
 

Improve the comprehensiveness of the budget reports: 
Executive Budget Proposal 

Liberia 
 

Introduction 

In the context of the Fiscal Openness Accelerator Project (FOA Project)—launched by the International 
Budget Partnership and the Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency with the objective of building the 
technical capacity of selected governments to improve their fiscal transparency and to implement 
mechanisms for public participation, the Ministry of Finance and Development Planning of Liberia will 
receive technical assistance to build capacity to enhance fiscal transparency. 

To measure progress for the FOA Project per country, a set of indicators were selected, based on the 
findings of the Fiscal Transparency Report (FTR) of the United States Department of State and the Open 
Budget Survey (OBS). The second of these indicators is improving the comprehensiveness of the budget 
reports as assessed by the OBS, with the first target being to achieve at least 61 points for the Executive 
Budget Proposal, which obtained 54 points in the 2019 OBS. This document presents a diagnosis of the 
current state of affairs regarding such indicator based on the current practices and presents a set of 
actions and considerations to improve. 

 

Diagnosis and international examples 

This section presents a diagnosis of the contents of the Executive Budget Proposal based on the findings 
and observations made on the OBS 2019. It is presented by topic that should be part of the document, 
being: budget, revenues, debt, macroeconomic framework, decentralization and contingent liabilities. 

1. Budget 
 

o Currently question 17 of the OBS, regarding how new policies affect expenditures, has a 
D. There are short explanations on the reason for sectoral allocations, however it is not 
possible to identify new policies. In the Preface 2019/20 there is an incipient start that 
can be worked more to make it useful for the reader. For example, in the section of 
Recurrent Expenditure there are some explanations for the category “Goods and 
services”, but almost none for most of the others. The table below shows a simple 
comparison of the description for “Goods and Services” against “Social Benefits”: 

 

 



 

The same happens in the Sector Appropriations. For example, there is a description for 
the changes in the budget in the sector of Public Administration, but no explanation for 
the 11.4% decrease in the Transparency and Accountability Sector. In the following table 
the two sectors can be compared: 

 
 

This does not mean that a detailed explanation is required for each minor change in the 
budget, rather being able to identify what new policies are being implemented or major 
changes in the budget. As an example, consult South African Budget Review, Chapter 5 
(pages 47 to 63), here below is a short extract for public transport spending: 

 

 

o Question 19 of the OBS, on the incorporation of the three budget classifications for B-1, 
presented a discussion on possible downgrade from the previous evaluation of 2017, the 
determination was to keep an A, although some information was missing. Indeed, the 
2017 the Budget document did not include such information as the functional 
classification had BY-1 without data (view image below), however it was included for the 
Approved Budget of 2018/19. 

o Question 22 of the OBS, on the incorporation of the three budget classifications for B-2, 
presented a discussion downgrade from the previous evaluation of 2017. This is in line 
with the discussion on question 19 and the same measures should be considered for 
improvement. 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/National%20Budget/2020/review/FullBR.pdf


 

Image of the Draft Budget Table 1.8 

 

 

  



 

Image of the Approved Budget Table 1.8 

 

o The country has started progress towards Gender Responsive Budgeting, however the 
Annex 6 (missing in the Draft Budget 2019/2020) does not include budgeting amounts, 
which affect the usefulness. 

  



 

2. Revenues 
 

o While the OBS considers that the EBP provides comprehensive information on revenues, 
however: 

▪ OBS Q. 9 There is no clear reason for downgrade from A to C in 2017 to 2019. 
Here are the comparable tables. The comment of the evaluator does not 
provide insights for the downgrade: 

2016/2017 
For OBS 2017 

2018/2019 
For OBS 2019 

  

 

The table of 2019/2020 is the same as 2018/2019.  Which means that Liberia 
would get a C unless there are changes. Some sources are presented too 
aggregate, which affects questions 9, 22 and 29. View comparison with the table 
used as an example from South Africa. 

 
 



 

Review below the table of revenues from South Africa’s EBP1, particularly the level of 
detail. 

 
 

 
1 Page 212 

http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/national%20budget/2016/review/FullReview.pdf


 

o On question 182 of the OBS, the Country got a D, which means that there is no information 
that shows how new policy proposals, as distinct from existing policies, affect revenues. 
Indeed, the section regarding revenues of the current budget document only includes the 
Resource Envelope table and there is no narrative discussion on the topic. 

