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CDOs Community Development O�cers
CLP Chars Livelihoods Programme
CLP1 Chars Livelihoods Programme Phase 1, implemented from July 2004 to March 2010
CLP2 Chars Livelihoods Programme Phase 2, implemented from April 2010 to March 2016
CPHH Core Participant Household 
CPK Char Nutrition Workers (Char Pushti Karmi)
CSK Community Health Workers (Char Shasthya Karmi)
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DEMO Data Entry and Monitoring O�cer
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DFID UK Department for International Development
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F&A Finance and Administration Division
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IEP Infrastructure Employment Project
IMLC Innovation, Monitoring, Learning and Communications Division 
IMO Implementing Organisation
IWS Improved Water Supply
IYCF Infant and Young Child Feeding
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LF LogFrame or Logical Framework 
LGRD & C Bangladesh Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives
M&E Monitoring and Evaluation
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
NO Nutrition O�cers
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ODI Overseas Development Institute
RDCD Bangladesh Rural Development and Cooperatives Division 
SSPs Special Service Providers
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UP Union Parishad (local government body)
VDC Village Development Committee 
VfM Value-for-Money
VSLA Village Savings and Loans Association 
WASH Water, Sanitation and Hygiene
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LESSONS INCLUDE:

A set of selection criteria that considers 
the wider context results in a better 
selection of participants and greater 

acceptance in the communities. 

Adopting a broader definition of “char” 
helped GoB and DFID reconcile their 

understandings of the targeted 
working area and allowed CLP to add 

more households in need to the 
programme. 

Targeting women increased women’s 
empowerment as well as providing an 

additional income to the household.

CLP2 broadened inclusion to reduce 
possible social division arising from the 

supply of high value inputs to a 
targeted group within a population in 

which there is an undoubted, pervasive 
general need for support. 

A range of interventions like sanitation, 
behavioural change and disease control 

are best tackled with a 
community-wide approach. 

CLP can share many lessons on establishing who to target and how to develop selection criteria for 
poverty reduction programmes.



CLP SELECTION CRITERIA

From the beginning, CLP used a set of rigorous 
criteria: every participant needed to be land-less, 
asset-less, income-less, credit-less. Each of these 
criteria had specific indicators. A potential participant 
also had to be able to meet certain residency and 
participation requirements. Together, these criteria 
were considered good proxies for the identification of 
extreme poverty in the context of the chars.

• Absolutely zero decimals of land  
 ownership, including homestead  
 land
• No access to agricultural land,   
 including share cropped land 
• No land to be inherited under   
 Bangladesh law
• Households renting homestead   
 land are still eligible

• Ownership of no more than 2   
 goats / sheep, 10 fowl & 1 shared  
 cattle 
• Must have productive assets   
 valued at less than 5,000 taka

Land-less

Asset-less

• Not receiving cash or asset grants  
 from any other asset transfer   
 programme
• Irregular IncomeIncome-less

• No loan outstanding from any   
 microfinance or credit programme

Credit-less

• Must be a resident for at least 6   
 months in a village which has been  
 classified by CLP as an island char

Residency

• Must be able and willing to   
 participate in weekly meetings

Participation
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LESSONS LEARNT 
Selecting the right participants is one of the core 
challenges for any poverty reduction programme 
because it determines how e�ciently the investment 
reaches the targeted population. The credibility and 
e�ectiveness of development e�orts is challenged 
when resources fail to reach those most in need. 

To address this, poverty reduction programmes should 
identify specific criteria with very limited potential for 
inclusion and exclusion errors to help identify the 
extreme-poor more precisely. These criteria need to be 
clearly defined and agreed upon between the 
programme and the various stakeholders so as to avoid 
any ambiguity. Targeting women in the selection 
process can have wide-ranging positive impacts. Also, 
including mechanisms that allow for engaging with the 
broader community is sometimes not only necessary 
for e�ectiveness but more productive.

