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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Social Safety Net Programs (SSNPS) has become an important agenda of discussion in
Bangladesh because of its increasing contribution in-terms of service delivery to the people as
well as its.microeconomic and macroeconomic impacts..-However, little statisticalievidence is
- available on SSNPs and satisfaction of beneficiaries in Bangladesh. There is, also no systematie
- study on delivery. of services and beneficiaries satisfaction under SSNPs. ThlS study is an attempt

to explore the satisfaction level of beneficiaries under SSNPs.

The study titled ‘Delivery of Servicés and Beneficiaries’ ‘Sati-Sfaction under Social ‘Safety Net
Programs (SSNP):' A Study on Four Selected Upazﬂas Social -Services Department was
- conducted under the revenue budget of BPATC In this study the level of satisfaction of the
beneficiaries under SSNP of Upazilas Social Services Department has been reviewed, the
opinions of the respondents have been gathered, the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries has
been assessed, the problem associated with the service delivery system have been identified and

recommendations have been made to improve the overall situation of service delivery.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS: The major research questions are:;V'Vhat are the opinions about
selection of the beneficiaries under social safety net program .of Upazila Social Services
Department (USSD)?, How much the level of satisfaction the beneficiaries receipt from delivery

of services?.

OBJECTIVES:: The obJectlves of the research study are to: examme whether the standard
| selection procedures of beneﬁc1arles are followed or not ﬁnd out the level of satlsfactlon of the
beneficiaries about Social Safety Net -(SSN) programs delivered by» Upazila Social Services -
Department (USSD) and make reeomm‘ertdation (1f ~approp¥.igt-e) bn the Tiiie 6P ﬁhdings.

METHODOLOGY: Purposiye samplinig procedure was folloyvevd in selecting the Social Services
Departments (SSDs) and their service dehvery station. Apart from this, a random sampling
procedure was followed to select beneficiaries. The study was undertaken in four SSDs. These
departments were selected from four Upazila of Dhaka and Manikganj districts. Dhamrai and
Savar Upazila of Dhaka district and Saturia & Singair Upazila of Manikganj district were the

sample areas for the study. 204 enlisted beneficiaries of Social Services Department, 36 public



representatives and 20 officials were the respondents of the study. Beneficiaries under Social
safety Net (SSN) Programs were considered for the study. Among them old aged persons,
widowed, dolita horizon, insolvent disabled, insolvent disabled students and freedom fighters
were the target groups. The total respondents of the four Upazila were 260. Several determinants
were considered to measure citizen satisfaction such as fairness.and equity in;serVice»delivery,
timeliness/promptness of service delivery, accessibility to public . services, availability of
information, courtesy and respect, the knowledge, skills. and experiences. of officials, .quick
responses to. the demand of people, value of money, economy and efficiency in-public service
delivery, .redress and outcome of the encounter with the public servrce Motivation and
commltment sympathy & empathy, honesty and mtegrlty, actlve hstenmg of serv1ce prov1ders
‘were also considers to measure the level of satisfaction. Information board and help desk
avallablllty of form, user friendly form, absence of harassment by mlddlemen and cumbersome
procedures were also considerable factors in this connection. Three sets of structured
questionnaires were administered to collect required primary data. Questionnaire- I was used to
gather information from the beneficiaries and questionnaires- IT and III were prepared to collect
data from Officials and Public Representatives respectively. Opinions of the respondents were
gathered through 5 point ‘Likert Scaling’-where 1 denotes minimum level and 5 indicates
maximum level of satisfaction and performance. Data were collected during the period from
early February to early March 2016. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-17) is

applied for processing data.

FINDINGS AND ANALYSTS: L LS Lo

Demographlc Profile of the Beneﬁmarles Mean age of beneﬁmarres was 59. 6 years Ma]orlty of

‘the respondents were illiterate fol]owed by ‘can write name (19 6%) Average number of

4 ‘. members of households 1s 5.09 and that of dependent number of members is:3. 70.°22, 5. percent

of the. respondents are counted as ‘home manager (house w1fe) followed by 181 percent
unemployed. Average monthly income of the respondents is Tk, 5597.57. It was. found that 77
percent of the respondents have no-land and average size of the land is only 8.36 decimals.

Selection of Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP): It is apparent that all the
criteria, which are precondition and required for selection beneficiaries under SSNP have been
followed by the concerned authority to a great extent. Weighted average scores made by all three

types of respondents regarding selection of beneficiaries under SSNPs are more than 70 percent.



Right persons are being selected as beneficiaries of the Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced and

Destitute women and Insolvent Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social

safety net Programme (SSNP) of the government.

Overall Satisfaction under SSNP: The study shows that 31 percent of the respondents were
-hundred percent satisfied with the sei'vi‘ce's'th‘e received whereas, 69 percent of-them replied that

they were not 100 percent satisfied with those. -

; ..Re,sppndent's:’-,level of  Satisfaction under SSNP: 81.9 percent beneficiaries- either ‘agreed’ or

‘strongly - agreed’ with the statement. that- ‘officials ‘provided services” without favour &
. discrimination” and in this regard' the average 'weighted score for the same statement was 83
- percent. On the- contrary, the score 'made by public representatlves (PR) and ofﬁ01als for the
~ same statement was 84 and 87 percent respectively.’ About-85 percent service users recognized
that they had equal accesses to the services prov1ders. The weighted average score of
beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about accessibility to services was 82, 73 and
86 percent respectively. 53.4 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials
provided services within the specified time’ and in this regard the average scoring for the same
was 69 percent. On the contrary, the score made by PR and officials for the same statement was
81 and 80 percent respectively. The study indicates that 65.7 percent beneficiaries ‘agreed’ or
‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials were prompt to take decision’ and in this
regard the average score for the same statement was 73.63 percent. On the contrary, weighted
average score of public representatives and officials for the same statement was 83.43 and 84
percent respectively. The study depicts that 56.8 percent. beneficiaries ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly
agreed’ with the statement that- ofﬁ01al< paid necessary attentlon to service users” and:i m thlS
regard the average score for the ‘same 'statément was 73 percent; public representatives alSQ»"
endorsed. the -same .view. On the other- hand, average score made by officials for the same’
statement was 89 percent. The resultsindicate that 72 percent of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’
& ‘strongly agreed” with the statement - ‘officials hold enough knowledge and skills toperform
service user’s requirements’ and in this regard the average score for the same statement was 78
percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view in this aspect. On the contrary,
average score given by of officials for the same statement was 87 percent. The results revealed
that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that

‘cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently ‘and average score for



the same was76 percent; On the other hand, the score made by PRs and officials for the same
statement was 88 and 84 percent respectively. The results confirm that 78.9 percent beneficiaries
either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed” with the statement that ‘officials provided services displaying
courtesy and respect to service users’ and in this regard the weighted average score for the same
statement was 84 percent. On the other hand, PRs and officials tated against the same statement
was 84 and 89 percent respectively: The findings prove that 70.1: percent beneficiaries’ either *
agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the:statement that ‘officials provided complete and correct”
information to serVice users™ and weighted average score for the same statement was 76 percent. -
On the contrary, average score made by PRs and officials for the same statément was 81 and 90
percent respectively. The study reveals that 63.7 percent beneficiaties either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly

agreed’. with, the statement that ‘officials’ provided ' services -‘with proper commitment to

beneficiaries’ and in this connection the average score for the same statement was 74 percent. On

the other hand, rate of scoring of public representatives and officials for the same statement was

.77 and 76 percent respectively which was very close to that of service users. Beneficiaries were
. -asked whether ‘officials show sympathy and empathy’ in terms of receipt of services, 40.7

. percent beneficiaries replied that they ‘agree’ with the statement followed by ‘strongly agree’

with 35.3 percent. Average score by service users was 88 percent to service providers. The study

- indicates that 41.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials provided

services with honesty and integrity’ and weighted average score for the same statement was 69

percent. On the contrary, average rate of scoring. of public representatives.and officials for the

- same statement was 79 and 91 percent respectively. ‘The ‘findings show that'60.7 percent

beneficiaries either -‘agreed’ ‘or ‘strongly agreed’ with  the 'statement that ‘officials were
reasonably alert-to-hear from the service users’and. in this‘regard the weighted average scoring
for the same. statement was 75 percent. On-the other hand, public representatives and-officials’
scored the same statement by 76 and 87-percent respectively. It is revealed that 39.7 percent
beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly-agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials redressed and
taken corrective measures to the beneficiaries’ and in this regard weighted average score for the
same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand, average score given by PRs and officials’ for
the same statement was 74 and 83 percent respectively. 74 percent beneficiaries replied that they
either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement- ‘they were harassed by middlemen in

terms of service received’, where the average score was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent public



representatives and concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. It is revealed that 78.9
percent beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’” with the statement-
“delivery of services were surrounded by cumbersome procedures’, whereas the average scoring

was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent PRs and 70 percent officials endorsed the view of service

- users. This indicates that there is plenty -of scope to remove the ‘complex procedures and to
-simplify the process of service delivery to-augment the level of satisfaction-of beneficiaries.