The objective of the question is to identify changes in taxes or sources of revenue. It is 
possible that there are no new taxes in the country, which should be stated as well. Look 
below at an example from the Budget Review 2020 of South Africa (pages 7 and 33 
onward): 

 

  

 
2 Does the Executive’s Budget Proposal or any supporting budget documentation present information for at least 
the budget year that shows how new policy proposals, as distinct from existing policies, affect revenues? 

http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/National%20Budget/2020/review/FullBR.pdf


 

3. Debt 
 

o For the OBS 2019 the information on debt was very scant. The only information 
considered was Fiscal table 1.5 which is extremely aggregate from the point of view of 
the revenue (question 13). This can be solved with the recommendations for question 14 
that is mentioned in the next bullets. 
 

Extract from table 1.5 

National Budget 2019/20 

 

 
o For question 14 the reviewer mentions that Annex 1 was missing in the document 

uploaded which has been solved for the budget 2019/2020. Actions to improve what is 
currently published: 

▪ The team in charge of reviewing the documents before uploading should increase 
due checks of such possible missing pieces.  

▪ The descriptions and table for this annex 1, do account for some of the core 
elements, however still some are missing: 

● The interest is mentioned, however not the interest rate 
● There is no maturity profile 

▪ The following is a good example to include the composition of the debt from 
South Africa (view Budget Review from page 77).  
 

 

http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/National%20Budget/2020/review/FullBR.pdf


 

 
▪ The graph below is a simple and practical example to display debt maturity: 

 
▪ Additionally, the table is missing Outturn for BY-1 (for question 31). 
▪ The document of Liberia is currently missing the projected estimates of 

government borrowing and debt-service costs as percentage of GDP. Here a 
simple example that could be included: 

 

 
  



 

4. Macroeconomic framework 
 

o There is no information in the draft budget of macroeconomic estimates. This should be 
a priority to include, as otherwise it is a serious gap for analysis. The three related 
questions (15, 16 and 17) of the OBS are marked D. 

▪ The core information to be included is: discussion of the economic outlook with 
estimates of nominal GDP level, inflation rate, real GDP growth, and interest 
rates. 

 
● The document does not currently include contingent liabilities (OBS-42, 43). This is an 

important issue to account for, particularly for government guaranteed debt for State 
Owned Enterprises. The country recently underwent an evaluation of Debt Sustainability, 
performed jointly by the IMF and the World Bank, which can serve as a baseline to start 
the reporting.  

  

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/debt-toolkit/dsa


 

5. Extra-budgetary funds 
o The level of extra-budgetary expenditure other than donor-funded projects which is 

unreported, referred to in question 33 and 34 of the OBS, get the lowest score (d and b 
respectively). However, through the review of PI-7(i) of the PEFA 2016 report, we can 
assess that the amount is negligible, and consequently scored with a B+. The extra-
budgetary funds are circumscribed to carry forwards from previous fiscal years, for which 
controls had been strengthened. As such, the MoF would need a quantification and 
declaring an estimated amount.  

o Regarding donor assistance. The budget document for 2019/20 now includes Annex 3: 
External Resource Projections. This section includes a subsection of Off-Budget 
FY2019/2020. The section represents great progress, however it seems somewhat 
confusing and lacks granularity. 

 
A recommended example to support publication of the budget documents is the case of Somalia 
Aid Management System which publishes real time data of all the donor/aid and humanitarian 
resources (https://aims.mop.gov.so/projects): 

 
 
 

https://aims.mop.gov.so/projects


 

6. Decentralization 
o Question 35 of the OBS refers to the availability of information on transfers to subnational 

governments, for which the country got a C in 2019. Liberia is a unitary state and therefore 
has no local government system. All 15 counties perform, some level of financial 
management through the Social Development Fund and the Country Development Fund 
though all payments are centralized in Monrovia and county Superintendents are 
appointed by the President3. For OBS 2019 the heavily centralized system in the country 
the allocations were not done to the counties, as also recognized in the PEFA evaluation 
of 2016. Therefore, table 1.5 reflected the situation. 

