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I. Introduction and Background 
The Natural Resource Management (NRM) sector in Liberia has made notable gains over the past few 
years. In 2010, new legislation to improve the management of concession agreements was enacted to 
create the National Bureau of Concessions (NBC). Similarly, different laws and regulations that 
determine the governance of NRM in agriculture, mining, petroleum, energy, and forestry have been 
reviewed or are in the process of being reviewed, especially in the areas of incentives, taxation, and 
royalties. Despite notable institutional, regulatory and policy reforms, implementation continues to be a 
problem and much of the reform is on paper and not in practice. In the present context, there is no 
previous assessment or valuation of the natural resources to be granted as concessions, awarding 
concessions based on competitive bid process is still weak, and an effective system of monitoring and 
evaluation of concession agreements is not in place. Historically, the three principal actors in the NRM 
sector—civil society (including communities), the government and the concessionaires—have operated 
in distinctly different silos. Efforts to bring about meaningful reform have often failed to bring together 
the relevant stakeholders to introduce multi-stakeholder dialogue, buy-in, and problem solving 
approaches. Rather, there has been a culture of division, often ending in stalemate. The United States 
Agency of International Development (USAID) Liberia Accountability and Voice Initiative (LAVI) aims to 
shift the paradigm by supporting a diversity of actors that share an interest in resolving issues emanating 
from the NRM and concessions sector, specifically as they relate to accountability and citizen 
participation. 

 
An oft-cited positive reform in the NRM sector was the establishment of County Social Development 
Funds (CSDF), which are meant to leverage some of the funds earned through concessions agreements 
to contribute to development activities in Liberia’s counties. In principle, the use of the funds is meant to 
be a participatory process, where local authorities and citizens work together to identify development 
priorities that the funds will be used for. However, this has not happened in practice, largely due to the 
same issues found within the NRM sector at large in Liberia—poor oversight, rampant corruption, weak 
supporting institutions, and poor collaboration between stakeholders. As a result, many communities 
living in concession areas—those who are most affected and most aggrieved by the abuses in the NRM 
sector—have yet to feel the benefits of the CSDF. 

 
USAID LAVI supports eight civil society organizations (CSOs) in forming a NRM Coalition to design and 
implement an evidence-based advocacy campaign to improve monitoring and management of the CSDFs 
in all of Liberia’s 15 counties. The eight CSOs that form the coalition are: NAYMOTE-Partners for 
Democratic Development (NAYMOTE), Citizens United to Promote Peace & Democracy in Liberia 
(CUPPADL), Development Education Network Liberia (DEN-L), Institute for Research and Democratic 
Development (IREDD), Platform for Dialogue and Peace (P4DP), Rural Human Rights Activists Program 
(RHRAP), Sustainable Development Institute (SDI), and Liberia Media Center (LMC). The coalition is led 
by P4DP and is governed by a Program Steering Committee with senior representatives from each 
organization. 

 

INFORMATION-GATHERING EXERCISE 
Each of the CSOs in the NRM Coalition implemented an information gathering (IG) activity at national 

and county levels from November – December, 2016. Five organizations—IREDD, CUPPADL, SDI, 
NAYMOTE and RHRAP—conducted the IG research across all 15 counties in Liberia. P4DP conducted 
research with central government and other national-level stakeholders based in Monrovia while DEN-L 
and LMC respectively conducted CSO and media capacity assessments. The objective of the IG exercise 
was to identify issues surrounding the monitoring and management of CSDF in Liberia and to draw out 
challenges and opportunities related to advocacy, transparency, accountability, and enhanced 
participation of citizens in CSDF decision-making. This community-based research will aid the NRM 
Coalition in identifying potential policy reforms to improve the management of the CSDF, which will
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inform their priority advocacy activities. By promoting reforms supported by evidence collected from 
communities and key stakeholders, the NRM Coalition will be better equipped to influence policy 
changes at both the local and national level that will enhance citizen engagement in the monitoring and 
management of the CSDF and make the CSDF allocation process more transparent and accountable to 
community needs. 

 

KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
A thorough desk review and validation workshop led to the NRM coalition identifying four key themes 

related to the CSDF: management and administrative failures, a lack of accountability and weak civil 
society, poor transparency, and a lack of citizen awareness and participation. The coalition with 
assistance from the USAID LAVI team identified key research questions and sub-questions to guide the 
IG activities according to each theme. 

 
I.     Management and Administrative Failures 

 How are the current laws and policies governing the CSDF affecting citizen participation in 
managing and monitoring implementation? 

o What are the successes and failures and do these differ from county to county? Are any 
new laws or policies being developed to address the documented issues in the 
administration of the funds? 

         How do the community people participate in the management of the CSDF and at what levels? 
o Which structures/processes are effectively facilitating participation and how? Which 

structures/processes are effectively hindering participation and how? 
o What prevents full community engagement and participation in the decision making 

process related to the management in CSDF? 
o How have the CSDF benefited the community? What are some examples of successful 

implementation? 
 

II.     Lack of Accountability and Weak Civil Society 

        What barriers exist that make it difficult for civil society to effectively advocate in the realm of 
NRM? 
o How do CSOs operate and collaborate, and what are the priority issues they work on? 

What types of activities do they carry out? 
o What tools, strategies and tactics are CSOs currently using for citizen engagement and 

advocacy? Are they working, and why or why not? 
o In what ways are CSOs involved in issues related to NRM and the CSDFs? 
o What are the capacity-related (technical and strategic) barriers that CSOs face? 
o How are CSOs involved in brokering citizen grievances and helping communities seek 

redress on issues relating to implementation of the funds? 
o What are successful examples of CSO advocacy? 

 

III.     Poor Transparency 
 How has a lack of transparency contributed to poor administration of the funds and to both real 

and perceived corruption? 
o What facilitates a lack of transparency? 
o What are the different means through which community people access information on the 

CSDF? 
o To what extent does the public have access to information with regards to the management 

of the CSDF? 
o What are the different means through which community people access information on the 

CSDF?
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         To what extent is the media covering issues related to NRM and CSDF? 
o What prevents journalists from accessing information about the funds and reporting it to 

the community? 
o What is the impact of the FOIA and other legislative mechanisms on reporting the issues? 

 

IV.     Lack of Citizen Participation and Awareness 
 What are the structures for citizen participation and inclusive decision-making and how are they 

currently being implemented? 
o How inclusive is citizen participation and what prevents inclusion? 
o Why do community members participate in structures developed for inclusive decision? 

Why don’t they? 
o How do processes for citizen participation vary from county to county? What is working 

well and what is not working? 
 

 

II. Methodology 
 

RESEARCH SITE SELECTION 
Through a consultative process inclusive of all NRM coalition member organizations, two districts per 
county were selected for the IG exercise, for a total of 30 districts (Table 1). Criteria for selecting 
districts included: population, proximity of concessions lands, and location of county administration. The 
coalition selected districts near to communities and villages that are aggrieved with respect to 
concessions processes, that represent a high population of both rural and peri-urban communities, and 
that include the seat of government in each county. 

 

RESEARCH METHODS 
The coalition used a mixed-methods approach that combined qualitative and quantitative data collection 
and analysis to triangulate the findings. A mobile survey, focus group discussions and key informant 
interviews were conducted in Liberia’s 15 counties by coalition members that worked in each county 

(Table 2). 
 

I.     Surveys 
The NRM coalition used a mobile-based survey that was designed to assess knowledge, perceptions and 
engagement vis-à-vis the CSDF among citizens. A total of 1459 citizens were surveyed across the15 
counties. Purposive-systematic sampling was employed in the 30 target districts. Communities were 
selected according to convenience and access, but respondents within them were randomly selected. 
Enumerators strived for equal representation of men and women, and urban/peri-urban and rural 
respondents. Due to difficulties with travel in remote areas, the teams did not achieve equal 
representation of urban and rural respondents, but rather focused mainly on urban and peri-urban 
settings. The teams did successfully survey a representative sample of men and women. 