... Level of Satisfaction with. Office Ernvironment of the Respondents: About 54 percent

clientele replied that the situation was ‘good’ ‘and 363 percent made their opinion with:

- ‘excellent’ remarks in this regard. On the other hand, 50 percent public representatives and 45
- percent officials replied that in terms of cleanliness it was excellent. It is- exposed: from the -

findings that.in.respect to seating arrangement weighted average rating of beneficiaries and

officials was quite close to each other; however, public représentatives did not endorse the same
view. The study shows that rating of public representatives were always lower than those of the
clientele and officials in terms of supply of pure drinking water and consistent opinions are
marked by beneficiaries and officials in this aspect. 44 percent beneficiaries replied that the
position of ‘toilet facility’ was ‘good’ and 8.2 percent made their opinion with ‘excellent’
remarks in this regard. On the other hand, about 28 percent clientele & public representatives and
60 percent officials marked that ‘toilet facility’ was average standard. It may be noted that 41.7

percent public representatives marked ‘poor’ about the toilet facility. Satisfaction level of

.clientele may also be determined with the existence and standard of canteen facilities of the
.. .office;. The study shows that all the three categories of respondents rated lower standard against
- -.this variable. .50 percent public*representatives opined: that- arrangement  for copying and

- duplicating:was‘poor’; whereas; about 32 percent beneficiaries advocated in-favour of *average’-

standard -of the facility. It is observed that none of the public ‘representatives-opined ‘hat® -
availability of facility was excellent.

Problems Identified by the Respondents: The respondents recognized the following problems
as barrier tb..delivery of services-inadequate allocation of money, shortage of skilled field
workers, absence of accountability of officials, complex administrative procedures and lack of
local level coordination, harassment of middleman, absence of proper remedial measures relating
to complain of clients, inadequate supervision by local representatives, lack of individual

responsibility of performing tasks, lack of Information Assistance Centre and ICT facilities,



inadequate decision making authority, lack of understanding of the people about service delivery
procedures, negative attitudes of officials, inadequate supervision and evaluation of work, lack of
hearing of the officials and absence of bill-board with mentioning the service available in office.

Suggestions of the Respondents: Respondents advocated to take followings measures to provide

_ quality services to the clientele- adequate fund allocation and timely release, required number of

skilled field workers should be employed/deployed, strengthening coordination at local level, «

. speedy. solution of the complain of clients, supervision-of Wwork Jjointly by officials and PRs; -

provision of severe punishment of middlemen, Displaying Bill/Notice Board ‘in conspicuous

places. indicating services offered by:DSS;" provision” of reward' and -punishment, computer

. -facility and . modern.technology should ‘be.arranged, build up awareness of the citizens through

publicity, necessary logistics support for,task accomplish, clients should be informed regularly
about the progress of the work, arrangement of necessary need based training to clientele;
officials should be given necessary incentives, delegation of decision making to concerned
implementing officer, knowing decision as a right should be ensured and use of name card/tag by
service providers.

Recommendations: To maximize the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries the following
recommendations are derived from the study findings and analysis:

® Services should be provided within the stipulated time-

e Increase efficiency of the officials and thus to ensure economy in service delivery

e Officials should maintain highest level of honesty and integrity

- @ Customers feedback should be honoured-and corrective measures need to initiate” ve i o3

. Harassment by middlemen:.should be removed:

e Disqualified citizens should.not be: selected as beneficiary under SSNP- - -

® Toilet and canteen facilities should beé improved -

~ @ Regular provision to allocate and release-adequate money to meet the demand of clientele

e Coordination problem at local level should: be mitigated
e Training on ICT - modern technology and national integrity should be given priority to attain
government policy

e Interaction between officials and clientele need to be strengthen.

Vi
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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

1. In our country, citizens are to communicate often with the officers and staff working at
different levels in various Ministries/Divisions situated in and outside the Secretariat and
also with their Departments D1rectorates Corporatlons Autonomous bodies and other
offices situated in different parts of Bangladesh Public serv1ce is the only logic for v
existence of these orgamzatlons But it is an undeniable fact that 1nstead of public service
‘in many cases people experience indescribable suffermgs and harassment: In many cases
there is no.arrangement for accountability of these service providing agencies. Lack of
accountability. in public service is gradually becommg a cornmon practice beginning from
the.- Seeretarlat- the hlghest level to Upahla Unlon or Ward- the lowest level. The
manpower and the expenditure of different public service’ organ1zat10ns are increasing
with the simple logic of developing their standards and widening their extent of work.
But in reality, in many cases, the situation is rather worsening (PARC Report, Vol. 2P-1).

2. Public agencies have been generally characterized as being rigid, nonresponsive,
inefficient and ineffective pre-occupied with process rather than results, driven by out
dated rules and regulations. They are regarded as insensitive to the changing demands of
the people rules and regulations. Also in general, public servants have not acted as
“servant” of the people, but rather as their “masters”, they are sometimes politically
influenced and almost immune from the requirement of accountability[ and

‘transparency The concepts of “effectlveness” & “efficiency”, and ‘dynam1sm seem to
~the qulte remote from their actual practtces Some public offi c1als may be personally |

cognizant- of the changes that have replaced in modern public management, but the

.1 Accountability of action that we perform in doing business. Accountability to clients - mean the people for whom we are meant for i.e., we
are for the people. It refers strong loyalty for government rules, regulations, laws/acts etc.

2 Transparency is clarity of action and ideas before the people- before the clients. Clients are the stakeholders, beneficiaries.
Show one energetic, careful, smart, pro-people, positive and honesty.

* Effectiveness refers to how useful something is. Efficiency refers to how well something is done, For example, a car is a very
effective form of transportation, able to move people across long distances, to specific places, but a car may not transport people
efficiently because of how it uses fuel. Effectiveness is about doing the right things—.Efficiency is simply about doing things
right — i.e.. completing a task cheaper or faster.



(U8)

environment in which they function has not yet allowed these changes to filter into their
administrative behavior and impact on the conduct of public duties in the service of the
people. It is therefore necessary to analyze the root causes that have led to the present
situation (PARC Report, Vol-1) _

The general perception is that the members of the public are harassed and humiliated by
public officials and the members of the public have taken the shape of benefactor and

beneficiary, although the public servarits were meant to provide service to public. People

.are unaware of how and where to obtain specific services and often fall prey to

middlemen and corrupt practices. Cumbersome procedures and the slow pace of
decisions and service delivery cause suffering to the people and waste pubhc resources
and time. It is, therefore, urged that citizen’s client’s charter may protect the rights of the
general mass. A citizen’s charter is basically a document where prec1srons are made
indicating the services available along” with "the ‘commitments of the serv1ce delivery
organizations to provide such service efficiently and accountably, which ensure value for
money paid for the services. Past efforts for encouraging public agencies to define the
reasons for their very existence and therefore, their mission and functions, required
inputs, and expected outputs- did not lead to positive results. The introduction of citizen’s
charters will create and nurture the culture of providing services and improve service
delivery to clients. (PARC Report, Vol-1). The experiences show that though there are
rules, regulations and citizen charters, people are still deprived from the services as they
expect from the public servants.

The environment within which social welfare services are rendered has changed during

the past few years. The change has been brought about largely by changes in the socio-

-economic and political situation in Bangladesh which need pohcy reviews to make social

welfare programmes and services responsrve to the needs of the poorest of the poor who
are the most vulnerable groups in society.-

The major concern of delivery-,of services under Social Safety Net Programs (SSNP)
include to serve the beneficiaries and to make them satisfied with the services. It is
generally said and observed that beneficiaries are not selected neutrally and in most of the

cases public representatives play irrational role in this regard; it is also observed that
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j beneficiaries under SSNPs are not fully satisfied with the services delivered by service

| providers. This issues need to be investigated.

6. Considering the above statements this study aims to explore the present selection process
© and satisfaction level of beneficiaries’, views and expectations from the public servants

| . in terms of delivery of services of Upazila Social Services Department and to find-out the

ways & means to improve the existing situation.

7. Research Questions

Keeping in mind the statement of the preblems of the' srudy rnentioned rabcv)ve the keyv concern of

’thrs study is to know whether standard norms of selectlon procedures of beneficiaries are

,rollowed or not and to find out the level of satlsfacnon of beneﬁc1ar1es from the dehvered' '

services by social services department. Hence the major research quest1ons are:

a. What are the opinions about selection of the beneficiaries under social safety net program
of Upazila Social Services Department (USSD)?

b. How much the level of satisfaction the beneficiaries receipt from delivery of services?
8. Objectives of the Study:

The general objective of this study is to find out the standard of selection procedures and
examine the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from the service they received under

SSNP. The specific objectives of the research study are to:

B e et 1) know whether the standard selection procedures of beneﬁ;ci'aries are followed or
not ) -
~ii) - find out the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries about Social Safety Net

(SSN) programs delivered by Upazila Social Services Department (USSD)

1ii) make recommendation (if appropriate) on the line of findings..
9. Scope of the Study:

The study focuses on the followings:
a. to observe the existing nature of social safety net programme of Upazila Social

Service Department



b. to appreciate the selection procedures of the beneficiaries under SSN program

C. to assess the satisfaction level of beneficiaries under SSNP

d. to detect the existing barriers for rendering prompt service to the people by the
concerned departments and

e. - to make suggestions to improve delivery of public services as per expectation of

beneficiaries/citizens by the Upazila Social Services Department.
- 10. Rationale of the Study:

Bangladesh Public. Administration Training Centre has been given the mandate to develop the
human resources through imparting training and the ultimate aim of these training is to improve
-~ the delivery of public services as per expectation of the citizens. _Therc’ are cheral sessions ot
“improving service standard of the “orgavniz’ations” in Foundation Training Course (FTC) afid
Advanced Course on Administration & Development (ACAD) & other short courses. The output
of the study may be fruitfully used as training materials in those courses to understand the gap

between service delivery and expectation of the general mass.

