNECA appreciated the efforts to include “sex” as a variable; however, gender becomes a crosscutting issue for SDG’s and national development plans need further action from KNBS. This includes involving the Gender department of KNBS in creating awareness and reviewing the tool and ensuring inclusion of gender in data analysis and report production. 

vi. Timeline. UNECA checked the timeline of the main survey in line with the program year. The timely release of statistical data to the data users has various uses and contributions. With this consideration, the verifier understood that the survey was programmed for Y3 in the program agreement (PCA) and had not been implemented by the KNBS. The MoH underlined that the survey preparation started in 2022 but was not implemented by the KNBS due to contractual process and funding issues. Further, the ministry stated that efforts are underway with the KNBS and the World Bank to undertake the survey in 2026 by completing funding negotiations and contractual arrangements. Therefore, the verifying team noted that the survey timeline is delayed and requires further action from the responsible institutions. 

vii. Data quality Issues. UNECA raised quality issues related to the data processing aspects of the pilot survey. As indicated in the pilot report, data quality management and quality assurance will use, among others, “missing data (%)” and “section completion rate (%)”. The verifying team appreciate the use of selected data quality assurance indicators such as response rate, variance between actual and validation tests, and mean interview duration. However, there are no quality results on missing data and section completion rate. KNBS reflected that overall, the pilot data were of high quality, with only a few minor and manageable issues identified during processing, including missing data, section completion rate, and outliers. Finally, the UNECA team encourage KNBS to produce and check the quality assurance indicators to improve the survey tool, interview manual techniques, training approaches, data processing and analysis of the main survey. 

viii. Non-response rate. The verifier checked that the net response rate (25.9%) of households that were not participating in the pilot had a significant impact on the survey estimate. A clarification was requested from KNBS on the factors behind the issue. KNBS indicated that “the non-response was mainly due to a combination of frame and field challenges. The pilot used the Kenya Household Master Sample Frame maintained by KNBS, which was developed in 2021/2022 from the 2019 Census Enumeration Areas. By 2025, these areas had not been updated, and in some areas, especially urban settings, residential structures had been converted to commercial or other uses, resulting in ineligible or empty dwellings. In addition, some households had no members present during visits or had members away for extended periods. Field teams also faced respondent-related challenges, including unavailability, absence of household heads and refusals linked to mistrust, fear or perceived lack of relevance of the survey. Access constraints were also encountered, particularly in gated apartments, along with occasional hostility from some non-cooperative respondents, all of which contributed to non-response.” UNECA recognizes the challenges during pilot operation, but suggests using an updated master frame, strong communication and publicity campaign, and sensitisation for community leaders. 

4. Outstanding Issues and Documents 

· The onsite verification of the DLR 2.4(d) survey on non-communicable disease went well with the support of the KNBS team and the key stakeholder, the MoH. During the verification, initial findings and onsite mission, some issues were found outstanding that require the attention of KNBS and the MoH. Addressing these issues on time and quality would mean the survey results would be credible, timely, and user-focused for better data utilisation. These include:-
· User engagement, 
· Mainstream gender, and 
· Funding. 

· In verifying the DLR according to the protocols, some documents are required by the UNECA team. They are vital to verify the implementation of the DLR by the KNBS. These include the interviewer manual, show cards, Consent Form, and others. Thus, all the documents are provided by the KNBS team during the mission. 

5. Conclusion

· UNECA has independently verified DLR 2.4 Improving the availability of administrative data, DLR 2.4(d) survey on NCD according to the agreed procedures and methodologies. The verification specifically focuses on DLR 2.4(d) survey on NCD questionnaire and pilot report. The verification follows defined protocols, methods, and sources. The combination of various methods and sources enable to triangulate and crosscheck the implementation of the result claimed by KNBS. 

· UNECA verified that survey questionnaire is available online, the pilot report is completed, and the questionnaire adopt international standards. However, KNBS in collaboration with MoH strengthen user engagement, mainstream gender, finalize funding and contract, update the master sample frame for the production, dissemination and use of NCD survey data to improve the health of the people.  