 
II.     Focus Group Discussions 

Focus group discussions (FGDs) aimed to bring to light the perspectives and experiences of community 

members while also ensuring inclusion of a representative cross-section of the local populations in the 
interview process. FGDs were semi-structured and based on a pre-developed set of questions and 
guiding principles. Three FGDs were conducted per district—one with men only, one with women only, 
and one with representatives from community-level CSOs/community-based organizations (CBOs)—for 
a total of 90 FGDs throughout Liberia. FGDs were recruited through community informants, and 
transport remuneration was provided when participants traveled to participate in the discussion.
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III.     Key Informant Interviews 
Semi-structured key informant interviews (KIIs) were conducted in each county to get in-depth 
information from key stakeholders on the processes, policies and systems that govern the management 
and monitoring of the CSDFs as well as to identify challenges to effective implementation, policy gaps 
and advocacy entry points. Coalition partners identified informants at national levels (central 
government and national-level actors) and local levels (county leadership, concessionaires, civil society 
networks and groups, etc.) who are familiar with the management and implementation of the CSDF. A 
snowballing method was used to identify and recruit KIIs that coalition organizations did not have prior 
connections with. 

 

 

III. Results 
 

SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey results were analyzed using SPSS 24. Overall results were assessed and key findings are 

presented here. Data was also disaggregated by county, gender, and age group. 
 

I.     Demographics 
A total of 1459 respondents (N=1459) were surveyed. 728 of the respondents are female and 731 are 

male. 526 respondents are aged 18 – 35 representing 36% of the total number of people surveyed; 643 
respondents (44%) are between the ages 36 – 49; and 290 (19%) respondents are 50 years of age or 
older. 36% of respondents were selected from urban areas (defined as having a population greater than 
5,000), 55% are inhabitants of towns or peri-urban areas and 20% are from villages and rural areas. 608 
(41%) respondents have completed secondary education, 388 have completed only primary education 
(26%), and 280 (19%) cite they have not received any education. A further 161 (11%) respondents 
indicate completing advanced schooling such as university or vocational college. 

 
II. Knowledge 

The knowledge component of the survey aims to assess citizens’ level of awareness and knowledge 
about the governance structure of the CSDF, the processes for awarding concessions to companies, and 
avenues for raising complaints and seeking redress related to concessions and the use of CSDF. 

 
When asked how they get news and information related to the use of the CSDF in their communities, 
the majority of respondents indicate they receive information through radio talk shows (71%). Very few 
citizens indicate that they receive an appropriate amount of information about the funds from local 
authorities or town hall discussions.
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Source of information about CSDF 
 

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

Announcements 48 3.3 

I don't receive any information on the CSDF 44 3.0 

Intellectual Centre Discussions 62 4.2 

Local Authorities 81 5.6 

News agencies 15 1.0 

Radio talkshows 1038 71.1 

Town Hall Discussions 171 11.7 

Total 1459 100.0 
 

 

The majority of citizens surveyed (79%) understand that the purpose of the funds is to create 
community development projects, such as building roads or health services.  However, a significant 
number feel that that the purpose of the funds is to promote nepotism and empower politicians. Very 
few citizens understand that the funds are, in part, meant for the community to receive a share of the 
benefits garnered through NRM operations in their area. 

 

Purpose of CSDF 

Frequency Percent 

I don’t know 100 6.9 

To allow community leaders to implement 

development activities by themselves 

 

100 
 

6.9 

To allow companies to operate on community 

lands 

15 1.0 

 

To empower politicians 
 

71 
 

4.9 

To promote community development including 

construction of roads, schools and hospitals 

 

1147 
 

78.6 

To receive benefits from the 

companies/concessions 

26 1.8 

 

Total 
 

1459 
 

100.0 

 

 

In terms of county-level implementation of the funds, most citizens do not know who directly controls 
the CSDF—whether it’s the county-level authorities, the development superintendent, central 
government authorities or the President. Similarly, most citizens do not know the process for awarding 
NRM contracts to companies, nor who represents them in these negotiations.
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Who directly controls the CSDF? 
 

 

Frequency 

 

 

nt 

CSOs/CBOs 38 2.6 

I don't know 207 14.2 

Lawmakers 383 26.3 

President 14 1.0 

Superintendent 673 46.1 

Town chief 144 9.9 

Total 1459 100.0 

 
 

 

How are company agreements developed in your 

county? 

Frequency Percent 

A special committee represents the community at 

meetings 

59 4.0 

 

Central government and company make a deal 
 

460 
 

31.5 

Company people meet with the community 

people 

237 16.2 

Government representative(s) holds meetings 

with community people 

 

387 
 

26.5 

I don't know 141 9.7 

Local leaders represent the community at 

meetings 

 

175 
 

12.0 

Total 1459 100.0 

 

 

A large majority of citizens do not know who to go to if the community has a problem with the 
implementation of the CSDF, that is, they do not know how to seek redress for grievances. 21% of 
respondents replied they do not know who to go to, while others cited lawmakers or the town chief. 
Very few respondents feel that CSOs/CBOs can help them with grievances.
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If your community has a problem with the CSDF, whom do you go 

to? 

Frequency Percent 

CSOs/CBOs 90 6.2 

I don't know 304 20.8 
 

Law makers 
 

336 
 

23.0 

Local radio station 55 3.8 

Other 131 9.0 

Town Chief 543 37.2 

Total 1459 100.0 
 

 

III. Perceptions 
The perceptions component of the survey aims to assess citizens’ level of satisfaction with the 
implementation of the CSDF and overall concessions operations in their communities, as well as to 
determine the extent to which NRM actors are available to listen to their needs and concerns.  A large 
majority of citizens surveyed feel very unsatisfied with how the funds are implemented. 

 
 

Satisfaction with Managment of CSDF
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69.9%
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40% 
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5.6% 

 

 
12.5%                         12.0%

 
0% 

Very Satisfied      Somewhat satisfied         Somewhat 
unsatisfied 

 
 
Very unsatisfied

 

 

The majority of citizens also feel completely excluded from participating in the decision-making process 
for how the funds should be used and for setting development priorities in their communities.
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When asked about the availability of different actors—local government, concessionaires or CSOs—to 
address community fears, concerns and complaints with respect to NRM activities or the use of the 
CSDF, the overwhelming majority of respondents indicate that such actors are never available. A slightly 
higher number of respondents report that CSOs are frequently available to listen to community 
complaints (18.9%) than concessionaires (12.1%) or local government officials (11.9%), but most citizens 
indicate that all actors are rarely, if ever, available to them. 

 
 

 
 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 
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40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Availablility to Citizens 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Concessionaires 

Local Gov 

CSOs/CBOs 

 

 
 
 

Never       Rarely       Often    Very Often
 

 

IV. Engagement with CSDF Process 
The engagement component of the survey aims to assess citizens’ level of participation in decision- 
making, setting priorities, and monitoring the implementation of CSDF in their communities. The 
survey demonstrates that avenues for citizen participation and inclusion are not working well, and 
that the majority of citizens feel excluded from the all processes related to the CSDF.
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Participation in Decision-making 
 
 

 
10% 

 
 

 
Yes 

 

No 
 
 
 

90% 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 10% of respondents have participated in a community consultation or county sitting related to 
the CSDF. When asked their reasons for not participating, citizens primarily cite not being invited to and 
a lack of awareness of the meetings. Very few citizens indicate a lack of interest in the CSDF or a lack of 
relevance to them as a reason for not attending consultations. 

