CASE STUDY

From Gaps to Action:

How the BRIDGE Local Assessment Strengthened
County Understanding of Gender Data Gaps and
Opportunities for Action

RESULTS AT A GLANCE

= Six counties engaged in a structured, evidence-based diagnosis of their gender data
capacity using the BRIDGE Local assessment.

= Clear system-level visibility achieved across five dimensions—governance, financing,
technical capacity, data infrastructure, and stakeholder coordination.

= A measurable mindset shift among county officials, repositioning gender data from a
peripheral concern to a core input for planning and budgeting.

= Policy and systems reform pathways identified, including actions to strengthen data
governance, coordination, and institutional arrangements.

= Pre-budget advocacy enabled, equipping internal reform champions with evidence to
influence planning and resource allocation decisions before budgets were finalized.

Across six Kenyan counties—Embu, Machakos, Homa Bay, Tharaka Nithi, Nairobi, and
Murang’'a—the application of the BRIDGE Local gender data capacity assessment produced

a clear and measurable shift in how county officials understand, discuss, and engage with
gender data. What had previously been acknowledged only in principle as “gender data gaps”
was transformed into a concrete, system-level diagnosis that counties could see, discuss,
and act upon.

Through a guided self-assessment across five dimensions—governance, financing, technical
capacity, data infrastructure, and stakeholder coordination—county teams developed

a shared and evidence-based understanding of where their gender data systems were
functioning and where they were constrained. This diagnostic clarity surfaced systemic
bottlenecks that had not previously been visible or collectively owned, including fragmented
data storage practices, limited analytical capacity beyond social sectors, weak coordination
across departments, and chronic under-resourcing of data functions. For many officials,

this constituted a critical "wake-up call,” shifting conversations from abstract aspirations for
better data to specific, actionable system gaps.

As a result, gender data moved from a peripheral consideration to a core issue within county
planning and finance discussions. Counties began using assessment findings to inform
internal dialogue on institutional reforms and investment priorities. In several counties,
gender data capacity strengthening actions are being considered within Annual Development
Plans (ADPs), budget preparation processes, and County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP)
mid-term reviews, including proposals to strengthen data governance arrangements, clarify
institutional roles, and improve resourcing for statistical functions. While levels of readiness
and pace of action vary across counties, the assessment established a common evidence
base from which reform pathways could be articulated.
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These outcomes represent two interconnected advocacy results. First, a policy and systems
result, whereby counties are pursuing or considering reforms aimed at strengthening the
institutional foundations for gender-responsive data—such as developing data management
guidelines, clarifying coordination mechanisms, or strengthening statistical functions within
county administrations. Second, a pre-budget advocacy result, whereby the timing of the
BRIDGE Local assessment enabled evidence to inform planning and budget discussions
before key decisions were finalized. Rather than reacting after budgets were set, internal
reform champions are now equipped to use diagnostic findings to justify data-related
investments upfront.

Overall, the BRIDGE Local initiative catalyzed a shift from fragmented and implicit
engagement with gender data toward deliberate, system-oriented thinking about how
gender data can support better planning, budgeting, and accountability. While reforms

are still at different stages of development, the results to date demonstrate the value of
structured diagnostics in translating gender data gaps into concrete pathways for action and
more equitable, evidence-informed decision-making.

. BACKGROUND

The Problem — Weak Subnational Gender Data Use

Kenya's devolved system of governance places county governments at the center of
planning, budgeting, and service delivery across critical social sectors such as health, water
sanitation & hygiene, social protection, labour & employment, agriculture, education, and
environment & climate action. This shift has created important opportunities for locally
responsive decision-making. At the same time, it has surfaced a shared challenge across
counties: limited capacity to consistently generate, manage, analyze, and use gender-
responsive data to inform these decisions.