A meticulous and critical study has been made in respect of service delivery in Upazila Social
Services Department as expected by the concerned citizens. It is expected that the strength and
pitfalls of delivery may help rethink and re-design the future plan of the concerned organizations,
so that these organizations may be more pragmatic to render service as per expectation of the
people.

Besides, scholar and researchers, theoret1c1ans and practitioners who are mterested to know more .
: about the _existing situation of service delivery may find the output of the study valuable.

Il Expected Beneflt of the Research Study:

The expected benefit of the study may be as follows: ‘ _
1« Understand the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from service dehvery of socml
services department
ii. The findings and recommendations of the research work are expected to develop a
new and improved process of public service delivery system of Social Service

Department, which may be used by the macro-level policy makers.



iii. At the agency level the heads of a Social Welfare officers/department/directorate will
be able to derive benefit from the findings
iv. Ultimately any new and developed system of service delivery will directly benefit the

common people in the society.

Meaning of Key Terms

For better understandmg of the study, the term ‘service’, ‘key attrlbutes of services’, ‘service

delivery’, ‘key concepts of social services’, practlce env1ronment of social welfare services’,

‘values-and-principles for service delivery’ and ‘indicators of customer satisfaction’ have

been discussed below:

1.1 Meaning of Service:

1.1.1

1.2

1.2.4.
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The term service has different mééniné‘s’[Mbst related rncaning to the sfudy are as
follows: | o

Service can be denoted as “an act of help or assistance”. “work done by one person or
group that benefits another” and “a agency or company that performs a public service,
subject to government regulation.”

In economics and marketing, a service is the non-material equivalent of a good. Service
provision has been defined as an economic activity that does not result in ownership, and
this is what differentiates it from providing physical goods. It is claimed to be a process
that creates benefits to the clientele by the service providers.

Key Attributes of Service:

Service can be described 'i‘n.tg*,rmsfo‘f théir main attributes.

-Intangibility- They cannot be seen, handled srnelled etc. There is no need for storage.

Because ‘they are dlfﬁcult to conceptuahze serv1ce marketlng requlres creative

- visualizations to effectively make the 1ntar1g1ble more concrete. From the customer’s

point of view, this makes it difficult to evaluate or compare services prlor to exper1encmg
the service. 5 N

Perishability- Unsold service time is “165‘[”, thét ié, it cannot be.r‘egained. It is a lost
economic opportunity. For example a doctor that is booked for only two hours a day

cannot later work those hours- she has lost her economic opportunity. Other service



1.2.3
1.2.4
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examples are airplane seats (once the plane departs, those empty seats cannot be sold)
and other seats (sales end at a certain point).

Lack of transportability- Service must be consumed at the point of “production”.

Lack of homogeneity- Service is typically modified for each client or each new situation

(customized). Mass production of service is very difficult. This can be seen as a problem

-of inconsistent quality. Both inputs and outputs to the processes. involved providing

service are highly variable, as are.the relationships between these processes, making it

difficult to maintain consistent quality. . -

‘Human intensity- Services usually ‘involve considerable human -activity, ‘rather than

precisely determined process.” Human resource management is important. The human

factor is often the key success factor in service delivery.

-Demand- Fluctuations- It is very difficult to estimate demand. Demand can vary by

season, time of day, business cycle, etc.
Client Involvement- Most service provision requires a high degree of interaction between

client and service provider.

1.3 Service Delivery

1:3.1
1.3.2
1.3.3

“1.3;4
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The delivery of a service typically involves five factors:

The service providers

Equipment used to provide the service (e.g. vehicles, machine, cash registers)
The physical facilities (e.g. building, parking, waiting rooms etc.)

The client e |

Other customers at the service delivery location. ' )

The service is defined as all activities involved in the service delivery process. Some

~service managers use the term “moment of truth™ to indicate that defining Ppoint in a

specific service where interactions are most intense.

1.4 Key Concepts of Social Services

This section explains key concepts social services:



1.4.1 Social welfare: Social Welfare refers to conditions of social well-being when social

problems are satisfactorily managed, social needs are met and social opportunities are created to

meet needs of individuals, families, groups and communities.

1.42

1.44

1.4.5

“In its narrowest sense, social welfare includes those nonprofit functions of society,
public or Voluntary, which are clearly aimed at alleviating dlstress and poverty or at

ameliorating the conditions of the casualtres of soc1ety ? (Dolgoﬁ" and Feldstein I 980)

- United. Nations in 1967 defined soczal welfare as “social welfare as an organrzed function

1S regarded as a body of act1v1t1es des1gned to enable 1nd1v1duals famllres groups and

communities to cope with the soc1al problems of changrng cond1t10ns But in addition to

and extending beyond the range of its respons1b111t1es for spec1ﬁc servrces soc1al welfare

, has a further function Wnnm the broad area of a countrys socral development In this

larger sense, social welfare should play a major role in contr1but1ng to the effective
mobilization and deployment of human and material resources of the country to deal
successfully with the social requirements of change, thereby participating in nation-
building.”

Hong Kong Government in White Paper- 1979 "Used in its broadest sense the term
'social welfare' can embrace all efforts aimed at improving health, education,
employment, housing, recreational and cultural services for the community at large.
However, for the purpose of the White Paper, 'social welfare' will be used in a narrower
sense as the range of services provided by Social Welfare Department and the voluntary
welfare sector.

“Social welfare (in HK) embraces laws, programmes, benefits and services which address

© . social needs accepted as essential to the well?being ofa éociety. It focuses on personal

and social problems, both existing and potential. It also plays an important developmental

role by providing an organized system of services and institutions which are, designed to

+aid individuals and groups to achieve satisfying roles in life and personal relationships

- which permit them to develop their full capacities and to promote their well being in

harmony with the needs and aSpirations of their families and the community”
(Hong Kong— Review 1998).
Social welfare Services: Services and programmes that are provided to meet social needs

and create opportunities for people to realize their potentials. Services include prevention

7



and promotion, social assistance and social relief, protection, statutory social support and

aftercare services.

Social Safety Net:

1. The social safety net is a collection of services provided by the state or other institutions
such as friendly societies, including welfare, unemplovment benefit, universal healthcare.
‘homeless shelters, and sometimes ‘subsidized services %uch as pubhc transport which

prevent individuals from fallmo into’ poverty

+il. - Social Safety Net (SSN) is defined as actions, pohc1es and programs that attempt to .

reduce poverty through direct transfer of resources to the poor (PRSP P 37). The SSN
1ntends to or at least help ensuring a minimum level of income for the extreme poor who
are unhkely to beneﬁt much from the economic growth )

ii.  Safety nets appeared prominently in the Research Need Dlgest of the NF PCSP prepared
E-m 2006 and more than one half of the research topics proposed by the survey respondents of
the NFPCSP were related to safety nets. Although the issue of safety nets is widely
researched, it still commands fresh attention particularly with respect to efficiency in
implementation and a reemphasis on it appeared important espe01ally in the backdrop of

decreasing international aid and i Increasing the incidence and seventy of disasters.



1.5 Practice Environment of Social Welfare Services*
1.5.1 An understanding of the practice environment for social welfare services and service

providers entails recognizing the interrelatedness of the socio-economic factors that affect

_people’s lives, the complexities of social needs, the challenges facmg social welfare services and

the diversity of role players in the system.

1.5.2 Social . welfare servrces are rendered in a varlety of contexts by a w1de spectrum of

practitioners., The services may focus on a total populatlon in a spec1ﬁc r‘ommunlty or only on

specific target groups in the commumty A commumty can be descrlbed 1n terms of geographic

- location or a specific confined space such as re51dent1al area, workplace or correctional centre.

The services may also address all the needs in the communlty orina spec1ﬁc focus area, then
specific description of the commumty, target group ‘and focus area determines which of the
collaboratrw' partners will be mvolved in the service dehvery as well as the spectr um of

practitioners who will be involved.

Framework for Social Welfare Services, South Africa- 2013, p. 5-6 (Available online: http://www.dsd.gov. za/index?.
php?option= com_ docman&task=doc _view&gid=515&Itemid=39).




1.6. Values for Service Delivery

Core values of an integrated developmental social welfare services approach are:

1.6.1
1.6.2

Acknowledgement of and respect for people’s potential to develop and change.
Recognition of the rights of all people to participate in their own development and
decision making and to be accountable for their own lives.