 
 

 
80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Reasons for Not Participating 
 

 
68.3% 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
19.7% 

 
3.9%            3.4%            3.3%

Unaware of it  Not invited   Not relevant 

to me 

Too busy      My opinion 

isn't 
important

 

 

IV. Gender and Age Differences 
 
Age 
There was no significant difference between age groups with respect to knowledge or attitudes about 

the CSDF. Based on the survey, there are similarities among each age group in terms of who has 
participated in a consultation. Surprisingly, the survey suggests that there is mostly equal representation 
among different age groups at community consultations. There was a difference in satisfaction between 
respondents aged 18 - 49 years who participated in a community sitting and those over the age of 50, 
with respondents over 50 years expressing greater dissatisfaction with the process than their younger 
counterparts.  However, while the number of respondents who had participated in a consultation was
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very small (~9%), the majority of respondents across all age groups who have participated were satisfied 
with the process, indicating that they felt there ideas were heard, that they trusted what was said and 
that the consultation in their community was collaborative. 

 

 
 

Participation in CSDF Consultation 
 

AGE YES NO 

18 - 35 3.3% 32.8% 
36 - 49 4.0% 40.1% 

50+ 2.5% 17.4% 
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Gender 
There is no significant difference among men and women in terms of knowledge and perceptions of the 
CSDF. There is also marginal difference between genders in terms of engagement with the CSDF at 
community consultations, with men having slightly higher representation and satisfaction with the 
process than women who were surveyed. 

 
Participation in CSDF Consultation 

 

 Yes No 

Female 4.2% 45.6% 
Male 5.5% 44.6% 
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QUALITATIVE RESULTS 
The qualitative results presented are summaries of research findings from FDGs and KIIs conducted in 
all of Liberia’s 15 counties—Grand Kru, Lofa, Rivecess, Margibi, Grand Bassa, Montserrado, Gparpolu, 
Bomi, Grand Cape Mount, Boi kng, Maryland and Rivergee, Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba. A total of 
90 FDGs and 116 KIIs were conducted by the NRM Coalition partners. 

 
I.     Citizens 

Coalition members spoke to groups of men and women to understand their levels of awareness, 
engagement and participation with the CSDF, as well as to document their level of satisfaction and 
highlight successes and failures in the implementation of the funds from the perspective of citizens. The 
qualitative research served to ground the information received from the survey, and to solicit additional 
in-depth perspectives from citizens that the coalition can use to plan advocacy activities. 

 
Awareness 
Citizens report that they are aware of the existence of the CSDF and have some limited information 

about the projects the funds are used for. In all of the counties represented here, citizens primarily get 
information about the funds from radio talk shows. This finding supports the survey findings, where 71% 
of citizens surveyed indicate they receive information about the CSDF from radio programs. Similarly, 
the survey identified few other sources of information about the funds other than periodic town hall 
meetings and town criers. Qualitative interviews identified other more informal sources of information, 
such as churches, mosques, the commissioner’s office and elders’ briefings. FDGs were mixed with 
respect to whether or not citizens trust the information they hear from formal sources, such as radio 
journalists and town hall meetings, or from informal methods, such as town criers and palava hut 
discussions. 

 
Citizens interviewed in Grand Kru, Lofa and Rivercess indicate a higher level of trust in informal sources 
of information, emphasizing that the media are not impartial and their ability to adequately report on the 
CSDF is limited by a fear of persecution from local authorities and dismissal from radio station staff, 
coupled with an overall lack of access to reliable information, few incentives, and inadequate training. 
Citizens’ mistrust of information about the CSDF delivered via radio is further exacerbated when they 
hear of project plans that never come to fruition. 

 
Researchers from Margibi, Grand Bassa and Montserrado confirm that radio talk shows are the primary 
sources of information for citizens about the CSDF, but respondents indicate this is limited to 
information about the date of a county sitting, information on projects that the budget will support, 
allegations of corruption, and disagreements between stakeholders that cannot be resolved. As a result, 
information is inconsistent and often inflammatory. Similar to the findings in other counties, citizens do 
not fully trust the information they hear and have few avenues for questioning and validating it. As one 
woman from Kakata, Margibi County explains, “Most of our lawmakers live right up the hill here in New 
Kakata community but they cannot come down to us to tell us about the CSDF…in fact, the radio 
people do not provide us with real information.” 

 
Researchers who conducted FGDs in Bong, Maryland and Rivergee similarly report that the majority of 
information that citizens receive about the CSDF is from community radio. They have similar complaints 
about the quality of information, citing a lack of capacity among radio journalists with respect to 
investigation, adequate follow-up, and balanced and accurate reporting. Despite these capacity-related 
challenges, citizens indicate they rely on the radio as the most trusted source of information they have. 
For instance, a woman who participated in an FGD in Jorquelleh district, Bong County says, “I depend 
on the radio for all of my information because our leaders don’t come back to us with any information 
about the development funds. I also trust the information from the radio because it is the only means
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that I have.” Respondents in Bong County also have a few other sources of information, such as word 
of mouth from friends and community members, briefings from clan and paramount chiefs, and 
community meetings with local leadership. However, this information is inconsistent and often fueled by 
rumors. In Rivergee and Maryland counties, men and women both claim that they have little to no 
information about the CSDF, even from local radio stations. The little information they do receive is 
limited to periodic broadcasts if there is a county sitting. In contrast to Bong County, respondents in 
Rivergee and Maryland do not get any information about the funds and related projects from local 
leaders. A man from Harper, Maryland captures this, claiming, “when we call our leaders to talk to us 
about the CSDFs, they refused to come.” 

 
In a similar vein, citizens who were interviewed in Grand Cape Mount, Bomi and Gbarpolu receive the 
majority of information about the CSDF from local radio stations. However, they also point to local 
leaders and CSOs/CBOs as valuable sources of information on the funds, which differs from other 
counties. Respondents in Gbarpolu report a positive view of the media’s ability to disseminate 
trustworthy and accurate information about the funds, and in particular about the budget. However, 
what is lacking is follow-up reporting, which could be used to monitor project implementation, inform 
citizens on progress, and hold local leaders accountable. For example, a woman who participated in an 
FGD in Gbarpolu states, “We are informed (by the radio) that the money is to build many things like 
schools, clinics and other things but we can’t see any of these things.” 

 
Researchers in Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba found that citizens similarly get the majority of their 
information about the CSDF through radio, but in some rural communities where there are not radio 
signals, participants indicate they do not receive any information about the funds. Respondents report 
that they do not have and say at all in how projects are identified and selected. All respondents 
interviewed also report that they do not receive any feedback from their local authorities on the CSDF, 
and do not know the proper channels, if any, for issuing complaints, nor how county delegates are 
selected to attend the County Council meetings. 

 
Participation 
While reports on access to information and awareness of the CSDF were mixed between counties, 
districts, and respondents, citizens universally report that they are excluded from decision-making with 
respect to identifying development priorities and determining how the funds should be used, and in 
participating to monitor the progress of project implementation. This supports findings from the survey, 
where the vast majority of respondents cite that they are ‘very excluded’ from decision-making and have 
never attended a community consultation or county sitting. 

 
Citizens who were interviewed in Grand Kru, Lofa and Rivercess had mixed views with respect to how 
inclusive the decision-making process is in their communities. Some respondents say they have been 
invited to community meetings and involved in setting community priorities for the funds. Women claim 
that they face greater exclusion than men and are not invited to, nor able to take part in, the county 
sitting in many districts. For instance, a woman in Wedabo district says “…the women here, we can’t 
take part. We are not invited to the county council sitting where decisions are made.” Many 
respondents claim that citizens are invited to the council meeting where project priorities are set, but 
that this is merely a symbolic form of participation as they have no decision-making capacity: “We are 
not involved with setting project priorities and monitoring projects funded from the CSDF, but are 
invited at the city council sitting only as an observer. And as observer you don’t have voting rights.” 
Researchers in these counties also found limited avenues for citizen monitoring and complaints, though 
some respondents claim that they have had some success in voicing complaints to the development 
commissioner or members of the PMC.
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In a similar vein to other counties, citizens who were interviewed in Montserrado, Grand Bassa and 
Margibi claim that while there are structures for participation, in practice these structures remain more 
symbolic that actual spaces for participation, where they attend consultations as observers only, and 
have no decision-making power. The research in these counties is unclear as to the extent to which 
community consultations allow for collective civic action where citizen voices help influence decisions 
even in the absence of formal voting rights. There are some differences in complaint mechanisms 
between counties, with citizens in Montserrado appearing to have greater access to processes for airing 
complaints to executive officials and receiving redress than those in Grand Bassa and Margibi, where 
citizens do not feel they have any avenues for raising concerns or complaints. 