In many counties, development planning and budgeting processes have relied on national-
level surveys or incomplete local administrative data. While these sources provide valuable
insights, they often lack the granularity required to capture gendered differences in access,
outcomes, and lived experiences at county level. As a result, gender data has not been
systematically integrated into County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs), Annual
Development Plans, or budget processes—not due to lack of commitment, but because the
systems required to support such use have remained underdeveloped.

A structured diagnostic using the BRIDGE Local framework helped make these challenges
visible in a constructive and evidence-based way. As discussed further in Section lll, the
assessment revealed that constraints were largely systemic rather than technical or individual.
Across counties, gaps were observed in governance arrangements guiding gender data use,

in the availability of predictable financing for statistical functions, in technical capacity to
produce and use gender data, in data infrastructure and data security, and in coordination
among departments and stakeholders. These interlinked constraints limited counties’ ability to
translate existing data into actionable insights for equitable planning and resource allocation.

Taken together, these conditions meant that counties often had access to data, but lacked
the enabling environment to use it effectively for gender-responsive decision-making.
Addressing this challenge required not additional data alone, but a clearer understanding

of where systems were functioning well, where they were constrained, and what practical,
context-appropriate reforms could strengthen gender data use over time. The BRIDGE Local
Assessment was designed to support this purpose by generating evidence that counties
themselves could use to prioritize, sequence, and sustain improvements within their own
planning and budgeting processes, as reflected in the results described in Sections | and Il



Why It Mattered — Equity, Devolution, and Good Governance

Without reliable subnational gender data, equity remains difficult to achieve. Challenges such
as maternal health service gaps, gender-based violence, or unequal access to economic
opportunities can vary widely from one county to another, but without localized data, county
leaders face significant constraints in identifying and responding effectively to these issues.
This undermines a core promise of devolution: bringing governance closer to the people and
ensuring decisions reflect local realities.

Strengthening gender data at county level is therefore not only a technical undertaking, but
a matter of inclusive governance and accountability—ensuring that all citizens are counted,
their needs understood, and public resources allocated fairly. Robust gender data also
underpins good governance more broadly. It enhances transparency, supports evidence-
based resource allocation, and enables county governments to track progress toward their
own development objectives. In Kenya's context, where counties prepare five-year CIDPs
alongside annual budgets, embedding gender data within planning and budgeting processes
strengthens alignment between policy commitments and implementation, while supporting
national and global commitments on gender equality.

The Context — Why Counties and Why Now

Since the adoption of Kenya's 2010 Constitution, significant authority over planning,
budgeting, and service delivery has been transferred to the country’s 47 county governments.
Counties possess both the mandate and proximity to citizens required to institutionalize
gender-responsive governance and budgeting in meaningful ways. At the same time, county
leaders operate within politically and fiscally constrained environments that prioritize visible
service delivery outcomes, making system investments such as data capacity more difficult to
sustain without clear evidence of value.

In this context, strengthening gender data capacity at county level represents a practical
and timely entry point for reform. When designed as an enabling tool rather than a
compliance exercise, data can support better planning, demonstrate results, and strengthen
accountability to citizens. It is within this context that the BRIDGE Local Assessment was
applied: to help counties understand their own data systems, identify feasible reforms, and
strengthen the foundations for gender-responsive planning and budgeting.

Il. THE STRATEGY

This section outlines how the initiative translated diagnosis into action and is intended to
serve as a practical guide for others seeking to strengthen subnational gender data capacity.
The strategy was designed to move counties from awareness of gender data gaps to
ownership of feasible, system-level reforms.

A. Strategy Design and Planning Process

The strategy was built on a phased, facilitated co-creation model designed to support
counties to diagnose their own data ecosystems and use the resulting evidence to drive
action. It was informed by a core insight: sustainable improvements in gender data use
are unlikely to result from external recommendations alone. Instead, counties needed

a structured way to understand their own systems, identify priority gaps, and articulate
investment needs using evidence they trusted and owned.

The process therefore began with validation and domestication of a diagnostic tool,
followed by guided self-assessment, collective reflection, and action-oriented planning. By
sequencing the work in this way, the strategy created a shared evidence base that generated
demand for technical support and advocacy, rather than positioning these as externally
imposed solutions.