1.6.3 Commitment to facilitate social processes that build effective relationships as well as
healthy organizations and communities.
1.6.4 Joint respon51b1hty for the dehvery of mtegrated developmental SOCIaI welfare services.

1.7 Principles for Service Dellvery

‘The followings are considered as key orinciples of a developmental social welfare approach

in service delivery:

. 1.7.1 Accountability: All legislation, policy-and regiilations should be complied with.

1.7.2 Accessibility: Accessibility oféervices in terms of physical and geographical conditions,

time, language and need should be ensured.

1.7.3 Appropriateness: Appropriate services to respond to social, economic, cultural and
political conditions. o
1.7.4 Efficiency and effectiveness: Objectives should be achieved in the most cost-effective
manner.
1.7.5 Empowerment: Power relations should shift towards people so that they can achieve
greater control and influence over decisions and resources that impact on the quality of their
lives through increasingly interdependent relationships.
1.7.6 Equity: The allocation of resources should be based on need, priorities and historical
imbalances.
1.7.7 Partnership:- Government, civil society and the business sector should accept collective
responsibility to deliver services.
1.7.8 Participation: People should be fully engaged in their own process of learning, growth
and change starting from where they are and moving at their own pace.
1.7.9 Self-reliance: People should be connected to each other and their environment in ways
that make them more effective in their individual and collective efforts towards achieving a
better life and developing leadership, decision —making and planning skills, among other

things.
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1.8 Measuring customer Satisfaction

As noted above, service quality dimensions and factors have been researched widely for a
range of public and private services- and just about all individual studies include some
amendments or additions to reflect the particular service being researched. There is
therefore little to be gained in attempting to outline a ﬂc’omp_rehensive approach here.
However, it is worth outlining a lisf of 18 quality d@téﬁnihants compiled by Johnston
(Johnston 1995), gt

1.8.1 Access: the physical apprdachability’ of service location, including the ease of finding one’s
way around the service environment and the clarity of route.

1.82  Aesthetics: extent to which the components of the service package ate agreeable or
' pleasing to the customer, including both the appearance and-the ambience of the service

' environment, the appearance and presentation of service facilifies, goods and staff.

1.8.3  Attentiveness/helpfulness: the extent to which the service, particularly of contact staff,
either provides help to the customer or gives the impression ‘of interest in the customer
and shows a willingness to serve.

1.8.4  Availability: the availability of service facilities, staff and goods to the customer. In the

~ case of contact staff, this means both the staff/customer ratio and the amount of time each
staff member has available to spend with each customer. In the case of goods, availability
. includes both the quantity and the range of products made available to the customer.
1.8.5 Care: the concern, consideration, sympathy and patience shown to the customer. This
includes the extent to which the customer is put at ease by the service and made to feel
emotionally (rather than physically) comfortable.

1.8.6 Cleanliness/tidiness: the cleanliness, and the neat and tidy appearance of the tangible
components of service package, including the service environment, facilities, goods and -
contact staff. . . PR ;

1.8.7  Comfort: the physical comfort of the service environment and facilities.

1.8.8  Commitment: staff’s apparent commitment to their work, including 'the pride and

o satisfaction they apparently take in their j ob, their diligence and thoroughness.

'1.8.9  Communication: the ability of the service providers to communicate with the customer
o in a way he or she will understand. This includes the clarity, completeness and accuracy
of both verbal and written information communicated to the customer and the ability of
staff to listen to and understand the customer.

? Public Service Reform: Understanding Customer Satisfaction- A MOR| Review for the Office of Public Services Reform, Prime Minister's Office

of Public Service Reforms, p.21-22 (Available online: httgs://www.igsos-mori.com/DownloadPublicationn202 sri_local_gov_public service_reform_
measuring_ and_understanding_customer_satisfaction_042002.PDF)
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1.8.10 Competence: the skill, expertise and professionalism with which the service is executed.
This includes the carrying out of correct procedures, correct execution of customer
instructions, degree of product or service knowledge exhibited by contact staff, the
rendering of good, sound advice and the general ability to do a good job.

1.8.11 Courtesy: the politeness, respect and propriety shown by the service, usually contact
staff, in dealing with the customer and his or her property. This includes the ability of
staff to be unobtrusive and non-interfering when appropriate.

1.8.12 Flexibility:'a.willingness and ability on the part of the service worker to amend. or alter

the nature of the service or product to meet the needs of the customer. -~ ‘

1.8.13 Friendliness: the warmth and  personal approachability (rather than physical

.. approachability) of the service providers, particularly of contact staff, including cheerful
attitude and the ability to make the customer feel welcome

1.8.14 Functionality: the serv1ceab111ty and ﬁtness for purpose or product quality” of service
facilities and goods. S ]

+1.8:15 Integrity: the honesty, justice, fa1rness and trust with which customers are treated: by the .

service organization. EEE ’ '

'1.8.16 . Reliability: the reliability and consistency of performance of service facilities, goods and
staff. This includes punctual service delivery and an ability to keep to agreements made
with the customer.

1.8.17 Responsiveness: speed and timeliness of service delivery. This includes the speed of
throughput and the ability of the service providers to respond promptly to customer
requests, with minimal waiting and queuing time.

1.8.18 Security: personal safety of the customer and his or her possessions while participating in
or benefiting from the service process. This includes the maintenance of confidentiality

(Johnston 1995).

. 1.9 Brief Statement about Social SafetyNet Program (SSNP) in Bangladesh

.~ SSNPs are needed to-address i issues like uncevtaln events, ‘poverty, vulneramhty, etc. Safety nets

therefore do not only protect 1nd1v1duals from tranSLent periods of poverty 1ike loss of -
~.employment, sudden illness, or natural disasters, but also protect 1nd1v1duals from lifetime
" paverty that can arise from lack of education and poor health, spe01ﬁca11y in oh11dhood Thus the
safety net programmes create a path towards poverty reduct1on in the long run. In other words,
the safety net program, a mechanism motivated by both equity and efficiency considerations is
expected to reduce poverty through investment in human capital (Ahmed. Ishita and others,

2014). These programmes try to address both income poverty and human poverty.
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Social Safety Net (SSN) is a new concept in Bangladesh but not in the world. Different countries
over the world who have undertaken different programmes of SSN have already observed the
positive impacts of these on their economy. The target of SSNP is to reduce the poverty line to
the lowest level. (Annual Report, 2010-11). The major Social Safety Net Programs in
Bangladesh can- be divided under four broad types:' i) employment generation Programs; ii)

programs to cope with natural drsaster and other shocks: iii) incentives prov1ded to parents for

-their children's education; and 1V) 1ncent1ves provrded to families to 1mprove their health status

- (Barakat-e-Khuda, 2011). Among the above mentioned categories Upazila Social Services

ofﬁce provrded almost all the services ‘to. the des1gnated beneﬁ01ar1es/ stakeholders under 1ts"

varrous programs and activities (Serv1ce Proﬁle Socral Serv1ce Department 2015 p-6).

- Bangladesh has an ample range of social safety net programmes. Numerous spemﬁcally des1gned '

- social safety net programmes are berng drrectly operated by the Government of Bangladesh At

present -as.many as 145 d1fferent SSNP programs under  different categories are being
implemented by the Government (Annex-1). But this piece of research did focus only four
special type of SSNP program among the 145. And those are Old Age Allowance, Allowances
for the Widow, Programme for Improving the Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity,
Stipend for Disabled Students, Allowances for Insoi\rent Disable and Freedom Fighter
allowance.

Old Age Allowances was started from FY 1997-98 to cover only 10 very old and poorest
persons per Union Parishad or about 44,000 beneficiaries. This was increased gradually to

1,315,000 in 2002-03 and now in 2008-09 increased to 2,000,000 beneficiaries and allowance

.increased to. Tk. 250 per month. Now the tofal - number of beneficiaries” is approxirn'atel"y S
30,00,000 and-the per month allowance is Tk. 400/- This program is belng 1mplemented bY...i-. ri=

V,Department of, Social Services under Mmlstry of Social Welfare - from its 1ncept10n Main

Objectives of this program are: i) Ensurrng socio-economic development and soc1a1 security for
the elderly; ii) Increase the dignity of elderly_within family and community; iii) Straightening of -
mental health through grant to elderly; and _rv) Grant for Medicare and increase of nutritional
support. The criteria for getting these Ailowances are: In case of Age, 65 years old or Above
(Male) and 62 years old for female and priority will.he given to the oldest citizen. In case of
economically, distressed families, asset less, migrated and landless will get priority; In case of

social Condition, widow, divorcee, person having no issues and citizens separated from family
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will get priority. Landless person will get priority. In this context a person is defined landless if
the land other than homestead amounts 0.50 acre or less. Birth registration/National ID number is
mandatory to get the allowance (Ministry of Social Welfare). Concern committee selects the
applicants. But during data collection period, whenever researchers met with the beneficiaries,
non- beneﬁcranes public representatives and concerned officials, dlfferent scenario has been

revealed. Most of the cases public representatrves enrolled those semor c1t12ens whom s’he feel

“his man_(Own party man) Concern Member of the Parhament Upazrla Charrman Union
Cha1rman and members and Local ruhng party men most of the cases made list and then

'forwarded it to the concern Ofﬁcrals Though all the time Ofﬁ01als are not bound to comply the

list prov1ded by the public representatlve or Iocal ruhng party man but most of the time they have
to mamtaln list getting from the above mentloned Though the Officials some trme do not follow

the ust prov1ded by the pubhc representatrves but they have to consult those hst For this reason,

) some influential people are getting ‘this beneﬁt regularly even some enrolhng others SSNP

program though one is not eligible while s/he is under one program. Because of this
manipulation, nepotism and corrupt practice non- enroll beneﬁ01ar1es Officials are not satisfied
of this program. Even beneficiaries are not also satisfied because of mainly two reasons: one is
the amount they are getting per month. Under this program beneficiaries get only .400 taka per
month which is very poor they thought. And another reason is process and behavior of the
concern officials who are responsible to implement this program. Though the amount is very
poor but be‘neﬁaries are getting relief from their measurable condition, some thought, because as

they are getting 400 taka per month they got some potion in their concern society/village even in

. their own family. It has been developed a sense of belongrng among the beneﬁc1ar1es that they .
are also an 1mportant part of the soc1ety The research team poses same view ‘and opinion.