SELECTION CRITERIA MUST ANTICIPATE 
INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION ERRORS

The Government of Bangladesh (GoB) defines extreme 
poverty as income below Tk 19 pp/pd. However, unlike 
GoB, CLP chose not to simply emphasise income as the 
single most important measure of extreme poverty. At 
the poorest levels of the chars community, the main 
driver of income is labour – not land and assets. As 
assets and land are not driving income, it is possible to 
have no assets and/or no land but still have an income 
above the Tk 19 pp/pd threshold (resulting in inclusion 
error). Similarly, it is possible to have high levels of 
productive assets and/or land but an income below Tk 
19 pp/pd (resulting in exclusion error). 

Although income was taken into consideration in the 
criteria, CLP believed the indicators needed to be expanded 
beyond simply pp/pd data and be put into the context of 
living on the chars. For instance, the composition of a 
typical char-dweller’s income is largely homogenous: CLP’s 
baseline data showed that between 67-91% of participants 
relied on irregular day labour as their main (and sometimes 
sole) source of income. In addition to the unpredictability of 
income, char-dwellers also face monga, an annual season 
of underemployment for many rural day labourers that 
occurs from September to November and from March to 
April after crop harvesting. 

Baseline data also showed that an overwhelming majority 
of CPHHs did not have access to land. It has been noted 
that “the lack of ownership of and/or access to land and 
poverty are synonymous in rural Bangladesh.”  Thus, so as 
not to exclude this population, landless-ness was made a 
criterion. 

CLP continued to use the original set of criteria until 
March 2011 when the second phase of the Programme 
underwent its first annual review. The review team 
concluded that, based on CLP’s selection criteria at the 
time, the Programme may have been excluding 
extreme-poor households. They suggested that the 
Programme undertake a poverty assessment (PA). This 
PA would determine whether or not the then-current 
criteria were the most e�ective, and, if not, what new 
selection approach could be taken to ensure that it 
captured as many extreme-poor households as possible 
and ensured the lowest possible inclusion and exclusion 
errors.

The exercise considered four possible options to reduce 
the exclusion and inclusion error: 

CLP’S EXPERIENCE IN SELECTING CORE PARTICIPANTS LESSONS LEARNT SERIES |10

1
Introduce a completely

new set of criteria  

4
Modify the thresholds
of existing selection

criteria 

2
add or remove

criteria from the
existing set 

3
Modify the thresholds
of existing selection

criteria 
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The PA exercise found that options 1-3 were not 
preferred because they either exacerbated the problem, 
or failed to address it adequately. Option 4, however, 
drove down both exclusion and inclusion error. Thus it 
was suggested that CLP incorporate a combination of 
asset levels and types, as well as various social criteria, 
into its existing selection criteria. Based on these 
suggestions, CLP adapted its selection criteria to include 
one proxy indicator in the asset-less criterion, i.e. 
ownership of no more than 2 goats/sheep, 10 fowl & 1 
shared cattle. 

Any targeting system is likely to face di�culties with 
borderline cases that may result in the exclusion of 
similarly extreme-poor households. Overall, however, 
CLP’s criteria proved to be clearly understood, easy to 
apply in practice and transparent. 

At the scale CLP conducted its work, combined with 
su�cient oversight and verification, this final set of 
selection criteria proved to have relatively low inclusion 
and exclusion errors. The criteria, therefore, gained 
acceptance in the char communities and facilitated a 
relatively rapid and cost-e�ective selection process for 
CLP. 

SELECTION CRITERIA DEFINITIONS CANNOT BE 
AMBIGUOUS

After the first year of operations, in June 2005, DFID 
began to emphasise that the Programme’s funding was 
primarily intended for residents of the unattached chars 
who, by definition, were the most remote from mainland 
because they had been “cut o� by a major river”. These 
areas, by virtue of their remoteness, were also the least 
likely to be served by the GoB or non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs). However, it seems the GoB had a 
di�erent, broader interpretation of the meaning of the 
word “char”. The definition of a char according to GoB is 
any “low lying, flood-prone area”.