6. Recommendations 

· Strengthening the engagement of data users in the process of the survey and other studies for better utilization of data.

· Engage the KNBS Department of Gender to ensure the complete inclusion of gender questions in the NCD surveys in particular, and in the statistical studies in general.

· Update the 2019 population census master frame to produce reliable and accurate statistical data.
· Integrate a fresh list of household activities at the beginning of the survey to reduce the non-response rate.
· MoH, KNBS and WB finalize funding and contractual arrangements for the timely conduct of the survey on NCD. 


















Section III: Gross County Product (GCP)
1. Summary/Overview
The United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (ECA), serving as the Independent Verification Agency (IVA) under the Eastern Africa Regional Statistics Program for Results (EARSP-for-R), conducted the April 2026 verification mission for the Kenya Bureau of Statistics. The mission focused on the Disbursement Linked Results (DLR)-2.5 Improve availability of price and macroeconomic statistics. The DLI 2.5 (h) is 2025 Gross County Product (GCP) report produced and available online. The ECA verification team confirms that DLR 2.5(h) 2025 Gross County Product (GCP) report was produced and published on the KNBS website as per the protocol agreement of the EASRP-R for Kenya. In the verification window (April 2026) DLR 2.5 (h)was submitted for verification by the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS), through the East African Community (EAC) - Regional Program Coordination Unit Secretariat (RPCU). ECA is requested to verify the following DLR:
	DLR/DLI
	Narrative

	DLR 2.5(h)  
	Improve availability of price and macroeconomic statistics

	DLI Description
	Gross County Product report 2022- 2025 produced and can be downloaded from the KNBS website.

	Expected Milestone 
	Gross County Product report 2025 produced and published on the KNBS website.



1. Context and Discussions 
2. Verification Protocols and Methodologies Deployed
The United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (ECA), through the African Centre for Statistics (ACS), was tasked with independently verifying, in accordance with the agreed protocols, that the 2024 Foreign Investment Survey Conducted the report published are accessible on the KNBS website.
2. Reports and Links Reviewed
As per the agreed protocol of verification, the independent verifier team has been presented with the following documents and report as evidence of accomplishment for the DLI by KNBS
1. 2025 Gross County Product report
1. List of county indicators (allocation keys)
1. Responses to questions raised by ECA team 
1. Findings 
3. Initial Findings
KNBS was supposed to prepared and produced Gross County product (GCP) for 2025 with a report produced and published on its website. ECA verification team on GCP having gone through the KNBS website confirms that the Gross County Product for 2025 with a report was produced, published and accessible on the KNBS website.



3. Main Findings
As an Independent Verifying Agency, ECA has conducted the verification adhering to the agreed protocols and procedures outlined in the Program Cooperation Agreement, for DLR 2.5(h). The verification procedures were rigorously applied to the DLI. The ECA April 2026 verification confirms that;
· DLI: 2025 Gross County Product is produced with a report published on the KNBS website for public consumption.
The ECA verification team for the DLI 2.5(h) 2025 Gross County Product met with the KNBS staff responsible for the conduct and production of the Gross County Product report to discussed the overview and the methodology employed in the conduct of the Gross County Product to verify the report and its quality. The following components of the report were discussed and interrogated by the verifiers and producers of the report together:

Background 
KNBS prepares the Gross County Product (GCP) Report, which presents the monetary value of goods and services produced within each of the 47 counties. The preparation of county-level economic statistics is anchored in the devolved governance framework established under the Constitution of Kenya, 2010. Devolution has positioned counties as key units for development planning and service delivery. To support this role, reliable and disaggregated economic data is required to guide county governments, the national government, development partners, and other stakeholders in planning and investment decisions. The GCP report, therefore, provides a comprehensive picture of economic activity at the county level. The 2025 GCP report builds on previous editions and provides updated information useful for tracking the progress of development frameworks, including the Fourth Medium-Term Plan (2023–2027).