  
 

o The situation has changed with the Local Government Act of 2018, as transfers and grants 
to local governments are now contemplated. With this change the consecutive budget 
documents will need to be updated to include the information  of 1) Transfers and Grants 
from Central Government, 2) Earmarked Transfers for Devolved Functions, 3) Earmarked 
Transfers for Delegated Functions and 4) County Social Development Fund. 
 

Image of Local Government Act of 2018 (only available as scanned document)4 

 
3 Article 2.13 of the Local Government Act of 2018 
4 Downloadable in https://erc.undp.org/evaluation/managementresponses/keyaction/documents/download/986 



 

 
 
 
7. Contingent liabilities 

○ The EBP does not contemplate financial and non-financial assets. However, before 
tackling this challenge it is important to analyze if this information is already 
contemplated in the balance sheets from which it could be extracted. 

○ There is a line item for arrears, however there is no narrative description of reason or 
analysis of implications, which affects question 41 of the OBS. 

 

 
 

  



 

Actions 

This section presents a consolidated list of actions that could be implemented by Liberia to improve the 
score of the Executive Budget Proposal based on the diagnosis and examples above. 

1. Budget 
o In the Preface, particularly in the section of “Major Categories of Expenditure” highlight 

which are new policies, programs or actions. This can be further disaggregated in the 
“Public Sector Investment Plan” and “Sector Appropriation”. 

o The Draft Budget table 1.8 includes the Functional Classification, however it does not 
include BY-1. 

o Develop the narrative of Annex 6 on Gender Responsive Budget with allocated amounts 
related to the actions mentioned. The current structure of the annex does not include 
relation of the objectives and policies with budget figures. 

▪ Increase controls before publication, Annex 6 on Gender Responsive Budgeting is 
missing on the 2019/2020 Draft Budget posted online, although it is included in 
the index. 

o Determine if there are quasi-fiscal activities being carried out by the government and 
state them in the EBP.  

o Map all possible earmarked revenues according to law. Currently only the National Road 
Fund generated from petroleum levy, it is not clear if it is the only earmarked revenue. 

 
2. Revenue 

o Include further disaggregation on the Resource Envelope table by including “income and 
profit taxes”. This will help OBS questions 9, 26 and 29. 

o Additional to the Resource Envelope table, the document requires narrative discussions. 
Including: 

▪ Identification of new policies that affect revenues. 
o The EBP does not include information regarding tax expenditures. This seems to be a 

medium/long term improvement. 
 

3. Debt 
o The descriptions and table for this annex 1, do account for some of the core elements, 

however some are missing. To improve to, the Annex must include additionally, the 
interest rate and the maturity profile, including for BY-1, BY and forecast for at least BY+2. 

o Include in the primary debt table of Annex 1 the original and estimated outturn for BY-1. 

 



 

o While Annex 1 on Public Debt Portfolio, according to the review, was included in the 
physical version, it was missing in the digital version. Special attention should be given to 
such kinds of “human errors” which actually affect access to the information. 

 
4. Macroeconomic framework 

o The current document lacks macroeconomic framework completely. The basic 
information that needs to be included is:  

▪ estimates of nominal GDP level,  
▪ inflation rate,  
▪ real GDP growth, and 
▪ interest rates. 

o Use the recent evaluation of Debt Sustainability, performed jointly by the IMF and the 
World Bank as a baseline to start the reporting contingent liabilities. 

5. Extra-budgetary funds 

o A small amount of carry forwards is acting and extra-budgetary fund, as it breaks the 
annuality principle. The MoF should quantify an estimate of this amount and declare it as 
part of the budget draft.  

o Review the information registered by the Aid Management Unit, consider publication of 
a dataset directly from the aid information registry. 

o Improve controls in publication as Annex 3 is missing in the online version of Draft Budget 
2019/2020. 

 

6. Decentralization funds 

o Considering the recently passed Local Government Act of 2018, the EBP will need to 
include a table disaggregating: 1) Transfers and Grants from Central Government, 2) 
Earmarked Transfers for Devolved Functions, 3) Earmarked Transfers for Delegated 
Functions and 4) County Social Development Fund. 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/debt-toolkit/dsa


 

7. Accounting 
o Review if financial and non-financial assets are being calculated in the balance sheet to 

start publication, as currently there is no mention to these. 
o Include a narrative discussion of the arrears.  

 
 
 

  



 

Annexes 

1. Debt current Budget Draft table quick reference 
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