In the working areas of CLP1, there were a su�cient 
amount of households that were deemed as eligible 
under DFID’s original definition. However, with the shift in 
geographical focus under CLP2, the number of people 
located in the new working areas that qualified as living on 
chars was much lower than anticipated by the Programme 
designers. In fact, if the original DFID definition of chars 
was used, CLP2 would not have been able to achieve its 
target of providing 67,000 households with comprehensive 
support. Thus it was necessary prior to the start of CLP2 
to expand the Programme’s definition of chars to 
consider attached chars, as per GoB’s conceptualisation 
of char areas. 



TARGETING WOMEN SERVES TO INCREASE 
WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT 

While all members of a core participant household 
benefitted from the CLP package, the core participants 
selected into the Programme were all female. This was 
a decision made in the design process.

The fundamental aim of targeting women was to 
improve the status of women and ensure gender equality 
in char communities. The economic benefit behind 
targeting women in an extremely patriarchal society like 
Bangladesh is that when the woman is empowered, and 
the two adult household members can both contribute 
to the household income, then that family is much more 
likely to weather financial shocks, and ultimately more 
likely to climb out of extreme poverty.

CLP’s range of interventions were designed to build 
women’s confidence, increase their ability to take 
control over their livelihoods and to make decisions that 
impacted their life and the lives of those around them. 
Interventions also aimed to address negative social 
attitudes and behaviours and increase respect from 
women’s family members and the wider community. 

To achieve this, CLP enrolled women in Social Development 
Groups, comprising between 15-25 women (all core 
participants). The members attended weekly sessions 
where they followed a social development curriculum. 
Sessions consisted of role play, exercises and discussions 
aimed at making participants aware of their rights, 
improving their understanding of them, and strengthening 
their confidence in exercising them.

INCLUDING THE WIDER COMMUNITY IS 
BENEFICIAL

CLP2 sought to broaden inclusion of those not selected 
as direct participant households. This was done for a 
few reasons. 

Firstly, this was done to reduce possible social division 
arising from the supply of high-value inputs to a targeted 
group within a population in which there is an undoubted, 
pervasive general need for support. Including the wider 
community in certain projects helped to mitigate these 
potential conflicts. 

Secondly, involving the community in activities which 
sought to have broad results, such as sanitation, could 
greatly improve the success and impact of the project. The 
inclusion of more non-core participants in CLP-provided 
services was desirable for long-term sustainability, as 
well as for ensuring equity. 

There were instances where interventions, initially only 
o�ered to core participants, yielded stifled results. CLP 
therefore adjusted policies to be more inclusive of the 
wider community, recognising that certain aspects of 
development, for example behavioural change and disease 
control, were best tackled through a community-wide 
approach.

Building sanitary latrines is a notable example where 
the community-wide approach was more productive. 
CLP changed its policy in 2011. Instead of supplying 
well-constructed, relatively high-cost latrines only to 
CPHHs, CLP shifted to a community-wide participatory 
approach, involving sanitation awareness raising and 
self-built, low cost latrines with only a small grant and 
the slab and water seal supplied by CLP. The goal of this 
was to reduce or eliminate open defecation in the 
community. The result was creating a public good at no 
extra cost to the programme.

Other mechanisms through which CLP was able to 
benefit the wider community included:

• Providing access to health and nutrition activities, 
including public satellite health clinics.

•  EstablishingVillage Savings &Loans(VSL) groups, which 
provided core as well as non-core participants with 
access to microfinance.

• O�ering sustainable employment opportunities for 
char-dwellers in jobs such as CSKs (char health 
workers), paramedics, livestock service providers and 
poultry vaccinators,as well as temporary employment 
building plinths through the Infrastructure Employment 
Project (IEP).