Following table shows the Gradual development (1ncrease or decrease) of Old Age Allowances

over t1me
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e Number of Beneficiary Per head per month Allowance TotaI'A.Hocation
(In Thousand Person) (In Taka) (In Million BDT)

1998-99 403.11 100 485.00
1999-00 413.19 100 500.00
2000-01 415.17 100 500.00
2001-02 415.17 100 499.20
2002-03 ... 7 500.39 125 750.58
2003-04 99999 150 1799.99
2004-05 ] 1315.00 , 165 .. 2603.70
2005-06:: | ©1500.00 ' 180 .~ | 7 3240.00
2006-07 | . 1600.00 - . [ 200 - . 3840.00
2007-08« | . 1700.00 Cn o 2200 o | - 4488.00

1 2008-09 | 2000.00 250 .. | 6000.00
©2009-10- |7 2250.00 : S 3000 v ]t U 8100.00
2010-11°  2475.00 S e nae 300577, T | 27..8910.00
2071-12 2475.00 300 ~8910.00
2012-13 [ . 2475.00 LT 00300 0 T 8910.00
201314 - - 272250 E T 300 2 9801.00
2014-15 | 2722.50 A 400 ~ 13068.00
2015-16 3000.00 400 14400.00

Source: Ministry Social Welfare

Allowances for Widow and Husbénd’s Deserted Destitute Women was started from FY
1998-99 and this program is being implemented by Department of Social Services under
Ministry of sSocial Welfare from its fncsption. The main objectives of this allowance are:
a. Ensuring socio-economic devélopment and social security for the Widow and Husband’s
Deserted destitute Women;
b. Increase the dignity of Widow and Husband’s Deserted destitute Women within family
and community; | ‘ : | ’
.. ¢. Straightening of mental Health tHrough graﬁt tQ ‘Widow and Husband’s Deééfted destitute
Women; ‘ : . I '
d. Grant for Medicare and increase of nutritional support. |
The selection criteria of beneficiaries for getting these Allowances are: In case of Age, older
- person will get. preference. In case of Physical Condition, physically disable, completely
physically incapable. and sick will get utmost priority. In case of economically, distressed
families, asset less, migrated and landless will get priority. Widow, Husband's Deserted women
are only eligible. In case of social Condition, person having no issues, persons separated from
family will get priority and distressed, landless and have two children below 16 year will g will
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get priority. In this context a person is defined landless if the land other than homestead amounts
0.50 acre or less. Concern committee selects the applicants. (Ministry of Social Welfare). Like
Old age allowances, same problems and blamed have been finger pointed by the beneficiaries as
well as Officials. Even, it is said that those who are not divorce they are also getting this
allowance because they are close aide of the public representatives by tempering the information
and documents. But it has some tremendous effect' on the beneficiaries as well as society.
Enlisted beneficiaries are gettino so‘rrre extra: res‘pec}t-from.t-heir own family and society from
: those who are not enlisted. The present study S researchers get 51rn11ar observatlon form the field. ‘
In case of selection procedure of beneﬁcrarres it was 1dent1ﬁed miss management, 1rregu1ar1t1es,
and.nepotism. This- is why some stake holders such’ as ofﬁc1al and beneficiaries shown their
- dissatisfaction. Even, beneﬁcrarles were not happy wrth behavror they are gettmg from the” |
“concern officials -and. the1r ofﬁce env1ronment Con51der1ng all the above mentioned- problems
‘and deviation, stakeholders especially b_eneﬁc1ar1es are very satisfied with the allowances they
are getting. Because it is influencing and giving them position in the power structure of the
society of beneficiaries'.

Following table shows the Gradual development (increase or decrease) of Widow and Husband’s

Deserted Destitute Women over time:

Wisealyear Nomber of Beneficiary Per head per month Total'A'llocation

(in thousand person) Allowance(In BDT) |(In Million BDT)
1998-99 403.11 100 40.31
1999-00 403.11 100 40.31
2000-01 207.58 _ 100 250.00
2001-02 ~ 207.58 . 100 250.00
2002-03 265.80 125 398.70
©2003-04 Lwre 500,005 Co-T150 4 1 900.00
- 2004-05 ©600.00 165 1188.00
2005-06 - 625.00 180 1350.00
2006-07 Q50007 e [ T a0 1560.00
2007-08 A E e T 220 1980.00
2008-09 900.00 - | . 250 2700.00
2009-10 ‘ 920.00 ’ 300 . 3312.00
2010-11 » 920.00 300 3312.00
2011-12 920.00 300 3312.00
2012-13 920.00 300 3312.00
2013-14 1012.00 300 3643.20
2014-15 1012.00 400 4857.60

Source: Ministry Social Welfare
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Living standard Development program for Dalit, Harijan, Béde (gypsy) communities:

Dalit, Harijan, Bede (gypsy) communities are considered minority groups in comparison to the
total population of Bangladesh. “Dalit” are the communities or group of people who are
neglected and trampled in the society. They are also discriminated from the other “groups on the
basis of their caste. According to the survey of Soc1al Servrces Department there are about
43 ,58 249 (forty three lakh fifty elght thousand “two hundred forty nine people in the Dalit

communities of our country, from which about .1“2,85_,OOQ(Twere lakh eighty ﬁvelthousand)

. people are from Harijan communities (Ministry of Social' Welfare). Baashfor, Domar, Rawuth, ~

Telegu, Hena, Hari, Laal-beghi Balliki, Doam etc are races from the Harijan community.

Similarly, Dalit'communities consrst of races such as: RlShl Shonnashi, Behara, Dhopa Haajam,

Nrkarl Pattm, Teli, Jeley, etc. Gypsies are consrdered as people frorn the Bede commumty They .

are known as the most neglected, disregarded and mlstreated.mrrrorlty groups in our society.
There are around 7,80,260(seven lakh eighty thousand two hundred sixty) people in this
community, among which 99% are Muslims and around 90% are illiterate. The majority of the
Bedes live on snake related trading, such as snake charming, snake catching, snake selling, etc.
They also sell lucky heathers, herbal medicines, which they claim have magical properties.
Bedes other occupations are in the entertainment services (eg. monkey shows, magic shows) and
petty trading. So, it has become increasingly important to ensure the fundamental rights of this
marginalized group and improve their living standards. The government has taken necessary
steps to improve the living standards of these communities. The rehabrhtatlon program was

1n1t1a11y started in seven districts of the' country -
Aims and Objectives: el _ A

. To provide allowance for 1ncapab1e and poor who are 50 and above N A
..o To ensure scholarship for the children of Daliz, Harijan, Bede -(gypsy) communities

o To provide proper Training for improving their skill and e_fﬁclency

. To enhance their respect in the society o ek | E - '
In the 2012-2013 fiscal year, the pilot program was initiated in 7 districts which included Dhaka,
Chittagong, Nowgaon, Dinajpur, Patuatkhali, Jessore and Habiganj'. Around 66 Lakh Taka was

invested. Children above 5 years were also provided with education scholarships. And about 875
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students enjoyed the privilege. 2100 incapable, homeless, old-aged people were provided with
Taka 300 monthly allowance. Total beneficiaries were 2975 person (Ministry of Social Welfare).