B. Goals and Objectives

Overarching Goal
To strengthen county data ecosystems for the production and use of gender data to inform
inclusive planning and budgeting.

Primary Objective
To validate, domesticate, and implement the BRIDGE Local assessment tool to generate
actionable evidence on the maturity of county gender data capacity.

Specific Objectives
= Secure dedicated budget lines for statistical activities within key sectoral departments

= Integrate gender-sensitive indicators into county planning and monitoring frameworks
(CIDPs and ADPs)

= Strengthen county staff capacity in gender statistics and sex-disaggregated data analysis

= Establish functional inter-departmental coordination mechanisms for gender data use

C. Partners and Roles

The strategy was implemented through a complementary partnership model:

= Local Development Research Institute (LDRI) served as the lead organization, providing
overall strategy, technical leadership, facilitation, and synthesis of findings.

= Data2X provided the global gender data framework and technical guidance underpinning
the BRIDGE methodology, ensuring alignment with international best practice.

= GROOTS Kenya acted as the grassroots and advocacy partner, bringing community
perspectives into validation and reflection processes and helping anchor data discussions
in lived gender realities.

= The Mindset Hub provided technical mentoring and facilitation support, guiding the
application of the SMART Advocacy implementation strategy and supporting evidence-
to-action planning. The Mindset Hub also contributed technical assistance to the
development of this case study, strengthening analytical framing and learning quality.

County government representatives from the Economic Planning & finance and Gender
departments across the six pilot counties were the lead actors throughout the process.

D. Approaches Used
The strategy combined four mutually reinforcing approaches:

= Co-creation and facilitation: Counties were positioned as partners rather than
respondents. The BRIDGE tool was adapted collaboratively to ensure relevance, clarity,
and fairness to county contexts.

= Evidence-based advocacy: The diagnostic itself served as the primary advocacy
instrument. Quantitative scores and qualitative findings created a credible baseline that
counties could use to justify internal reforms and budget requests.

= Tiered capacity development: Capacity strengthening was approached as a continuum,
recognizing varying starting points across counties and departments. Recommendations
were tailored to maturity levels rather than standardized.

= Strategic timing: Activities were deliberately aligned with county planning and budgeting
cycles, including CIDP reviews and annual budget preparation, to maximize the likelihood
of uptake.



E. Key Activities

These activities were designed not only to generate data, but to catalyze cross-departmental
dialogue—often for the first time—around gender data use.

Key activities included:

1. Tool validation workshops, where county stakeholders reviewed and refined the BRIDGE
Local assessment to ensure contextual relevance.

2. County-level guided self-assessments, engaging multi-departmental teams to jointly
assess data systems across the five BRIDGE dimensions.

3. Reflection and validation sessions, where findings were discussed with technical and
senior officials to identify root causes and priority actions.

4. Action-oriented reporting, translating assessment results into accessible scorecards and
briefs linked to upcoming planning and budgeting processes.

F. Challenges and Adaptive Responses

Several challenges emerged during implementation. Initial unfamiliarity with the concept of
“gender data” led some officials to perceive it as a narrow technical issue. This was addressed
by reframing discussions around governance, service delivery, and accountability outcomes.
In some cases, departments were hesitant to surface systemic weaknesses; facilitators
emphasized that the assessment was a diagnostic for self-advocacy rather than an evaluative
scorecard. Variations in capacity across departments were managed through differentiated
recommendations aligned to each county’s maturity level.

G. Reframing Advocacy Through Evidence and Internal Ownership

Prior advocacy on gender equality at county level had often focused on visible service
gaps without addressing the underlying data systems required to sustain change. LDRI's
engagement was informed by the recognition that advocacy is most effective when it is
grounded in government-owned evidence.