• Initiating market development projects, such as the 
Char Business Centres (CBCs), which connected local 
char businessmen with mainland markets and 
purchasers.

• Supporting Community-Based Organisations (CBOs), 
such as Village Development Committees (VDCs), which 
spearheaded local social development campaigns and 
steered community development activities.

The design of any new programme should place a major 
emphasis on ensuring that it has elements that will 
benefit, as much as possible, the wider community. This 
should be viewed not as a dilution of programme 
resources, but rather as a mechanism for ensuring 
support for the programme and for better integration of 
the core beneficiaries into the community. Overall, this 
can serve as a guarantor of greater programme sustain-
ability. 

If you wish to learn more about CLP or the lessons learnt 
series of briefs please visit the CLP website
www.clp-bangladesh.org.

Author: Maksudul Hannan & Erika O’Donnell
Editor: Tanya Goodman & Treena Watson
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CLP’S INNOVATION, MONITORING, LEARNING AND COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
 
CLP monitored progress of its core participant households (CPHHs) against criteria that could be grouped under six 
thematic areas 1) Graduation 2) Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 3) Livelihoods 4) Nutrition 5) Food Security, and 6) 
Women’s Empowerment.

Finding tools to measure women’s empowerment proved both interesting and challenging. The first rounds of 
surveys conducted on behalf of CLP revealed a number of ine�ective or inadequate techniques for gathering data 
related to women’s empowerment, either in the survey instrument itself or in the indicators being measured. By 
grappling with these issues and seeking alternatives CLP developed an approach that generated interest both local-
ly and abroad and has, in some instances, been replicated by other projects and programmes.
 
This brief does not intend to replicate information already contained on the CLP website (www.clp-bangaldesh.org) 
which explains in detail how CLP developed an innovative approach to tracking women’s empowerment along with 
the key findings. Instead, this brief focuses on key lessons learnt from developing and applying the approach.

This brief and shares many lessons and suggestions for those grappling with measuring women’s 
empowerment. 

LESSONS INCLUDE:

Getting the community 
involved in defining women’s 

empowerment results in a 
defendable approach.

Use mixed methods to
collect data.

Recognise that the
definition of women’s

empowerment is context
specific and likely to

change over time.

Acknowledge the risk
that questions can be

interpreted in di�erent ways.

Account for the
possibility that respondents

will tell you what they
think you want to know.

Even some obvious
things can be overlooked.



MONITORING WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT 
TIMELINE

The following timeline presents significant 
events in the process of developing tools for 
measuring women’s empowerment:

CLP
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March 2010
CLP2 begins

June 2010
First empowerment survey.
Very detailed questionnaire
(Baseline for Cohort 2.1)

October 2010
Second empowerment survey. 
Very detailed questionnaire.
(Baseline for Cohort 2.2)

April-June 2012
Review of the approach to measure
women’s empowerment. This helped
to define a new approach
to measuring women’s empowerment

June-August 2012
First survey using the Chars
Empowerment Scorecard 
(CLP1 and Cohort 2.3
and 2.3 control group).

August 2014
Review of the relationship
between women having their
own income and other
indicators of empowerment.



LESSONS LEARNT

The Programme’s interventions were designed to build 
women’s confidence, address negative social attitudes 
and behaviours, and increase respect from family members 
and the wider community. Activities that aimed to 
achieve this included the provision of an income-generating 
asset coupled with livelihoods training. CLP also 
enrolled women in social development groups and 
provided couples-orientation courses as well as 
workshops for influential males in the community.

GET THE COMMUNITY INVOLVED TO HELP
DEFINE INDICATORS

During the first few months of CLP2 it became clear that 
the Programme needed to assess the extent to which it 
was empowering women on the chars. The donors were 
asking for information and the Programme’s Logical 
Framework only contained an indicator related to women’s 
self-confidence. However, self-confidence did not 
adequately capture the full range of indicators that 
contribute to women’s empowerment and it was 
determined that some form of data collection was 
necessary.