 
Researchers in Bong, Maryland and Rivergee report that citizens became very angry when asked about 
their participation in determining how the funds should be used and in selecting projects. Citizens 
explained that county officials select projects for themselves, and that community consultation is a 
façade.  A respondent from Boisein district, Bong County states, “Our representatives are the people 
who select projects for us. Even if citizens go to county sitting, results from there will be twisted by the 
lawmakers.” In other districts, FGD participants claim that county officials select citizens who they know 
they can manipulate to participate in the county sitting. Respondents in theses counties also highlight the 
absence of mechanisms to raise their voices if they are dissatisfied with the process or have a complaint 
with respect to implementation. 

 
Researchers in Grand Cape Mount, Bomi and Gbarpolu found that citizens in these counties have a 
more positive view of the community consultation and county sitting procedures than their 
counterparts in other counties. Respondents express that the county sitting has the potential to work 
well, but is failing to reach that potential in practice due to the selection process for participants, which 
is non-representative and excludes women and youth groups. Respondents from these counties point to 
customary practices in addition to poor leadership practices as factors that limit inclusion. Traditional 
practices of community decision-making often give the sceptre of power to elders and men at the 
exclusion of women, youth and minorities, practices that affect the potential for the CSDF consultations 
to be inclusive. Further, the researchers conclude that community consultations are suffering from elite 
capture in these counties, where people who control the finances invite citizens who are close to them. 
As one respondent in Bomi county claims, “The CSDF (consultation) is for people who control the 
money and not for people like us.” FGD participants in Gbarpolu feel that the county sitting structure 
would work better if it included delegates from local civil society groups—such as women’s groups, 
teachers’ associations, religious groups, etc—who are selected by the groups themselves to represent 
group members at the county council.  Citizens in these counties further highlight the absence of 
avenues for inclusive monitoring of project progress, which is hampered not only by a lack of 
participatory structures for monitoring, but also by a lack of information given to citizens about the 
progress of CSDF-funded projects. As one FGD participant in Grand Cape Mount County says, “We 
can only hear about this business on the radio when they (local officials) finish taking the money and 
eating it.” 

 
Citizens in Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba stressed that county authorities make all decisions with 
respect to the CSDF with no input from them. In all three counties, FGD participants assert that the 
County Social Development Fund management and implantation is overly politicized and negatively 
affected by poor transparency and accountability. In Grand Gedeh and Sinoe in particular, participants 
criticize their local authorities for marginalizing ordinary citizens from participating in the process. 

 
II.     Civil Society 

Coalition members spoke to groups of CSO and CBO representatives to understand their levels of 
awareness and engagement with the CSDF, and assess the extent to which they are representing and
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acting on behalf of citizens in CSDF decision-making and project monitoring. The FGDs with civil society 
aimed to triangulate the information received from citizens and to solicit additional in-depth 
perspectives to help guide advocacy activities. CSOs and CBOs across all counties express a high level of 
dissatisfaction with the consultation and project implementation mechanisms vis-à-vis the CSDFs. 
Overall, civil society actors feel ill equipped in terms of capacity and resources to adequately advocate 
on behalf of citizens or to catalyze collective action that could improve transparency and accountability. 
They lack robust information about the NRM sector and related policies that could aid their advocacy 
and ensure it is evidence-based, and they lack the research skills to retrieve this information. Further, 
many civil society actors feel deliberately excluded from the decision-making, management and 
implementation of the funds by local authorities. Finally, CSOs lack the financial resources to effectively 
enable them to implement activities across their constituencies. 

 
FGDs and KIIs conducted in Grand Kru, Lofa and Rivercess with CSOs and CBOs highlight a number of 
challenges and opportunities to effective advocacy with respect to the CSDF. Civil society actors in 
these counties articulate their role as societal watchdogs and, as such, feel they have a crucial role in 
improving transparency and accountability in the management of the funds and implementation of 
related projects. To date, they indicate they have been extensively involved in brokering relationships 
between citizens, authorities and concessionaires in matters related to the CSDF, acting as mediators 
when conflicts related to NRM arise, monitoring concessions agreements, and in improving citizen 
awareness of and engagement in these matters. CSOs and CBOs in these counties use a number of 
strategies for CSDF engagement, including community meetings, town hall meetings, and one-on-one 
discussions with community members to identify potential issues. They also indicate that they work 
extensively to engage youth as advocates. However, the impact and success of these activities is 
questionable, and civil society actors feel they are not adequately involved in the management, 
implementation, and oversight of the funds despite their engagement. The researchers conclude that civil 
society activities appear to be more effective in Grand Kru, whereas in Lofa and Rivercess corruption 
has been a major issue hampering the effective use of the CSDF, which has not been received in these 
counties for many years due to mismanagement. 

 
Civil society actors in Montserrado, Grand Bassa and Margibi indicate they do not have a clearly defined 
role in the CSDF framework, which limits their ability to effectively advocate and be taken seriously by 
all stakeholders. While they attend the county sitting and other community consultations as observers, 
they do not have formal decision-making powers and do not have access to firsthand information about 
the CSDF. All three counties also report that CSOs and CBOs lack financial support to participate in 
the CSDF process as advocates and rely on donor resources for their activities. Furthermore, civil 
society actors lack awareness on the overall processes governing the CSDF and do not know how to 
access information to adequately monitor the implementation of projects and management of funds. 

 
Researchers who spoke to civil society in Bong, Maryland and Rivergee found that CSOs in these 
counties are involved in advocating around the CSDF. Across the three counties, civil society actors 
identify advocacy as their means of mediating between the community, local government, and the 
company. Some of the CSOs/CBOs engage the different stakeholders through town hall discussions, 
policy dialogues, public debates, and radio talkshows. CSOs and CBOs indicate they are not involved 
with formation of policy, setting of project priorities, nor deciding how funds are spent. However, 
across all three counties, they indicate their primary activity is monitoring the use of the funds, yet this 
does not extend to handling complaints on behalf of citizens, which they feel they do not possess the 
capacity or leadership for it to be successful.  According to the groups interviewed, they do monitoring 
without the support of the local leadership and work to engage broader constituencies in monitoring 
the use of the funds. A CSO representative from Rivergee County says, “I have always advocated against 
the misuse of the CSDFs. I use the budget law to educate my people about the allotment of the CSDFs.”
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Representatives from CSOs in these counties highlight saying that despite the fact they have a lot of 
information about the misuse of the CSDFs, there are limited means for redress. As other respondents 
reported, the only way to expose corruption or a lack of accountable use of the funds is through local 
radio stations. However, this strategy is limited as local officials own most of the local community radio 
stations, and thereby have some control over the content. 