By enabling counties to diagnose their own gender data ecosystems through a transparent
and structured process, the BRIDGE Local approach reframed advocacy from an external
demand to an internal case for reform. County officials were positioned as partners in
identifying gaps and articulating investment needs, enabling technical staff to engage
decision-makers using credible evidence rather than anecdote.

This shift—from advocacy driven by external pressure to advocacy anchored in internal
ownership—was central to the strategy’'s emphasis on sustainability. Rather than pursuing
one-off, externally funded fixes, the approach strengthened the foundations through which
counties could continue advancing gender-responsive planning and budgeting over time.

I1l. LESSONS LEARNED AND NEXT STEPS

Lessons Learned

The implementation of the BRIDGE Local assessment across six Kenyan counties generated
several insights relevant for gender data advocacy and subnational data system strengthening
more broadly.

1. Internal ownership is the foundation of sustainable reform.
While external facilitation and technical tools played an important role, the most decisive
factor in driving change was the emergence of internal champions within county
governments. Engaging county staff as co-diagnosticians rather than respondents
fostered ownership and credibility. Officials who participated in the assessment



process were better positioned to advocate for data-related reforms within their own
departments and budget processes. This experience underscores the importance of
investing early in nurturing internal champions who can carry reform agendas forward
beyond the life of a project.

2. Aligning evidence with planning and budget cycles significantly increases uptake.
The timing of evidence generation proved critical. By aligning assessments and reflection
processes with county planning and budgeting calendars—particularly CIDP reviews
and annual budget preparation—recommendations could be integrated while decisions
were still being shaped. This reinforced a clear lesson for reformers: advocacy is most
effective when evidence arrives at moments when officials have both the mandate and
opportunity to act.

3. Diagnostic tools make abstract advocacy concrete and actionable.
Gender data is often perceived as an abstract or technical issue. The BRIDGE Local
maturity framework translated this abstraction into concrete, structured evidence. By
clearly identifying where systems stood and what progression could look like, the tool
enabled counties to move from general commitments to specific, monitorable actions.
Visual scorecards and clearly articulated maturity levels proved particularly effective in
communicating with senior decision-makers and grounding discussions in solutions
rather than defensiveness.

4. Contextualization and participatory application strengthen credibility.
Adapting the BRIDGE framework to county mandates and applying it through guided self-
assessment—rather than external scoring—was essential to building trust. Counties did not
experience the process as an audit, but as a facilitated opportunity for self-improvement.
This reinforced the importance of contextualizing global tools and co-creating metrics
with stakeholders to ensure relevance, fairness, and sustained engagement.

5. Human perspectives enrich technical reform processes.
Integrating community and grassroots perspectives into reflection sessions helped
ground technical findings in lived realities. These perspectives reinforced why gender
data matters and strengthened accountability to intended development outcomes. Even
in highly technical reform efforts, human stories can play a critical role in motivating
action and sustaining focus.

Next Steps

Building on the momentum generated through this initiative, LDRI and its partners—working
alongside county governments—have identified several priority next steps to consolidate and
expand gains.

Integrating findings into CIDP Mid-Term Reviews.

As counties approach the mid-term review of their five-year CIDPs, there is a strategic
opportunity to formally embed gender data system improvements within these core planning
documents. Using BRIDGE Local findings to inform CIDP revisions can help ensure that
commitments to data governance, capacity, and financing are institutionalized for the
remainder of the planning cycle.

Embedding gender data priorities in annual planning and budgeting.

To sustain progress, gender data considerations must become routine elements of Annual
Development Plans (ADPs) and budget guidelines. LDRI and technical partners will support
counties to translate diagnostic findings into simple planning checklists, templates, and
budget prompts that reinforce consistent attention to gender data across departments.

Expanding learning and scaling through peer exchange.

There is growing interest in sharing lessons from the six pilot counties with others. Briefings
to inter-county platforms and national stakeholders present opportunities to encourage
wider adoption of the BRIDGE Local approach and foster peer learning around data system
investments and reform pathways.



Strengthening national—county alignment.