In 2010, CLP’s Innovation, Monitoring, Learning and 
Communications Division (IMLC) began by studying the 
literature and investigating what other projects and 
programmes were doing to monitor women’s empow-
erment. This resulted in the development of the first 
empowerment survey questionnaire of approximately 
200 questions. However, it was found that at the end of 
the interview there was no real way of knowing if the 
respondent was empowered or not; it was too subjec-
tive. Administering the questionnaire was not only time 
consuming but also, because of its length, respondents 
often failed to complete it. In addition, it soon became 
clear that the indicators being used were based on CLP’s 
understanding of women’s empowerment and not on 
criteria that the respondents considered important.

Two years later, between April and June 2012, dissatisfied 
with the existing approach, IMLC undertook a review of 

how CLP measured women’s empowerment. The 
process enabled a greater appreciation for the fact that 
women’s empowerment is context-specific and that 
char households should be consulted to see how they 
define women’s empowerment.

As part of this review, IML Claunched a significant piece 
of research, the objective of which was to understand 
how char households defined women’s empowerment.  
This entailed many focus group discussions with 
women and men of di�erent ages and from di�erent 
socio-economic backgrounds.

The research, qualitative in nature, resulted in the Chars 
Empowerment Scorecard (CES), which comprises ten 
criteria or indicators.  A relatively simple and short 
questionnaire was developed to answer the indicators 
in the Scorecard.A respondent was said to be 
empowered if she met any five or more of the criteria. 
The first survey to use the CES took place from June to 
August 2012.

Indicators for the Scorecard were separated into two 
categories: household-level indicators and community-level 
indicators.The household-level indicators referred to a 
woman’s status within her home and the dynamics of power 
between husband and wife. They also related to the 
influence and control a woman has within the household. 
The community-level indicators related to a woman’s social 
status, including her participation and influence within the 
community, as well as the respect she receives from 
community members.

By following a very consultative process, CLP was not 
only able to better understand what women’s 
empowerment meant in the chars context, but also, 
because of the extensive conversations held with char 
households, the Programme had a very defendable 
position when questioned why certain criteria were 
used as opposed to others.

WOMEN'S EMPOWERMENT
SCORECARD

This scorecard shows the behaviour which people 
on the chars have identified as representing 
empowerment. CLP uses these ten criteria for 
monitoring its impact on women’s empowerment.
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Women’s
Empowerment
scorecard



USE MIXED METHODS TO COLLECT DATA

Ideally, when it comes to describing and 
measuring women’s empowerment, a mixture 
of methods – both qualitative and quantitative – is 
best for determining indicators and gathering 
data. Su�cient field research, including focus 
group discussions, helped in building accuracy 
and legitimacy for the quantitative survey, 
which the CES and its questionnaire became.

The final product developed by CLP – the Chars 
Empowerment Scorecard– was the result of a 
qualitative approach that was used to 
construct a survey-based questionnaire. The 
two approaches supplemented each other well 
and resulted in a deeper understanding of 
women’s empowerment.

In the end, it incorporated some of the ques-
tions from the original survey but, despite that 
survey containing 200+ questions, there were 
still some important omissions. Analyses from 
the first surveys using the Chars Empowerment 
Scorecard showed some interesting results, but 
the data couldn’t explain, for example 1) which 
aspects of the Programme were influencing 
women’s empowerment the most, or 2) to what 
extent having an independent income impacted 
on other criteria of women’s empowerment. It 
was only by using a combination of data analysis 
and further qualitative research that CLP came 
to understand this.
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THE DEFINITION OF WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT 
IS CONTEXT SPECIFIC AND LIKELY TO CHANGE 
OVER TIME

It was a fairly obvious, but late realisation, that 
empowerment is highly context specific. Even within 
Bangladesh, the criteria used to define empowerment 
are likely to be di�erent for women living on the chars 
compared, for example, to women living in urban slums. 