Scope and Coverage
Compiled in accordance with the principles of the 2008 System of National Accounts (SNA), GCP estimates aim to be reliable, consistent, and relevant, offering standardised statistical data to support economic and social policy decisions. Ideally, GCP aligns with the 2008 SNA standards and should encompass the same indicators used in Kenya’s national accounts. However, GCP estimates are somewhat narrower in scope and detail due to certain conceptual and measurement limitations. Despite this, they provide critical insights into county-level economic structures and Gross Value Added (GVA). 
Metadata and Methodology
A major gap concerns the availability of comprehensive metadata. The report provides useful information on concepts and the broad methodology, but it does not appear to offer a complete metadata document that explains all definitions, classifications, data sources, estimation methods, allocation keys, limitations, and revision procedures.
Consistency with National Accounts
A central verification issue is whether county estimates reconcile with national GDP or national GVA. The report should clarify whether GCP is compiled independently by county and then reconciled with national accounts, or whether national accounts totals are allocated to counties using indicators and proxy variables.


Data Quality and Validation
The report acknowledges collaboration with data producers, users, county governments and the National Statistical System, but it does not clearly describe the validation protocol. It also did not clearly define how some of the computation on issues like FISIM and shared natural resources such as fishing across counties is distributed. National survey data such as Household budget survey used being outdated and becoming unreliable.
SNA 2008 compatibility issues and points requiring clarification
The methodology appears broadly compatible with the production-account logic of the 2008 SNA, but several points raise questions:
0.  The report refers to GCP as a county share of GDP, but the identity used suggests that county estimates may be closer to county GVA plus unallocated adjustments. Since taxes on products are not allocated to counties, the published county aggregate may not be the full county GDP at market prices. KNBS should clarify whether GCP is measured at basic prices or market prices, and whether it excludes taxes less subsidies on products
0. The non-allocation of VAT, excise duties, and other product taxes is understandable because weak allocation keys could distort county estimates. However, if these taxes are excluded, the report should clearly state that the measure is not a complete county GDP measure at market prices.
0. The top-down allocation method ensures consistency with national totals, but it depends heavily on distribution keys. Some keys may reflect consumption, population, employment or administrative presence rather than the actual location of production. KNBS should explain, for each activity, why the chosen key is a valid proxy for production by county.
0. The treatment of multiregional enterprises is not sufficiently clear. The 2008 SNA recognizes that enterprises operating across regions, head offices, utilities, banks and national public corporations create difficult regional allocation problems. KNBS should explain how headquarters effects, branch networks, national corporations, banks, utilities and central government activities are allocated, especially for Nairobi.
0. Financial services and FISIM need clearer treatment. The 2008 SNA has specific rules for financial services, implicit charges, FISIM and central bank output. KNBS should clarify how FISIM is allocated by county and user sector, and how loans, deposits, bank branches and headquarters are treated
0. The constant-price methodology needs more detail. KNBS should explain whether real GCP estimates use national industry deflators, county-specific deflators or price indices adjusted for regional price differences.
0. The report does not clearly document inter-county flows, including commuting, trade, transport margins, enterprise headquarters, and supply chains. This matters because county production may differ from county consumption or income
0. The treatment of informal and non-observed economic activity is only partly visible. KNBS should explain how informal trade, household enterprises, own-account production, and subsistence activities are allocated by county.
0. Finally, some benchmark sources appear old or intermittent, such as older household, enterprise, and industrial surveys. KNBS should explain how these structures are updated for 2020–2024 and how sensitive the estimates are to outdated allocation keys.
Follow-up questions post by ECA verifying team to KNBS:
3.  Can KNBS provide the full GCP metadata and methodology note?
3.  Can KNBS provide sector-by-sector distribution keys?
3. Can KNBS provide a reconciliation table between GCP, GVA, and GDP?
3. Can KNBS explain how taxes on products, subsidies, and extra-regional activities are treated?
3. Can KNBS provide a revision policy and revision history?
3. Can KNBS identify weak sectors and counties in terms of source data?
3. Can KNBS explain the treatment of informal, multi-county, headquarters-based, and inter-county activities?