In the 2013-14 fiscal year in order to improve the living standard of these under-privileged
minority groups, around 7 crore 96 Lakh and 98 thousand Taka is allocated . 14 more districts
are included under the development program, which are Munshiganj,” Faridpur, Narayanganj,

Gopalganj, Barisal, Bhola, Kushtia, Noakhali, Pabna, Tangail, Nilphamari, Comilla, Sherpur and
- Brahmanbaria respectively. This fund is currently belng distributed among 21 districts in trammg
and development of 1050 people. Moreover 2877 student received educatlon scholarsh1p, 10500

- -people of this group who are 50 above rece1ved allowance. Total' number of beneficiaries was
14,427:In the. 2014-15 fiscal year in order to improve the 11V1ng standard ‘of these under-
* privileged minority groups, around 9 crore 22 Lakh and 94 thousand Taka is.allocated . In this

- year, 10539 people from this miinority group will receive monthly 400- taka old age allowance,

2877 students will receive educational scholarship and around 1050 people who are 18 above

will receive training. After training 10 people from this group per district will get taka 10,000

(ten thousand) taka per head as rehabilitation grant and beneficiaries will be 210 people. Total

number of beneficiary will be 14,676. Hopefully by the end of 2014-15 fiscal year, 14 more

districts will also be under this development program. This is one of the important and time
befitting programs taken by the government of Bangladesh. But in the field, during data
collection, research team did not see any vigilance of this program, especially for the bede

(gypsy). Because they are not living one place for a long time. They are continuing moving from
one place to another. So it is very hard for the government officials to cover under any safety net
programs. But initiatives are going on. Other two communities under this program, Dalit' and
Harijan, are getting this benefit and more or less they are happy w1th the benefit they are gettmg
from the government under the social safety net program. - : '

Education Stipend for Student with Dlsablhty
- Sustainable human resource development depends on education. But still now student w1th*-

disabilities are not yet able to enjoy equal facilities in educational institution. Be51de poverty
also-hinders them from getting education. To encourage the children with disabilities to enroll
themselves in the educational institution, the Government has intrnduced stipend programme for
the student with disabilities. The responsibility has given to Department of Social Services under

Ministry of Social Welfare to implement this programme. The Department of Social Services has
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been implementing this programme through some committee. Committees are National Steering
Committee, District Steering Committee, Upazilla Programme implementing/ Municipal

Programme Implementing Committee. The Stipend are Disbursed through Banking Channel.

Eligibility for getting the Stipend:
(1) Candidate must be the citizen of Bangladesh.
(i1) Must be the age of 5 years and above.
(iii) Must be the handicapped in accordance with The Rights and Protection of Person’s with
Disability Act, 2013 '
(iv) Must be the Student with Disabilities of the educational Institution stated in Serial No. 3
(v) Percentage of attendance must be 50%. - | |
(vi) Must attend the Annul Examination.
((vil) Must have Registration Certificate issued by District Social Services Office.

Rate of Stipend: 2015-16 to onward

Amount of Sﬁpend

S1. No Class Level Class Per month
1. Primary Level itov Tk. 500/-
2. High School Level vito X Tk. 600/-
3 College Level X1 to Xii Tk. 700/-
4. University Level Graduation and above Tk. 1200/-

Source: Ministry of Social Welfare

The year wise statistics of the distribution of the Stipend for the Disabilities is given below:

; Fund (million BDT) . Number of Beneficiaries
Fiscal Year caatinkh R B 4
2007-08 : 0. 5o 12,209 persons
2008-09 Lo 60 . - . i) 13,041 persons
2009-10 80 17,150 persons
2010-11 88 .t 18,620 persons
2011-12 88 : - 18,620 persons
2012-13 88 18,620 persons
2013-14 97 20,482 persons
2014-15 256 50,000 persons
2015-16 418 60,000 persons

Source: Ministry of Social Welfare
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Through this programme enrollment of the Students with Disabilities have been increased. The
benevolent activities of Government have reached at the grass-root level. The message
of Education for All has reached to the persons with Disabilities who are the integral part of

development agenda of the country.

Allowances for the Insolvent Persons with Dlsabllltles was started from FY 2005-06 and this
program is- bemg implemented by Department of Soc1al Serv1ces under M1n1stry ot Social

Welfare from. its inception. The main Objectlves of these _programs are: 1).To fulfiil the

8 const1tut1onal and ‘legal comm1tment to the phys1cally challenge person; 11) development of

Soc1o -economic condition of insolvent D1sable Persons; iii). Brining the 1nsolvent Disable

- Persons under the coverage of Social Safety Net ProgramS' iv) Monthly Allowance for the

- selected Disable person; and v) 1ncorporate the d1sable person matter in the natlonal work plan.

P ollowmg table shows the Gradual development (1ncrease or decrease) of Insolvent Persons with

Disabilities over time:

Tl o }I;e ir:gg;}f, Per head per month Allowance Total.A.llocation
(in thousand person (In BDT) (In Million BDT)
2005-06 104.16 200 24.99
2006-07 166.66 200 39.99
2007-08 200.00 220 52.80
2008-09 200.00 250 60.00
2009-10 260.00 300 93.60
2010-11 A 286.00 300 102.96
2011-120.. |, 286.00 300 . R T v
#2012-13, s |+ 286,00 o v L300 Dov, v she Dl oge o A02i9Eee ¥ L
" 2013-14 - 314.60 300 oo | e 1BEIR N
2014'1'5" . 400.00 SR 500 N 240.00 -
2015-165 .., "+ 600,00 _ . .. 500 Cow ofe o 3606007, 0

“Source: Ministry ot Scial Welfare i :
,Observat1on earn from the field, indicates that thlS is a very. effectwe prooram for the phvswally

challenge- people They are getting assistance directly from the government and- taklng part of
various local and national activities. Though the amount they are getting is not sufficient but they
feel confident and secure because of this program. In comparison to others social safety net
programs such as old allowances, widow allowance, it is less corrupted and less bias. Officials as

well as beneficiaries are more or less satisfied with this program.

20



CHAPTER-II

Literature Review

Once a research problem has been selected and a (tentative) title has been agreed upon one need to

exploré:‘ the problem in its detail (Islam, 2000, p.2). This is normally done in fhree ways. First; as a

~.~member :of the society everyone has’ some knowledge and' experience -about the subject matter. = .- -

Second; by talking to the experts in the field and teacher or others who have firsthand knowledge
about the subject. And third consult books, Journals and other documents particularly data bases, like
the census report on the subject. This last is often called the Review of Literature (Islam, 2006, p. 2).

The Review of Literature is basically a critical review of the existing\kno}wledge on the subject or

+ topic. It is an essential part in any research process. To carry out the present study, dealing will be "

with existing literatures havihg bearing upon the implementation dynamics of the Social Safety Net”
Pfogramme (SSNP) in the context of Bangladesh under the Upazila Sé);:ial Services Office. This-
study attempts to collect data through direct contact with the beneficiaries, public representatives’
and concerned officials. Social Safety Net project is one of the important commitments of the preseﬁt
government. Social Safety Net Programmes (SSNPs) are a set of public measures, which a society
provides for its members to protect them from various types of economic and social hardships,
resulting from a substantial decline in income due to various types of contingencies such as loss of
cultivable land, crop failure, land and homestead loss due to river erosion, unemployment, sickness,

maternity, invalidity, old age or death of earning household members (Khuda, 2011).

~“SSNPs are motivated by both equity and efficiency coﬁsiderations Théy are intéﬁded to help
+fhe less well-off segments of the population  and seek: to' offset credlt and insurance market
. failures, In addition to. creating a fairer society, SSNP play an Unportant role in promoting:
-economic growth by: (i) helping create assets at individual, household and.community. levels; (ii)

“helping individuals and households protect their assets when various types of*shocks occur; (iii)

helping individuals and households to use their existing resources more effectively, and thereby

‘helping them to cope with various types of risks; and (iv) directly raising economic growth rates

by reducing inequity. So, safety nets have typically been designed to serve one or more of a wide

~ variety of distinct types of objectives. These objectives are often overlapping and interlinked and

might be secreted. Values, history, resources, political commitment and socio-economic

conditions determined the SSNP of a country. SSNPs are a significant module of Bangladesh
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antipoverty strategy. The running programmes are designed to protect individuals falling into
poverty, or to help them out of poverty line. The PRSP documents identify social protection
strategies as one of the pillars of poverty reduction. So SSNPs are directly linked with poverty
alleviation” (Tareq Hossain Khan, 2013, p.3).

There is a large and growing body of literature examining different dimensions of delivery of
services. However, there exist a small number of studies on SSNP in Bangladesh: This chapter
reviews the relevant literature on SSNP especially, those related to different. types of SSNP
. undertaken' by Social Services Department. Social Safety Net Programs (SSNP) is examined

from micro point perspectives.

“The provision of social security and safety net programmes are a constitutional guarantee.