Had CLP realised this earlier, a questionnaire with 200+ 
questions (CLP’s first approach) that drew on what other 
Bangladesh projects and programmes working in di�erent 
environments were using probably wouldn’t have been 
developed.

But, just as the criteria used to define empowerment are 
context specific, so too are the criteria likely to change 
as a woman makes economic and social progress. For 
example, the criteria used to define women’s empowerment 
for an extreme-poor woman just entering the 
Programme was likely to be di�erent from those of a 
woman who had received support for several years, and 
who subsequently had significant assets and a greater 
role in household decision making.

CLP did not have the resources to assess the extent to 
which criteria would change over time. And, there was 
hesitation to change any of the survey criteria because 
each change would a�ect the degree to whichthe survey 
could present a clear set of time-series data. In future, 
those who design such surveys should keep this in 
mind.

THERE IS A RISK OF SURVEY/RESPONDENT BIAS

Each year of operation, IMLC carried out an annual 
survey during which a sample of households that were 
supported in the past were revisited, i.e. panel 
samples.The advantage of this approach (as opposed to 
randomly selecting a di�erent sample each year) 
wasthat it allowed the status of individual households, 
and respondents, to be tracked over time. A disadvantage 
of this approach, however, was that the same 
households were revisited and may have started 
providing the information they thought the enumerator 
wanted to hear. 

Another risk associated with the CES questionnaire was 
that questions could potentially be interpreted in di�erent 
ways. For example, to some women “influencing 
decisions regarding investment” actually meant they 
were making or changing a particular decision; whereas 
for other women, it was simply about the fact that the 
man listened when in the past he hadn’t.

The same type of confusion could also have arisen for 
the “making decisions in the household jointly” indicator. 
Some women meant that they discussed decisions and 
took decisions upon mutual agreement, while for other 
women this meant that the man included them in the 
decision-making process when in the past he hadn’t. 
Both can be argued to represent empowerment, but 
there’s at least a qualitative di�erence between the two, 
even if they represent the empowerment definition.

These are not unusual risks. And they are present in all 
such surveys.

EVEN SOME OBVIOUS THINGS CAN BE 
OVERLOOKED

After going through the extensive community 
consultation process and finally developing the CES, 
IMLC launched its first CES survey to assess levels of 
empowerment in June 2012. 

It wasn’t until the analysis stage that CLP realised that 
female-headed households had been included in the 
sample and that not all criteria actually applied to them, 
e.g. 1) having her own cash 2) keeping the family’s cash 
etc. These female-headed households were included in 
the analysis, and it was actually easier for them to meet 
five or more of the criteria than male-headed 
households. During the second CES survey  the authors 
decided to follow a slightly di�erent approach and 
excluded the female-headed households from the 
analysis for these specific indicators. For these 
female-headed households (admittedly a small 
proportion of the sample at  +/-12%) the community 
indicators of empowerment were, however, relevant.

It’s clearly important to think the whole process 
through, from start to finish.

If you wish to learn more about CLP or the lessons learnt 
series of briefs please visit the CLP website
www.clp-bangladesh.org.

Author: Stuart Kenward
Editor: Tanya Goodman
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LESSONS INCLUDE:

A good VfM
strategy uses the “3Es” conceptual 

framework based on
the building blocks of Economy, 

E�ciency and E�ectiveness.

Regular monitoring
and evaluation contributes to

good VfM.

It is worth investing in
quality systems.

Output monitoring
and verification processes

and surveys are important. 

In order to calculate
the various aspects of VfM,

a project needs to have
good systems and data. 

Invest time and e�ort into
developing appropriate

measurement indicators for success.

A marginal incremental
gains approach is useful.

Be realistic, strategic and
proportionate when it

comes to data gathering e�orts. 