 
Civil society actors from Grand Cape Mount, Bomi and Gbarpolu counties expressed similar barriers and 
limitations to effective advocacy around the CSDF. In Bomi and Gbarpolu, CSO respondents state that 
the new budget law, which restricts the number of delegates to the county council to 45 per county for 
example, affects inclusivity and representativeness as those chosen to sit on the county council are 
selected by lawmakers who have their own agenda. Only official delegates are authorized signatories 
and, as such, civil society actors are limited to an observer status. According to a respondent from 
Grand Cape Mount County, “We only go the county sitting for going sake but decisions are being made 
by our Big-big people.” The Civil Society Chairman of Gbarpolu confirms this, stating that the only way 
CSOs can only be part of the county council sitting if they are invited by a local authority and, even then, 
can only serve as an observer. In addition to legislative barriers limiting CSO participation, many civil 
society actors lack logistical and technical support which could enhance their role in county sittings or 
help them to advocate around CSDFs. A lack of financial, human resource, and technical capacity among 
CSOs in these counties hinders them from networking with national-level stakeholders or international 
partners. Further, they have many competing priorities and the CSDF is often sidelined in favour of 
more urgent community needs. As a result, there is limited engagement in issues regarding the CSDF 
among civil society in Grand Cape Mount, Bomi and Gbarpolu. The activities they do engage in around 
CSDFs are limited to directing citizen grievances by writing state actors, organizing advocacy campaigns, 
or setting up dialogues and round table discussions with local authorities. 

 
In speaking with civil society actors in Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba, researchers found that most 
CSOs and CBOs are involved in one way or the other in advocacy around NRM and the CSDF in efforts 
to improve the transparent and accountable utilization of the funds, and inclusive governance and 
participation of citizens in the management and decision-making processes. The majority of CSOs and 
CBO respondents across the three counties indicate that they engage with the community by holding 
meetings in local dialects and English that aim to inform the local populations about the positive and 
negative aspects of concession activities in their areas. CSO respondents also indicated that they help 
resolve citizen grievances by organizing palava-hut meetings to hear complaints, explain government 
policies to communities, and share the findings of LEITI reports. 

 
III.     Local Authorities 

Researchers across all counties spoke to local government officials, including county superintendents, 
local commissioners, members of the CSDF Program Management Committee (PMC), and clan chiefs 
and religious leaders who hold decision-making authority. KIIs with local authorities aimed to truth- 
check the claims made by citizens and CSOs and to get alternate perspectives on the issues and 
challenges in managing and implementing the CSDFs. Some coalition members had difficulty recruiting 
local authorities to speak to matters related to the CSDF, perhaps due to a fear of criticism given 
rampant claims of corruption and mismanagement by citizens and media at local and national levels. For 
this reason, the qualitative data from local authorities in each region is not as robust as that from 
citizens and civil society. However, 116 KIIs were successfully conducted by the NRM Coalition. 

 
In stark contrast to claims by citizens and CSOs, local officials in Grand Kru, Lofa and Rivercess counties 
claim that all leaders—including women’s group leaders and youth leaders—are fully involved in 
decision-making, management and implementation of the CSDFs. Local authorities in Grand Kru further 
highlight that they have effective processes in place for receiving and responding to complaints. This
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contradicts claims by citizens in the county who claim they have raised issues with local authorities but 
have not received assistance or redress. Local authorities in these counties express dissatisfaction with 
communication processes with central government authorities. For instance, the County Inspector for 
Rivercess County states: “because of misunderstandings between lawmakers and local authorities due to 
many unfinished projects within the county, the (central) government has stopped providing the fund for 
the past 7 years, which is slowing down development activities in the county.” Local government officials 
claim that they have total involvement in all aspects of the CSDFs, however respondents in Lofa and 
Rivercess cite corruption as a major barrier to success in effectively managing and implementing the 
CSDF. Informants in Grand Kru, on the other hand, do not feel corruption is an issue. 

 
Researchers in Montserrado, Grand Bassa and Margibi also draw attention to poor communication 
systems between local government and central government authorities. During key informant 
interviews, the PMC Chairman and Treasurer said they do not get concession information from central 
government and are largely in the dark with respect to the CSDF allocations. The research team in 
these counties did not report further findings with respect to the perspectives of local authorities on the 
management and implementation of the funds. 

 
Interviews with local authorities carried out by researchers in Bong, Maryland and Rivergee arrived at 
similar conclusions as those in other counties. Leaders in Bong County feel that their ability to 
effectively implement the CSDFs is limited by poor communication with central government 
authorities—both within the NRM sector broadly speaking and with respect to the CSDF. The 
Development Superintendent and Development Commissioner both claim that they do not receive 
adequate information about concessions agreements in their communities, which are negotiated with 
authorities in Monrovia. Local authorities in Maryland County have a similar complaint, arguing that 
government officials in Monrovia treat the details of concessions agreements as “classified information.” 
They further lament that central government see the role of local authorities as limited to carrying out 
their wishes without any real power or decision-making authority. Local government authorities in 
Rivergee also decry the lack of communication they have with central government and highlight their 
complete lack of decision-making authority with respect to concessions agreement and the CSDF. For 
instance, Superintendent Nyanu of Rivergee says it has been an uphill battle to receive necessary 
information about concession agreements and their contribution to the CSDFs that they could share 
with their citizens. He says that CSOs and citizens confront him about the CSDF on a regular basis, but 
they do not understand the politicized nature of the funds, nor how little power he has as a local 
authority. He further states that one of the major issues in effective management of the CSDF is the fact 
that lawmakers in Monrovia, who decide what projects to be implement in which districts, largely 
control the process. 

 
In Grand Cape Mount, Bomi and Gbarpolu counties, local government officials such as County 
Superintendents, Statutory District Superintendents, District Commissioners, Paramount and Clan 
Chiefs, delegates of county council, and members of the project management team are the key decision- 
makers with respect to the CSDFs. In each of these counties, the KIIs with local authorities highlight the 
poor accountability and transparency mechanisms that are endemic to the operations of the CSDF. For 
example, informants point to the fact that county councils have failed to conduct regular audits on the 
CSDF. They further point to poor systems for stakeholders to adequately monitor the progress of 
projects supported by the funds. Furthermore, authorities in these counties stress that many officials do 
not adhere to the statutory guidelines meant to govern the management and implementation of the 
CSDFs, which leads to mismanagement of the funds and corruption. Local government officials also draw 
attention to poor communication systems between local government and central government 
authorities.
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Interviews with local officials in Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba highlight that the communication 
processes related to concessions agreements are very poor, and there is no standard way of receiving 
information. Access to concessions information is highly dependent on how close someone is to the 
superintendent or a higher national authority, as well as the level of political influence they hold. The 
majority of public officials interviewed indicate that the only information they receive from the 
superintendent is that a company has been awarded a concession, and when the NRM activities will 
commence. Many officials in these three counties also indicate that they face significant constraints to 
effective implementation of the CSDF due to poor systems at the central government level, and that, 
despite this, they are the ones who must bear the backlash from citizens in their districts. 

 
IV.     Concessionaires 

Coalition members conducted semi-structured key information interviews with representatives from 
NRM companies at the county level to identify challenges and opportunities to improving 
communication and enhancing relationships between companies, local officials, civil society and citizens. 
Many concessions companies indicate they are far removed from the issues in the areas where they 
work, and have little involvement or knowledge about the CSDF and community dynamics around the 
funds. Company representatives highlight that poor communication between different actors often 
results in conflicts between the company and local citizens, even though they do not play a role in how 
the CSDF and related social development projects operate. Coalition members were not successful in 
recruiting concession company representatives for interviews in Grand Bassa, Margibi, Montserrado or 
Bomi. 

 
In Lofa, Grand Kru and Rivercess, company representatives stress that systems and processes for 
managing disputes between the company and the citizens are virtually non-existent. This is exacerbated 
by a weak civil society that could help mediate between the company and local communities, and poor 
knowledge among citizens of channels for voicing complaints and concerns. Companies attempt to 
mitigate conflicts with communities through quarterly meetings with county authorities, but report this 
system could be markedly improved if meetings were held more frequently, and if they were also 
conducted with citizen representatives that could act on behalf of particular community groups, such as 
youth, elders, women and tribal groups. In terms of the CSDF, concessionaires in Lofa, Grand Kru and 
Rivercess claim that the policies governing implementation are working well, and feel that communities 
in these counties have benefitted extensively from the funds in terms of scholarships, the provision of 
technical training and the construction of hand pumps, roads and educational facilities. 