At the national level, continued engagement with institutions such as the National Treasury
and the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics can help reinforce county efforts through
guidance, incentives, and alignment with national gender data priorities. Modest national-
level support could further accelerate subnational investments in gender data systems.

Together, these next steps aim to ensure that the journey from diagnostic insight to sustained
reform continues. By consolidating gains in the pioneer counties and creating pathways for
learning and scale, the initiative seeks to contribute to a broader shift in how gender data is
produced, used, and valued across Kenya's devolved governance system.
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ANNEX: BRIDGE LOCAL DIAGNOSTIC SNAPSHOT
Purpose Of This Annex

This annex provides a concise snapshot of the diagnostic evidence underpinning the case
study From Gaps to Action. It summarizes cross-county system patterns identified through
the BRIDGE Local Assessment. The annex is intended to support transparency, learning, and
prioritization, while preserving the narrative focus of the main case study.



Note

This diagnostic snapshot is intended to support learning, prioritization, and system
strengthening. Findings should be interpreted within each county’s institutional and fiscal
context and are not designed for comparative ranking.

Overview Of The Bridge Local Diagnostic

The BRIDGE Local Assessment is a structured, facilitated self-diagnostic tool used to assess
the maturity of subnational gender data systems. Counties assessed their systems across five
interlinked dimensions using a four-level maturity scale:

= Foundational (LO): Minimal or ad hoc systems in place

= Emerging (L1): Initial steps taken, but systems remain fragmented

= Intermediate (L2): More consistent practices and partial institutionalization
= Advanced (L3): Strong, coordinated, and institutionalized systems

The findings presented below reflect cross-county patterns observed through the assessment
process. They are not intended to rank counties, but to highlight shared strengths,
constraints, and priority reform areas.

Cross-County Diagnostic Summary (Bridge Local)

BBIDGE. What the Assessment Revealed (Cross-County Pattern) Obser_ved
Dimension Maturity Range

Initial policies, strategies, or commitments to gender

equality exist, but few counties have explicit mandates
Governance requiring systematic use of gender data across CIDPs L1-L2

and sector plans. Political support is often sector-

specific rather than county-wide.

Dedicated and predictable domestic financing for
statistical activities—particularly gender data—is limited.

LI Data-related activities often rely on external or project- Ho=Hd
based funding.
County staff generally have basic data collection and
Technical reporting skills, but targeted capacity for gender analysis
. Cn . . . L1
Capacity is limited, especially outside social sectors such as
agriculture, infrastructure, and planning.
Fragmented and insecure data systems are a critical
Data bottleneck. Counties rely on personal devices, paper
. e LO
Infrastructure records, and non-integrated storage systems, limiting
interoperability and data use.
Coordination among departments, civil society, and
Stakeholder development partners is largely ad hoc, with limited LO—L1

Coordination focus on gender data and no consistent designation of
gender-data focal points.



Priority Development Data Gaps Identified

County assessments identified critical gaps that must be addressed to improve the
production, quality, and use of gender data. The following priority areas require
urgent attention:

= Develop and implement clear county data policy frameworks that explicitly address the
production, analysis, sharing, and use of gender data.

= Implement the Gender Mainstreaming policy across all sectors to ensure the needs of
women and men are systematically integrated into county policies, programmes, and
projects.

= Allocate dedicated and sustainable funding for regular sex disaggregated data collection,
monitoring, and evaluation aligned with departmental priorities.

= Strengthen data infrastructure by providing government-issued ICT equipment and
improving secure, standardized data management systems.

= Enhance interdepartmental coordination mechanisms to promote the production,
sharing, and use of gender data, and integrate gender data requirements into work plans
and reporting frameworks.

These data capacity gaps informed the identification of priority reform pathways discussed in
the main case study (Sections |-1V).

Accessing The Bridge Local Assessment Tool

The full BRIDGE Local Assessment framework, guidance notes, and implementation
resources are available through the Local Development Research Institute (LDRI).
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