CLP’S EXPERIENCE USING VALUE FOR MONEY PRINCIPLESLESSONS LEARNT SERIES |50

This brief and shares many lessons and suggestions for those grappling with using VfM principles. 



VALUE FOR MONEY
 
The concept of VfM has always been enshrined in 
CLP’s operations, but the overall approach has 
evolved over time. CLP’s VfM Strategy uses the “3Es” 
conceptual framework based on the three VfM 
building blocks of Economy, E�ciency and E�ec-
tiveness. These respectively link money with inputs, 
inputs with outputs, and outputs with outcomes 
and impacts along the results chain. Cost-e�ciency 
spans Economy and E�ciency, and Cost-e�ective-
ness spans all three “Es” – see the figure on the next 
page.

As the figure clearly shows, in order to calculate the 
various aspects of VfM, a project needs to have 
good systems and data: financial systems; regular 
and high-quality operational monitoring; and good 
monitoring & evaluation (M&E) systems.
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LESSONS LEARNT

IT IS WORTH INVESTING IN QUALITY SYSTEMS

CLP implemented quality systems across all these 
areas, and paid particular attention to continual 
improvement. Regular reports on VfM were issued and 
financial, procurement and administrative systems 
were regularly reviewed. A lesson from this is that it is 
worth investing in these areas, even if it seems expensive, 
given that under-investment can have impacts across all 
three of the E’s. Poor financial systems, for example, will 
almost certainly result in poorly controlled costs and / 
or fraud and misappropriation that goes unchallenged; 
neither is good for e�ciency, e�ectiveness or economy.

A MARGINAL INCREMENTAL GAINS APPROACH IS 
USEFUL

The Lessons Learnt brief on Financial Systems and Risk 
Management covers CLP’s learnings on those topics, so 
they will not be repeated here. From the VfM perspective, 
CLP has learnt that taking a “marginal incremental gains” 
approach can be useful. This is where all aspects of a 
system or process are analysed, and any / all small 
modifications that can be made to improve its operation 
are implemented. Even if each individual change is 
small, over time and across systems, the small changes 
add up to greater overall impact and therefore better 

VfM. CLP carried out these analyses in a number of 
ways: regular reviews by the senior management team; 
in-depth reviews of financial and procurement systems 
by the Finance team; and workshops involving multiple 
stakeholders to review technical systems such as 
voucher-based activities.

REGULAR MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
CONTRIBUTES TO GOOD VFM

CLP’s suite of monitoring and evaluation activities 
provided several lessons that impacted on VfM. At the 
end of the process under which households were identified 
for CLP support, for example, senior managers carried out 
a verification process. It is not good VfM to provide 
support to participants that don’t really need it, so 
selected households were randomly sampled and 
re-surveyed to ensure they met CLP’s selection criteria. 
The sample size was usually set at 5% of the cohort, but in 
the last round, CLP sampled 7.5% of selected households 
due to the perception of a possible increased risk of 
inclusion error through potential fraud. This verification 
process by senior management had a strong quality 
improvement and fraud deterrence e�ect. Although some 
Implementation Organisations (IMOs) had occasionally 
been requested to re-do their identification process in 
certain villages due to inclusion / exclusion problems, 
since the early days of Phase 1 of CLP no IMO had to 
re-do its entire selection process.
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OUTPUT MONITORING AND VERIFICATION 
PROCESSES / SURVEYS ARE IMPORTANT

CLP also carried out additional output monitoring and 
customer satisfaction surveys. Output monitoring 
verification was contracted to a third party survey 
supplier, which was issued with a selection of outputs 
to go and verify each month. These teams would visit 
the assigned villages to find out, for example, if the 
number of plinths that were reported were actually 
there and were built to the appropriate quality. 

Customer satisfaction surveys were also outsourced, 
and were designed to interview CLP participants 
directly to find out if implementation was going 
according to plan, if they were satisfied, or if there had 
been incidents of potential fraud, such as requests or 
demands for suspicious payments. 