 
Researchers in Bong, Maryland and Rivergee found that most representatives from NRM companies are 
critical of the local government’s processes for implementing concession agreements and the CSDF. 
Respondents critiqued the lack of accountability and transparency among the local officials, highlighting 
that it negatively affects their relationship with citizens in the communities where they have their 
operations. For example, Benedict Sayeh, Government Relation Officer for MNG Gold in Bong County 
states that local officials often ask for money from the company that is beyond what is stated in the 
concession agreement, and that they do not disclose the terms of the agreement to citizens, which 
affects their ability to have positive and productive relationships with communities. James Grissiths— 
Public Relations Officers for Cavalla Rubber Corporation in Maryland County—expresses similar 
complaints while more directly accusing local authorities of deliberate obfuscation and manipulation of 
the information given to citizens. He says, … “local authorities on many occasions withhold vital 
information from the citizens for their personal benefits.” Despite the fact that the company’s policy 
condemns such behavior, he says they are powerless to do anything about due to the need to maintain 
strong political relationships in order to continue operating. The company representatives who were 
interviewed indicate they try to communicate directly with citizens through radio programs and town 
hall meetings, but that it has little impact when the government is deliberately withholding information.
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Researchers in Gbapolu and Grand Cape Mount had similar findings. Respondents representing 
concessions companies in these counties indicate that they have contributed the amount required from 
the central government to the social development fund but they have not seen any tangible benefits to 
the communities. A representative from Aureous Mining Company indicates they have withheld their 
contributions as a result of this, and plan to recommence payments once measures to enhance 
accountability can be put in place by the government, the company, and the community. 

 
Company representatives who were interviewed in Sinoe, Grand Gedeh and Nimba assert that the 
current policies governing concessions agreement are working well, but that there are huge challenges 
in practice. The most prominent challenges they face stem from poorly managed expectations, and an 
overall lack of information with respect to the different roles and responsibilities of concession 
companies and local government, which puts a lot of pressure on the companies. In all three counties, 
representatives of concessions companies indicate they have implemented several development projects 
in the areas where they operate, including constructing roads and school facilities and installing water 
pumps. Company representatives indicate they hold regular community briefings and meetings to 
mitigate conflicts, yet despite this, they struggle with what they feel to be unrealistic community 
expectations that exceed what the company is willing or able to meet. Respondents also express 
dissatisfaction with the management of the CSDF by local authorities, which is further damaging their 
relationship with communities. 

 
V.     Central Government and National-level Actors 

KIIs with central government officials and a roundtable with national-level CSOs were conducted by 
P4DP to obtain a countrywide assessment of the CSDF and compare and contrast with local 
perceptions. The research team had difficulty recruiting KIIs from central government and the private 
sector, concluding that they were reluctant to grant the interview due to extensive criticism and claims 
of corruption with respect to the funds. After several follow-ups, the team conducted interviews with 
only three national level institutions—the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA), who acts as the national co- 
chair of the CSDF; the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), who is responsible for approving 
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment reports as well as monitoring compliance; the Forestry 
Development Authority (FDA), the agency that manages Liberia’s vast forest region and also has in place 
a mechanism that is similar to the CSDF. Beyond this, the team interviewed a respondent who once 
served as Minister of Internal Affairs, and one multilateral institution—the United Nations Development 
Program (UNDP)—who assists in the development of policies that govern the management of the 
CSDF. The respondents were selected based on their experiences, and previous or current roles they 
or their institutions played in the management and establishment of the fund. A roundtable discussion 
was held with national level CSOs working in NRM who were selected due to their involvement with 
issues related to governance of the CSDF. 

 
As a result of the KIIs and the roundtable, the research team concludes that the management 
architecture of the CSDF has failed to achieve the aims for which it was established. The forestry sector, 
which is led by the FDA and was established according to the Forest Reform Law, is the one exception 
to this finding. The forestry sector is governed in part by the National Benefit Sharing Trust Board, who 
is responsible for sharing benefits derived from logging concessions with local communities. This board 
has membership from CSOs, citizens, and government, is chaired by civil society actors, and is largely 
thought to be one of the main reasons for its success. The Board has rigorous monitoring and 
evaluation procedures, with clear processes for sharing the benefits of logging with affected 
communities. The entire process is transparent and is widely covered by the media.
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Compared to the National Benefit Sharing Trust Board, the management of the CSDFs in other sectors 
is not working properly for several reasons, including: 1) competing roles of the executive and 
legislature with respect to administrative oversight of the management and implementation of the fund; 
2) Confusion over the management framework used to administer the funds (the budget law verses the 
guidelines for the management of the Fund); and 3) the politicization of the funds by the County 
Legislative Caucuses. For instance, a key informant who wants to remain anonymous claims, “The fund 
has now turned in to a political tool instead of promoting local ownership which is what it was meant 
for.” Another key informant said, “There is a need to avoid politicizing the fund because it is intended 
for development and not for political game-playing.” One of the main factors affecting local ownership of 
the process is the selection of delegates, which is heavily influenced by the Legislature, who thereby 
influences decisions on how the funds should be used and the allocation of projects. As a result, there is 
limited participation of citizens in determining project priorities and there are many unfinished and 
unwanted projects. 

 
The research also concludes that civil society, especially the media, are not very actively involved with 
following up on the step-by-step processes of the CSDF in order to ensure that citizens are kept abreast 
with information concerning the uses of the fund. For this reason, it is difficult to hold individuals 
accountable for corruption. The guidelines for the management of the CSDF provide a space for the 
CSOs to participate as a member of the County Development Management Committees (CDMCs), but 
the Budget Law only provides an observer status to CSOs Under the guidelines, CSOs work with the 
Secretariat of the Dedicated Fund Committee (DFC) to monitor and provide feedback on the operation 
of the fund. As a result of these structures, civil society is only playing a very weak role in helping ensure 
accountability and transparency vis-à-vis the CSDF. An overall lack of transparency is endemic to the 
operations of the CSDF at all levels, further weakening the role that civil society, including the media, 
can play as watchdogs and citizen informants. 

 
The theme that emerged most strongly in the interviews at the national-level roundtable was an overall 
lack of citizen participation in decision-making, management, and monitoring of the CSDF, which 
corresponds strongly with the findings of the county-level research.  National-level CSOs and NGOs 
feel that avenues for citizen inclusion are merely pretence and are actively undermined in practice. For 
instance, resolutions that are decided at county-level sittings are brought before central government 
authorities before they are signed and adopted, rather than being ratified in front of the community who 
crafted them. Researchers who conducted the national-level interviews conclude that there is an urgent 
need to restructure the administrative and implementation processes of the CSDF. National-level 
informants validate the county-level findings and identify gaps related to administrative failures, poor 
transparency and limited participation of citizens and civil society in the overall implementation of the 
CSDF. 

 

 

III. Civil Society Capacity Snapshot 
As part of the information gathering exercise, one of the coalition members with significant advocacy 
experience—the Development Education Network of Liberia (DEN-L)—conducted a capacity 
assessment of civil society actors in Bong, Nimba, Grand Gedeh and Margibi counties. Only four of 
Liberia’s 15 counties are included in the study due to time and resource constraints, which limited the 
research team’s ability to travel to all counties. Nonetheless, the results are considered to be 
representative of the state of civil society advocacy related to the CSDF across Liberia. The purpose of 
this study was to assess the extent to which civil society actors possess the skills to effectively to carry 
out advocacy campaigns and engage with government, companies and other stakeholders about issues 
surrounding the allocation and use of the CSDFs. The research explored the experience and capacity of 
community organizations in terms of their knowledge of policies, their use of effective advocacy tactics,
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strategies and tools, and their approaches to citizen engagement and mobilization.  In addition to two 
questions included in the national survey that were designed to obtain citizen perceptions about the role 
and effectiveness of CSOs in their communities, qualitative data was collected using focus group 
discussions and semi-structured key informant interviews with representatives from CSOs, CBOs and 
other country stakeholders. The FGD was only conducted with civil society representatives in Bong, 
while the KIIs were conducted in the other three counties. 