~ According to our constitution the vulnerable people have 'ri‘ghts. to get state aid. In our

- constitution there are terms 4€°rights to social securityd€™ and a€"social justiceA€™ that is to

pronounce, state shall provide public assistance in cases of undeserved want arising from cruel
poverty, unemployment, illness or disablement, or widowhood, or orphan hood or in old age, or
in other such cases (Articles 15 [c]). Actually its our constitutional promise that Bangladesh shall
adopt effective measures to remove social and economic inequality and to ensure the fair
distribution of wealth among citizens, and of opportunities in order to attain a uniform level of
economic development throughout the Republic (Articles 19 [2])” (Tareq Hossain Khan, 2013,
p.5). In Bangladesh, SSNPs are one of the key strategy-tools for poverty elevation. The dynamics
of SSNPs in Bangladesh have presented a political agenda of democratic government. Therefore,
day-by-day the numbers of SSNPs are increasing; up to 2013 that numbgr becam; 98. It was 66
in. 2008r09:vﬁs_cal yedr (Rahaman and Chowdhury, 2012). and now number of prd;grams under .
SSN is 145. | L

" In the papér national Strafegy for Accelerated Poverfy Reduction “Unlocking”l[he 'Poténtial”, it
has be\‘e'n‘ n.lentioned- that Bangladesh.has a robu'st; portfolib of So‘cial‘ Safety Net Programme’s'
- (SSNP-:) ‘which addresses various forms of risk and vulnerability and Iat'tempt.{o"r'ed‘uce poverty
‘ through direct transfer .of resdurces to the poor. But it seemed to the researchers that it has not
been much visible whether project is working well or not. As there are multi agencies related to
this programmes, it might lead to lack of coordination and overlapping at the one hand and

inability to reaching the most deprived on the other” (M. Maniruzzaman, 2009). It has also been
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observed in the field by the researchers during data collection time. The government is working
for the unprivileged, unemployed and the challenged people for the improvement of their life
strata. To implement this mission Social Welfare, Women and Children Affair and some other
related Ministries are assigned (Ahmed S.S., 2007). Researchers also have seen the reality of the
above mentioned statement during their study. In the same study they opined that the bulk of the
safety net.programmes are implemented through'government channels.  But ron-government
- channels play -an -important :supportive role" particularly - in" those programmes -focused on-

-sustainable- graduation (A PPRC-UNDP Research Initiative,;2012).‘But the researchers ‘of the:

-present study have different view. Because in: Bangladesh, there are lots of complaints have been
. raised against NGOs: from different. corners. Bangladesh has a .variety of social safety net
instruments; targeting almost. all segments of the society. who are at risk and: need protection.
- However; with a budget of 2.8% of GDP15 these programmes-are highly .inadequate in coverage,
are inflexible, unable to absorb transitory poor, and -characterized by - leakage and
misappropriation (Morshed, 2009). Researchers also posed the same view. Targeting efﬁcienc'y
was reported “moderate” as per assessment of the World Bank indicating the need for rethinking
on targeting criteria and institutional delivery mechanisms (M. Maniruzzaman, 2009). Barakat-
E-Khuda in ‘The Bangladesh Development Studies’ (volume xxxiv, 2011), in a report, “Social
Safety Net Programmes in Bangladesh: a Review” gave following recommendations that Social
Safety Net Programmes need for 1) high-level political commitment.2) effective Programme
‘management and delivery 3) better targeting of beneficiaries 4) minimizing leakagés 5) sound
financial management and payment system 6) strengthening, monitoring and supervision at

different levels.

The researchers of the present-' sﬁldy have found that more than 100 projects are being

implemented. (www.msw.gov.bd- log in 02:03.2016)..But.it. has been explored that among them

Old- Age Allowance, Allowances for the Widow, Pfogrgmme for Improving the Livlihood of
Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity, Stipend for Disabled Students, and Allowances for Insolvent
Disable are the most impassive for reducing poverty and sustainable development. All of above
mentioned Programmes are run by the Department of Social Services under Social Welfare
Ministry under the Social Safety Net Coverage. Under those programs senior citizen and widow

and distress women are getting support from the government. Though the amount is not smart
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enough but it develops a sense of security among the beneficiaries. Not only that they are getting
a position and status in their families as well as their societies. In case of Programme for
Improving the Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity, Stipend for Disabled Students,
and Allowances for Insolvent Disable it is also true. Because under the above mentioned
activities and allowances selected beneficiaries are under the coverage of social safety net
programs. Once-upon a time physically challenge people (disable) and so. called untouchable
- people (Harijan) were not evaluated and. address properly in the society. But as they-are getting
- some kind of support and assistance from the ‘government (In cash or-Kind) their life style and
living standard, are being changed in.a"positive manner. The present:government has placed
- elimination of poverty and inequity at the forefront of its development strategy. The aim is to
~ bring down the poverty rate from -40-per: cent-in 2005 to 15 per cent by 2021. Investment in
infrastructure, creation of ‘employment opportunities - during. slack seasons, and- increased
coverage of social safety net programmes will lead to improvement in poverty situation; and
priority will be given to activities targeting the extreme poor, women in poverty, landless poor
and other disadvantaged groups. A strong and expanded social safety net is the main emphasis of
the present government’s vision to protect the poor from all types of social, economic and natural
shocks (GoB 2009b). In the FY2010-11 budget, the government allocated 14.8 per cent of the
total budget (compared to 15.2 per cent in the previous budget) and 2.5 per cent of the total GDP
(compared to 2.25-per cent in the previous budget) for social security and social empowerment
(GoB 2010, 2009c¢). Bangladesh did very well in case of achieving MDGs especially reducing
poverty.rate. Now in Bangladesh 31.5% people live below poverty line. Since the 1990s, there

... has been:a declining trend of poverty by 1 percent each year. According to the 2010 household

'survey by. the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 17.6 percent of the populations were found to be
. under the poverty line (https://en'.'Wikibedié.org/wiki/Poverfy_iﬁ;Barigll'adesh'log i‘rjl"-'1.3.'03.2016).
: »Acc'.)o‘rdin'g to a report publich by The Daily-PrOthom Alo, the cdﬁﬁ’t’ry's'"f)‘o{/eﬁy rate is 25.6
(28.07.2014). On the other hand during Fy 2008-09 annual incorne by per persor was 759 which
is 1314 in the financial year 2014-15(Annual’ Report 2014-15 published by Planning
Ministry).The World Bank announced in June 2013 that Bangladesh had reduced the number of
people living in poverty from 63 million in 2000 to 46 million in 2010, despite a total population
that had gfown to approximately 150 million. This means that Bangladesh will reach its first

United Nations-established Millennium Development Goal, that of poverty reduction, two years
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ahead of the 2015 deadline. To the researchers it seemed that the project is foresighted but it has
some problems like political influence, some mismanagement and lack of awareness of the rights
of the beneficiaries. So, from the above mentioned data and information it is clear as broad day
light that Bangladesh is doing well in reducing poverty. For reducing poverty different measure

- and initiatives, such as social safety net programmes are working as means to reach the goal.

. Among the different programs under the Social Safety Net- Old- Age Allowance, Allowances for

<.« the. Widow,. Programme for Improving. the Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity,.

- Stipend for-Disabled Students and Allowances for Insolvent Disable are vital and mentionable
programmes. -
It-is observed that no study on level of satisfaction of the direct beneficiaries from SSNPs of

social- services department has so far.been conducted. Thus a study-on.delivery of services and

- beneficiaries’ satisfaction under SSNPs based on existing literature with:some extensions needs

to be undertaken.
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CHAPTER-III
Methodology of the Study

3.1 Introduction

+ - This chapter presents the research methodology that was applied ‘during the study. The chapter

presents -the scope of the study, processes followed in ‘sampling -the Departments and service -
delivery station, the data collection process-and data analysis. © -

3.2 Location of the Study

The study included four Upazila Social Services Departments (SSD). The list of Upazilas those
were included in the study may be shown in Table 3.1.

3.3.1 Sampling: .In conducting the research - study several Upazila .of Social: Services
Departments (SSD) were selected. Purposive sampling procedure was followed in selecting the
- SSD and their service delivery station. This type of sampling is useful in selecting a section of
the research population which in the researcher’s judgment provides the most useful information
for the study. Apart from this, a random sampling procedure was taken into account to select
beneficiaries’

3.3.2 Sample Areas & Sample Size: The study was undertaken in four Social ervices
departments. These departments were selected from four Upazila of Dhaka and Manikganj
- districts. Dhamrai and Savar Upazila of Dhaka district and Saturia & Singair Upazila of
Manikganj district were the sample areas for the study.

- The information, findings and analysis throughout the research paper are the compilation of the

.. contribution  of the respondents including 204 enlisted beneficiaries of Social Services

- Department, 36.public representatives and 20 officials. Several types of beneficiaries under
- Social safety Net (SSN) Programs were considered for the study. Among them old aged persons,
widowed, dolita horizon, insolvent disabled, insolvent disabled students and freedom fighters
were the target groups. They were asked to provide their opinions and views- who knew about
the status of service delivery of the Social Services Department to improve service delivery at
the grass roots level. Besides, opinions and suggestions were taken from 20 officials including
Upazila Nirbahi Officers and Social Services Officials who are posted at Upazilas. Apart from
these respondents, 36 public representatives such as Poura Councilors, UP Chairmen and

Members were asked about the service delivery of social service department. The total
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respondents of the four Upazila are 260. Distribution of sample areas

presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Distribution of Sample Upazilas and Sample Size

and respondents is

Name of | Name of | No. of Respondents Under the Social Safety net Program(SSNP) | Pub. Official ‘| Total
District | Upazila ' Represe | includ. | Respon
Old | Widowed | Dolita | Insolvent Insolvent | Freedom | Sub- ntatives. | -UNO dents
Aged -Horizon | Disable | Disable | Fi ighter Total
Students . wf ¥F KB fs
-Dhaka | Dhamrai | 20 14 2 .5 4 6 £ 52 9 5 66
Savar | 20 13 S5 -6 VG - 56 8 S 69
s 6
Manik | Singair 18 - 13 25 8 6 6 <537 10 5 68
ganj | . . : -
Saturia _ | 18 11 L= 5 2 6 $43 "9 o5 - 57
- " Total -] 76 51 1 | 24 18 | 24 | 204 | 36 20 | 260

3.3.3 Salient Features of Beneficiaries of Upazilas SSD: The table 3.2 revealed that the

average age of the respondents is 59.6 years. The average size of the family members of the

respondents and those of dependent members are 5.09 and 3.70 respectively. It was found that

average years of schooling of the respondents are 3 (2.99); whereas the average monthly income

is Tk. 5597. It was disclosed from the study that average size of land of the respondents is 8.36

decimals.