These verification reports led to various incidents 
being discovered and corrected, which led to cost 
savings as well as quality improvements, therefore 
covering all the E’s. These incidents were documented 
and managed with the help of an online system, thus 
providing a database of issues to guide future reviews 
and risk management strategies.
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INVEST TIME AND EFFORT INTO DEVELOPING 
APPROPRIATE MEASUREMENT INDICATORS FOR 
SUCCESS

CLP’s approach to assessing the technical quality and 
outcomes / impact of its work was headlined by its 
“Graduation Criteria”. In order to graduate, a household 
must have achieved six out of ten indicators that 
covered income, food security, access to improved 
water and aspects of women’s empowerment, amongst 
others. These added up to a balanced picture of what a 
household that was no longer “in extreme poverty” 
would look like. It avoided certain traps, such as an 
over-reliance on income and expenditure data, which, 
while important, were generally accepted as giving an 
incomplete picture of the variety of ways in which 
poverty can impact on households.

This was a very useful way of giving a broad-based, 
coherent easy-to-understand account of CLP’s impact. 
It was used as one of the inputs in a cost-benefit analysis 
(CBA) that was carried out during 2012 / 2013. This CBA 
reported a benefit-cost ratio of 1.77, concluding that this 
“…is a very positive assessment, suggesting that CLP 
o�ers good value-for-money.”

As with any approach, it brings with it potential weaknesses: 
Were the indicators the “right” ones? Were the chosen 
thresholds “correct”? Were the methods that were used 
to collect data accurate? Regardless, CLP learnt that the 
positive and useful aspects of measuring graduation 
rates largely outweighed the negatives, giving a rational 
and defendable way of assessing the impact and VfM of 
the programme.

BE REALISTIC, STRATEGIC AND PROPORTIONATE 
WHEN IT COMES TO DATA GATHERING EFFORTS

Other aspects of CLP’s VfM strategy proved to be slightly 
more challenging. The annual review of 2012 recommended 
that CLP develop a balanced scorecard to track its IMOs’ 
technical performance across a number of criteria. The VfM 
Strategy and Workplan duly included this and work was 
carried out. However, it ran into di�culties for a number 
of reasons. 

To begin with, the scope of the scorecard was di�cult to 
finalise. Early ideas turned out to require more resources 
than expected: the amount of new data collection 
required was too great for the personnel and budget 
available; and the time needed for analysis and reporting 
also turned out to be much higher than originally 
planned.

Reviews took place and new ideas and scopes were 
introduced, but a certain level of “systems overload” and 
“assessment fatigue” set in. In addition, the internal 
benefits and internal or external demand for the outputs 
of the balanced scorecard didn’t fully materialise. 

While the information the proposed scorecard generated 
would be useful to a certain extent for IMOs and CLP 
management, it became clear that there was already 
considerable liaison, communication, oversight and 
review of all aspects of IMO and CLP technical, financial 
and administrative operations throughout the year. 
Thus, while the balanced scorecard provided an 
additional source of information, it did not become a 
headline or flagship system. For the same reasons, 
there was little call for the outputs of the balanced 
scorecard from CLP’s Secretariat or District managers 
and supervisors.

It is questionable whether a system designed to 
promote VfM can represent good VfM itself if its outputs 
are useful but marginal, and for which there appears to 
be little internal demand. This illustrates that a strategic 
and proportionate approach needs to be taken at all 
times. While the balanced scorecard was undoubtedly a 
useful approach, and may in other circumstances have 
become a flagship system, it is possible that it wasn’t 
necessary for CLP given the state of development of its 
financial, M&E and overall coordination / supervision 
systems; it was a solution without a problem to address.

If you wish to learn more about CLP or the lessons learnt 
series of briefs please visit the CLP website
www.clp-bangladesh.org.
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