 
The overwhelming finding that emerged from the interviews and focus groups is that civil society groups 
are ill-equipped to effectively advocate for improvements in the implementation of the CSDF due to 
poor understanding about the policies and processes governing the NRM sector and the CSDF, coupled 
with limited training in advocacy and a lack of resources, both human and financial. In addition to 
capacity gaps, the assessment finds that there is poor coordination and even conflict between CSOs, and 
they also have poor and/or antagonistic relationships with other stakeholders such as concessions 
companies and local government officials. Weak networks prevent joint actions from taking place, and 
many CSOs work in silos, even when they are advocating in similar constituencies and for similar issues. 

 
Citizens who participated in the national survey were asked their opinion on what CSOs should do to 
improve dynamics around the CSDF in their communities. The large majority (45%) would like CSOs to 
inform them about community consultations, town hall meetings and county sittings. The second most 
common response is that CSOs should train community representatives on how to monitor projects 
and the proper channels for airing complaints. 

 

 

Use the media to give information on 
the progress of projects 

 

Inform the community about the 
annual CSDF budget allocations 

 

Train community members to 

monitor projects 
 

Voice complaints to authorities on 

behalf of citizens 
 

Give citizens information on 

consultations and meetings 

 

8% 
 

 
6% 
 

 
22% 

 

 
18% 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
45%

 

 
When asked who they could go to if they have a problem with the management of the funds or the 
implementation of projects paid for using the CSDF, the majority of respondents indicated the town 
chief, where very few citizens (6%) selected civil society, pointing to weak connections to the 
community.
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I don't know 21%

 

 

CSOs/CBOs               6% 
 

Local radio 

station              
4%

 

Law makers 23%

 

Town Chief 37%

 
 
 

Similarly, when citizens were asked the extent to which local CSOs and CBOs are available to listen to 
their complaints and concerns with respect to the CSDF, the overwhelming majority of respondents 
(37%) indicate “rarely”. 

 
 

I don't know 19%

Very often (once a month or 
more) 

 

11%

Often (Every few months) 19%

 

Rarely (Once a year) 14%

 

Never 38%

 
 

 

CSOs in the counties examined support these findings, with only a few indicating they have conducted 
citizen engagement activities, which tend to be in the form of town hall meetings or awareness sessions, 
and without any consistency or regularity. The CSOs that have conducted citizen engagement activities 
around the CSDF appear to do so only when there is an urgent issue. For instance, in Bong County, 
CSOs indicate they conducted a monitoring project that involved taking photos of unfinished projects to 
inform citizens on the lack of progress with CSDF-funded projects. However, this appears to be a 
singular activity, without evidence of continued follow-up despite plans to start project monitoring 
committees. 

 
While the majority of CSO representatives interviewed indicate they have the capacity to effectively 
carry out citizen engagement and project monitoring activities, there is little evidence to corroborate 
this. While civil society actors in the counties studied appear to have reasonably good relationships with 
local government, and frequently engage officials when there are concerns, the results of these efforts 
are mixed, sometimes resulting in small gains but with little evidence that they have positively shifted 
structures and processes in a longterm, systemic way.
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Researchers conducting the capacity assessment found that Nimba County is the one outlier in these 
overall trends, with a stronger civil society that is effectively advocating for systemic changes in the 
management and implementation of the funds, with clear evidence of measurable successes. For 
instance, Nimba is the only county where CSOs have successfully lobbied for inclusion in the County 
Sitting process as voting participants rather than solely as observers. Further, CSOs in Nimba appear to 
be better coordinated to jointly pursue advocacy activities. Researchers hypothesize that civil society 
actors in Nimba are better positioned to effectively advocate than their peers in other counties due to 
the longstanding operations of one of Liberia’s largest concessions companies—Acelormittal—which has 
had conflicts and negotiations with communities in Nimba since the 1960s. In short, civil society actors 
in Nimba have decades of experience in conducting advocacy activities and lobbying for improvements in 
community benefits as a result of concessions activities that they are able to apply to the CSDF. 

 
Overall, evidence gathered from the capacity snapshot suggests that the majority of CSO-led 
engagement strategies are ad-hoc, dependent on donor funding for a particular issue, and one- 
dimensional, often relying on town hall meetings or question and answer sessions without leveraging 
more innovative or creative tools and tactics. Further, many CSOs indicate that they are constrained by 
a lack of funding, poor knowledge of the major issues related to the CSDF, little experience conducting 
community-based research to glean the needs and concerns of communities, low capacity to monitor 
and evaluate their advocacy progress on established indicators of success, and a perceived lack of 
interest among citizens. 

 

 

IV. Media Capacity Snapshot 
The Liberia Media Center (LMC) conducted a media capacity assessment as part of the coalition’s 
information gathering research. The primary objective of the assessment is to identify gaps in media 
reporting and monitoring of the CSDF that can help inform how the coalition can best leverage media as 
a tool for advocacy. The research aimed to identify capacity-related constraints to reporting accurately 
and consistently on the CSDF, such as a lack of knowledge about the fund, little training in investigative 
reporting, poor connections with key stakeholders, fear of persecution among journalists, and a lack of 
adequate resources. LMC conducted focus group discussions with citizens and community leaders and 
key informant interviews with radio station managers and journalists in Sinoe, Grand Bassa, Grand Cape 
Mount and Bomi. LMC also conducted interviews with key informants at the national level to obtain in- 
depth information at policy and governmental levels, including the Ministry of Information, Cultural 
Affairs and Tourism (MICAT), the Liberia Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (LEITI), the 
Association of Liberia Community Radios (ALICOR) and the Center for Media studies and Peacebuilding 
(CEMESP). While qualitative research was only conducted in a fraction of Liberia’s counties, the findings 
are considered to be indicative of larger trends in national reporting of the CSDF. In addition to 
qualitative research, questions related to media use and access to information about the CSDF were 
incorporated into the national-level survey with citizens. 

 
A large majority of survey respondents (83%) across Liberia’s counties depend on radio as their primary 
source of news and information. Very few respondents rely primarily on newspaper (>1%) or Internet 
(1%) to access news.
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Similarly, when asked how they access information regarding the CSDF, 71% of citizens indicate radio 
talkshows are their primary source of information. 
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Despite the fact that the majority of respondents indicate radio as their primary source of information 
about the funds, the majority of citizens (62%) nonetheless indicate that they do not feel radio stations 
in their communities are giving adequate information.
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Focus group discussions with citizens corroborated these findings. In all FGDs across all four counties, 
citizens lamented the lack of attention the media is giving to reporting on the management and 
implementation of the CSDF. Respondents indicate that the only information they hear on their local 
radio station about the funds is limited to announcements about the date and time of county sittings. 
The media does very little reporting about the terms of concessions agreements, the annual CSDF 
budget allocations, or the progress of projects that are implemented using the funds. For instance, a 
respondent who participated in an FGD in Sinoe County indicates, “We don’t know anything about the 
CSDF. All we hear is that the people received it, but how much it was or what did they do with it 
nobody can tell us.” 