KNBS Responses on the follow-up questions above by KNBS 

a) A measure of economic activities in any jurisdiction can be undertaken by applying any of the three approaches to measuring gross domestic product. The first one, known as the production approach, is based on the value that has been added in the process of production. The second method, known as the income approach, arises from the first, in that the production process generates income, which is paid to the factors of production. Again, the production within the economy for a given period of time is meant either for consumption within the economy or for the addition to the existing stock of goods or for exports to the rest of the world. This provides the basis of the third method of measuring GDP, known as the expenditure approach. 
The three approaches are, therefore, circular in nature and should, in principle, yield the same results. Intuitively, the production process (production approach) generates a given income, which is distributed to the factors of production (income approach). The income received by the factors of production is then spent (expenditure approach) either by households in terms of acquisition and consumption of goods and services or by the producers in acquiring more capital and increasing the physical assets of their productive units. 
The choice of the method to be used in a country is mostly informed by data availability. In the case of Kenya, data on income (by factors of production), as well as that on expenditure, is available but without sufficient disaggregation at the county level. It is, therefore, not possible to compile gross county product estimates using the income and expenditure approaches. Nonetheless, sufficient data for the production approach is available and therefore, it has been used in the estimation of GCP. This situation is not unique to Kenya and in practice, most countries that compile regional GDP do so using the production approach. Three methods can be used in compiling GCP using the production approach discussed in the following section.
[bookmark: _Toc99372831]Methodological Approaches
[bookmark: _Toc359787][bookmark: _Toc97207938][bookmark: _Toc97243803][bookmark: _Toc99372832]Bottom-up method: This method uses data on establishments and households resident in the region to estimate the GDP for each region. In this case, data collected through sample surveys must be representative of each region and the regional values must add up to the national total (GDP). This method is not easy to implement in Kenya because of limitations of data availability as well as disaggregation. Gross domestic product at the national level, as currently compiled by the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS), depends on data drawn from samples that are representative nationally but not necessarily representative at the county level. Therefore, the sample is not designed to collect accurate regional-level information. 
[bookmark: _Toc359788][bookmark: _Toc97207939][bookmark: _Toc97243804][bookmark: _Toc99372833]Top-down method: In this approach, the national estimate (GDP) is allocated to the regions using a distribution key. The distribution keys are equivalent to the weight of a region’s contribution to an economic activity. They are used to derive county ratios applied to the national GVA by activity. Data on output, employment, wages, salaries, and population are used as the distribution keys. This method ensures consistency between national and regional estimates. An attempt should be made to obtain the most suitable key that provides an accurate measure of the level of economic activity at the county level. 
[bookmark: _Toc359789][bookmark: _Toc97207940][bookmark: _Toc97243805][bookmark: _Toc99372834]Mixed method: This approach blends elements of both bottom-up and top-down methods to arrive at the regional estimates.
[bookmark: _Toc99372835]Choice of Methodological Approach
The top-down method was found to be the most suitable for compiling GCP in the Kenyan context. The process entailed the identification and validation of suitable indicators that accurately reflect levels of economic activities for the various sectors at the county level. To the extent possible, the indicators used in the national estimates were adapted as the distribution keys. For instance, if the output of tea is used as a distribution key, a county that produces 10 per cent of Kenya’s tea is allocated 10 per cent of tea’s gross value added. The use of the same indicator, whenever they are available, is advantageous in ensuring that the GCP estimates are consistent with the national GDP estimates. 
However, the distribution key used varied depending on which economic activity was being regionalised, the existing framework for the compilation of national accounts and the available indicators. The estimates were subjected to sensitivity analysis where different distribution keys were used to estimate for a particular activity and almost similar results were obtained in most cases. The choice of the distribution key was then informed by the reliability and sustainability of the source and their comprehensiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc97207942][bookmark: _Toc97243807][bookmark: _Toc99372836]Gross County Product (GCP) 
Gross county product is conceptually equivalent to the county share of GDP. Gross domestic product is a measure of newly created value through production by resident economic agents (in this case individuals, households, businesses, establishments, and enterprises resident in Kenya). On the other hand, GCP measures newly created value through production by economic agents resident in a specific region, in this case a county. Therefore, the GCPs for the 47 counties should sum up to Kenya’s GDP[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  It was not possible to distribute taxes (less subsidies) on product but the GCP is still reflective of the county’s share of GDP] 


Identity between GCPs and GDP
Sum of values added by all counties (total GCP)
+ Value added by extra-regional territory
+ Taxes on products
= GDP
b) Yes, the distribution keys are available in the GCP report as an annex. 
c) There is no separate reconciliation required between Gross County Product (GCP) and Gross Value Added (GVA), as the sum of GVA across all counties is equal the total GVA for the national economy. GCP is derived directly from the annual national accounts statistics for the total economy.
Sum of values added by all counties (total GCP)
= GVA
+ Taxes on products
= GDP

d) In Kenya, taxes on products include Value Added Tax (VAT) and excise duties which are levied to the final purchasers who do not necessarily procure the products only in their counties of residence. For instance, residents from counties neighbouring Nairobi City regularly purchase from Nairobi therefore, an appropriate distribution key should take this into consideration. As such, any method of allocating taxes on products to the counties without an appropriate key could distort the relative sizes of GCP. In addition, tax reporting is largely centralized by point of collection rather than point of economic activity or consumption. So when taxes are recorded, they’re tied to where they were paid, not where the underlying value was created or used. That creates a mismatch when trying to allocate them to counties. 

e) The Bureau has a general revision policy for all the statistics produced. There is no specific revision policy for GCP but it relies on the general revision policy.  National accounts statistics are subject to revision over a three-year period to incorporate updated and more complete source data. These revisions are primarily driven by changes in underlying datasets, such as Government Finance Statistics compiled sourced from The National Treasury. As improved data becomes available, earlier estimates are updated to enhance accuracy and consistency.

f) The Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS) is able to identify sectors and counties with weak source data through its compilation processes. National accounts statistics section has access to both primary data and administrative data, which are critical in assessing the robustness and reliability of data from different sources. At the county level, KNBS collaborates with county governments to strengthen statistical systems. Some counties have adopted the compilation of County Statistical Abstracts (CSAs)on a regular basis, with technical support from KNBS, as a key tool for improving the availability, quality, and consistency of county level statistics

g) The informal sector is incorporated into Gross County Product (GCP) compilation through the use of distribution keys that account for the structure of Kenya’s economy, including its significant level of informality. These keys are designed to reflect both formal and informal production activities. For multi-county activities such as electricity generation along the Seven Forks Hydroelectric Power Stations, the distribution key is based on the location of actual generation. Output is apportioned to counties according to where electricity is physically produced, ensuring that the contribution of each county reflects its share in the generation process. For headquarter activities, allocation across counties is guided by the location of actual production rather than the location of the head office. While headquarter functions may be centralized (often in cities such as Nairobi), the associated economic output is distributed to counties based on where production takes place. For example, if a company is engaged in the production of grain mill products across several counties, the output attributed to each county is determined by the actual level of production in that county
1. Outstanding Issues:
0. KNBS to make the dataset available online to be accessible by the public, academia and researchers for further use.

0. KNBS to provide in excel format of GCP values for the ease of verification in line with national accounts best practices and compliance with SNA

0. Metadata to be produce that will well define the methodology applied in every stage of the compilation and GCP computation. 

1. Challenges:
0. KNBS is faced with limitation of acquiring data to measure indicators to some products, sectors or economic activities thus affects the quality of the estimation.
0. KNBS relies on some national survey aggregates such as the Labor Force, Integrated Household Budget, Economic to use in the absence recently conducted surveys to compile GCP. Some of these national aggregates were conducted over ten years ago thus affects the GCP estimates.
0. KNBS have limited staff in the National Accounts responsible for GCP and compilation of annual and quarterly GDP therefore finds it difficult to meet timelines.
1. Recommendations
0. KNBS to support and facilitate dissemination of GCP by producing materials such as fliers, visuals, workshops in the counties through representatives to encourage county involvement and ownership 
0. KNBS to consider producing Metadata for the GCP compilation and process as stand-a-lone in subsequent reports
0. Study tour to Indonesia of the National account’s experts responsible for compiling GCP to learn best practices of Indonesia Regional GDP for help improve it’s GCP compilation