 
Citizens also indicate that they don’t trust the quality of journalism at the local radio stations because 
the reporters are very young and the stations are highly politicized. Respondents also indicated that 
since local authorities and legislators own many radio stations, they are subject to undue interference 
with respect to content, creating a high degree of self-censorship among reporters who may want to 
expose mismanagement of the funds. For instance, Radio Dukpa in Grand Bassa County was reporting 
extensively on the CSDF in local languages, but county authorities forced the station to discontinue such 
reports claiming they could incite conflict and chaos.  Respondents in Grand Cape Mount County also 
asserted that political interference, coupled with a lack of willingness among county authorities to speak 
about the matter with journalists, significantly hampers effective reporting on the funds. Finally, citizens 
expressed that information that is broadcast by local stations is primarily in English as opposed to local 
languages, which limits its reach and the extent to which it can engage the community. Liberia’s libel 
law—whereby journalists can face hefty fines or even imprisonment if they accuse someone in power of 
corruption or mismanagement of county resources—further limits effective reporting on sensitive 
issues. 

 
Key informant interviews with radio journalists and station managers highlights many capacity-related 
gaps that prevent effective reporting and monitoring of the funds by local radio stations. Many of the 
interviewees have extremely limited knowledge on the systems, processes and policies that are meant 
to govern local level decision-making and implementation of the funds. Access to information is also a 
serious limitation for reporters, who stress that county authorities and concessionaires often refuse to 
speak with journalists or to disclose any information about the funds. Use of the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) among journalists is very low, due in part to a lack of awareness about it, and in
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part because officials often leverage the bureaucratic deficiencies of the act to endlessly delay responding 
to requests for information. Access to credible, authorized sources was universally cited as a barrier to 
effective reporting on the funds, a barrier that also causes a high degree of sensationalist reporting that 
is fraught with misinformation and rumours. 

 
Interviewees also expressed that the precarious situation under which most radio stations operate 
significantly affects their ability to conduct high quality, ethical journalism. Journalists receive severely 
low wages in Liberia, and do not have access to equipment or transportation to conduct interviews. The 
cash-strapped nature of many of the country’s community radio stations means that many of them 
rebroadcast national or international programs, largely play music, or produce news reports without 
substantial fact-checking. This has severed relationships between the media and local authorities, and 
damaged citizen trust in radio stations as purveyors of accurate and reliable news and information. 

 
Interviews with national-level stakeholders provide a more complicated picture, as government officials 
often disagree with the assertions of media and civil society actors. Mr. Fahnbulleh, Director of Press for 
MICAT, indicates that the GoL is committed to the Open Government Partnership and its principles of 
openness and transparency. He stresses that the problems with the effective use of the FOIA by 
journalists is more due to a lack of awareness among media practitioners and government officials, 
coupled with the incorrect and inefficient use of the act by journalists who are more concerned with 
exposing government officials than producing reliable, ethical journalism. Respondents from CEMESP and 
ALICOR provided analogous information, claiming the journalists do not strive for accurate, evidence- 
based reporting and therefore are not very motivated to use the FOIA. For instance, William Quire, 
president of ALICOR states, “As for the CSDF, journalists are not really making FOIA requests. To a 
large extent they are reporting based on speculations and perceptions rather than facts.” Albert Ansu of 
CEMESP paints a similar picture, but argues that part of the problem is related to the fact there is a lack 
of support and poor incentive structures for journalists to use the FOIA and to report accurately on the 
CSDF given limited disclosure among government officials. He stresses the need to provide logistical 
support and incentivize journalists to improve reporting. All of the respondents agree that media outlets 
have done very little reporting on the CSDFs throughout all counties, and that the reporting that has 
been done is not fact-based and overly focused on issues related to embezzlement and corruption. 

 
A spokesperson from LEITI further corroborates these perspectives, indicating that media engagement in 
issues related to the CSDF is very low, and that journalists only disseminate the information in the LEITI 
reports, rather than conducting any investigative reporting themselves. While LEITI strives to include the 
media in their ongoing activities to improve the NRM sector, they have had little success due to a lack of 
interest and capacity among media outlets throughout Liberia. 

 

 

V. Recommendations 
Based on the findings of the research, the NRM coalition partners drafted a number of 
recommendations, which are meant to guide their county-level advocacy activities: 

 

IMPROVE CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT AND PARTICIPATION 

 Information about the CSDF should be translated in various local languages for airing on 
community radio stations for the benefit of a broad cross-section of citizens. 

         There should be a district development sitting that takes place prior to the county sitting to 

enable citizens at the district level to decide on projects before taking them to the county 

sittings. 

         Create an independent citizens’ monitoring group to work with CSOs to develop expenditure 

tracking systems, community scorecards, and M&E frameworks to monitor projects.
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 Citizens should receive regular sensitization meetings about the CSDF including training 
on how to monitor, report and complain. 

 

SUPPORT CSO/CBO ADVOCACY 
         Civil society actors should become more knowledgeable on the laws and policies governing the 

CSDF so they can translate and simplify them to communities via various means. 

 CSOs must build strong advocacy networks in the counties to engage county officials and 
concessionaires for a space in the management of the CSDF. 

 CSOs should determine the resources, both financial and non-financial, they need to effectively 
advocate and determine a plan to access these resources. 

 CSOs need advocacy skills development, such as training in how to use ICTs, evidence- 
gathering, and communications and outreach. 

         CSOs must be given delegate status at the county sitting. 

 Journalists at community radio stations throughout the country need to receive training on the 
laws and policies governing the CSDF to effectively report to citizens. 

 Journalists should be trained to produce different radio formats to engage the public at different 
levels 

 A CSDF journalist network should be established to train a cadre of journalists throughout the 
country in investigative journalism, balanced and autonomous reporting, effective use of the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and relationship-building with companies and government 
officials. 

 CSOs should be involved in establishing formal complaint mechanisms with local authorities so 
they can better act on behalf of communities. 

 CSOs should advocate at the national level for a review of the current governance structure and 
administrative framework of the fund. 

 CSO should develop policy briefs for government reform focused on: 1) the establishment of an 
independent fund management committee with an overall trustee board that reflects different 
interests (communities, government and the private sector), and an independent secretariat that 
assists the communities with education and awareness; 2) Encouraging the Government of Liberia 
to separate the fund and into the two original funding mechanisms with two separate management 
frameworks. 

         Train CSOs to develop monitoring tools, such as scorecards and expenditure tracking systems. 
 

ENHANCE ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY OF GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 

 Local officials should hold regular and periodic meetings with citizens to explain the agreements 

and operations of the concessions companies in their communities. 

 Local government officials need resources to become more knowledgeable on the structure and 

management of the CSDF to effectively lobby central government authority for greater local 

ownership. 

         General awareness meetings should be held with local and traditional leaders across all counties 

to improve their inclusion in CSDF processes and increase their access to information about the 

CSDF. 

         Local authorities should hold regular community briefings about the projects funded using the 
CSDF. 

  Community leaders and local officials need training to effectively use the FOIA to demand 
information and follow-up from central government. 

 County Council sitting delegates should rotate to ensure all clans and communities are 

represented. CSOs need to start engaging the county caucuses to encourage them to commit to
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a participatory selection process of the CSDF County Sitting Delegates. This is particularly 

important during the 2017 general elections campaign process. 

         CSOs should begin to engage local government officials/legislative causes to provide regular 

updates about the status of CSDF projects and concession agreement in their jurisdictions. 
 

IMPROVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE PRIVATE SECTOR (CONCESSIONAIRES) 

 Concessionaires should be more proactive by adapting a conflict-sensitive approach to their 
operations by liaising with CSOs and CBOs on a regular basis to explain its plans to the 
communities and to identify complaint mechanisms. 

 Concessionaires need to strengthen ties with CSOs, CBOs and local leaders and use their 
leverage to improve relationships at all levels. 

 CSOs at both local and national levels should work with concessionaries, in order to promote 
the full implementation of the concession agreements, emphasizing community benefits. 