Table 3.2 Summary Statistics of the Beneficiaries

.| Socio-economic Features Respondents (Allowance. Receivers)
g Mean Std. Dev.
- Age of the-(years) Respondents o i59:60 "~ 18.36
Number of family members 5.09 2,60 -
‘Dependent family members 3.70 3.35
Years of Schooling y o 2.99 - 1,83
Monthly Household income (Tk.) 5597 6724
Average Cultivated Land (Decimal) © 836 30.09
Total Number of Respondents 204 :

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.
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3.3.4 Determinants of Beneficiary’s Satisfaction®: In this study several determinants were used to

measure the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from public service delivery. These are stated below:

Fairness and Equity: This refers whether services are provided without discrimination and whether
clients are treated fairly.

1

Accessibility: This denotes clientele satisfaction requires the Public Service to ensure that all
citizens have equal access to the services to which they are entitled.

Timeliness: This refers to whether services were delivered within specified time and whether the
- services were delivered efficiently and are responsive to the clients’ requirements.

. Attentiveness: This denotes the extent to which the service providers taken qiiick decision to the

beneficiaries-and gives the impression of interest in the beneficiaries and shown willingness to

serve. ( b o it

. .i Information:. This implies that citizens should be given full, accurate information, availability
of forms, and help desk about the public services that they are entitled to receive. > - .

Knowledge and Competence: Endeavors to determine whether citizens are served by officials
who are competent and knowledgeable about the service they offer.

Courtesy and Respect: Implies that citizens should be treated with courtesy and respect.

" Value of Money/ Efficiency: This indicates to ensure that public services are provided
economically, i.e. with minimum pOSSiblC cost and within the shortest possible time.

Redress: Implies that if the promised standard of service is not delivered, citizens should be
offered an apology, a full explanation and a speedy and effective remedy.

Outcome: Seeks to in the end, the citizens got the services they needed.
3.4 Tools of Data Co“llé‘c‘tion:
3.4.1 Three sets, of stnuctﬁr_édi questibnnai;es .-y\'/eArc_% administered to collect .réquired primary - data.- P

Questionnaire I (Annex-B) was used :‘co: 'g’ath'er-ihfoi'ririation from the beneficiaries and questionnaires II

and III (Annex-C & D) were p‘r"e,pared to .col‘l_clqit\ data from Officials and Public -Repi‘esentatives.

a. Questionnaire -I is used for collecting views and opinions of the enlisted beneficiaries. regarding:

the extent of satisfaction from delivery of service

®Key Drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009/2010,
Public Service Commission, South Africa, P. 20-21 (Available online: http://www.psc.gov.za/
documents/2010/Report of CitizenFinalPrint%20.pdf.)
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b. Questionnaire -II is covered the opinions and views of the officials of Social Services Department
and other officials including UNOs regarding various dimensions of service delivery and its
issues

c. Questionnaire -III is used for collecting views/opinions of public representatives of Pourasava
and Union Parishad _

d. Checklist: Information not covers in the questlonnarres were collected wrth the help of suitably

‘ prepare checklist. Besides, relevant records have reviewed to reach the aims of the prOJect

2+ e.. Observation Method: Apart from questlonnzure and checklist, the researchers in respect of service

delivery of the sample areas made intensive obsewatlon

Demographic profile, characterist'ics oﬁ the respondents are included in the first part of the
questionnaires. Information about selectlon of the beneficiaries, level of satisfaction and suggestlons

to impr ove the service dellvery are covered in the sccond part.

3.4.2. In every questionnaire, opinions of the respondents were gathered through 5 point ‘Likert Scaling’’-
where 1 denotes minimum level and 5 indicates maximum level of satisfaction and performance. Most of

the questions are employed using the Likert scale type of question created by Rensis Likert in the 1930s.

3.4.3 The traditional way to report on a Likert scale is to sum the values of each selected option
and create a score for each respondent. This score is then used to represent a specific trait —
satisfied or dissatisfied. This method of reporting is also quite useful for evaluating a
respondent’s opinion of satisfaction features. In these cases the scores can be used to create a
chart of the distribution of opinion across the population. This is a very useful question type when
we want to get an overall measurement of sentiment around a particular topic, opinion, or experience and
- to also collect specific data on factors that contribute to ‘that'sentiments. We should not use this form of
. question (or at least not call it a Likert scale) when the lrerns_;in rhe qu‘e‘stikon are unrelated to each other, or

when the options are not presented in the form of a scale. -

- 3.4.4 The main advantage of Likert Scale qnes‘t‘ions'is' that ‘th.eyi‘use a imiversal method of
collecting data, which means it is easy to understand them. Working with quantitative data, it is

_easy to draw conclusions, reports, results and graphs from the responses. Furthermore, because

7 The Likert scale is named after its inventor, psychologist Rensis Likert (1930), his ‘original scale featured five
points. In a Likert questionnaire item, respondents specify their level of agreement or disagreement on a
symmetric agree-disagree scale for a series of statements. Thus, the range captures the intensity of respondents’
feelings for a given item.

® https://www.surveygizmo.com/survey-blog/likert-scale-what-is-it-how-to-analyze-it-and-when-to-use-it/.
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Likert Scale questions use a scale, people are not forced to express an either-or opinion, rather
allowing them to be neutral should they so choose. Once all responses are received, it is very
easy to analyse them. Last but not least, it is very quick and easy to run this type of survey and it

can be sent out through all modes of communication, including even text messagesg.

3.4.5 With the purpose of assessing the opinions on the selection of beneficiaries and measuring
. the-level of satisfaction of service delivery"of service providing department, the study use 5
. points Likert scale question. Respondénts were asked to res‘pond.thé' stét_ehi_é,r_lt’, ‘.t};le beneficiaries
~Wére selected by organization follo'wing existihg norms ‘and pr(')cedufe.s";ithey feplied with

. 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agr¢é and 5=‘strQnig1y agree.

-3.4.6 To know the standard of logistics provided by service proyider, the respondents were asked
‘to respond about different aspects of logistics. In this regard, théy repIied with 1=poor, 2=below
average, 3=average, 4=good and 5= excellent. ' .

3.5 Data Collection Period

Data were collected from the respoﬁdents by the researcher and selected data collectors. Six persons were
trained in objectives, scope and methodology of the study. They collected data from four Upazila under
close supervision of the researcher. The researchers came to direct contact of the respondents, talked to
them and observed their socio-economic conditions. The researcher collected information from the local
representatives. The survey was conducted during the period from early February to early March 2016.

3.6 Data Processing and Analysis

Collected  data- have  been presented through various techniques. First, data were tabulated  and -
~anafyzed:with the help of graphs and some statistical methods like pérdeﬁtage;'_meaﬁ, ‘median etc. The

-+, researcher participated in data analysis and graphical representation. ' Statistical- Package for the
.:Soctal Sciences. (SPSS-17) is applied. for processing data. Data (both quantitative and qualitative)
have been presented.in descriptive as well as tabular forms. Data received from Likert Scale type of

.. question have been:processed by summing the value of each selected option and create'a score for
.each respondent, This score is used to represent a specific trait-satisfied or dissatisfied. In this study it
is decided that if the average score of the respondents is 70 percent or more, then client is satisfied

otherwise, they are dissatisfied.

® https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/blog/advantages-of-using-likert-scale-questions/.
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3.7  Organization of the Study
The study is organized into following five chapters.
Chapter I contains introduction including the importance and background of the study, research questions,

objectives, rationale and scope of the study and brief statement of Social Safety Net Programs (SSNP).
Literature has been reviewed in terms of service delivery under SSNPs in Chapter IL.

Chapter III describes research methodology of the study Samphno procedures, sample areas and the size

of the respondents, data collection tools and perlod data processmg analy51s and hypothe51s of the study

are describe in this section.

Chapter IV provides emplrlcal ﬁndmgs and analy51s of data and mformatlon w1th reference to
- demographic profiles of the respondents, opinion about the standards of selectron of beneﬁc1arles under
SSNP and criteria about level of satlsfactlon from dehvery of services. The proﬁles are 1llustrated in

' terms of age education, occupation, famlly size and monthly income of beneﬁc1ar1es

Summary of findings, recommendations followed by conclusions and limitations of the study have been

discussed in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER-1V

Empirical Findings and Analysis

In this report findings of the study have been analyzed into different categories. These are (a)

demographic profiles of the beneficiaries, (b) opinion of the respondents (beneficiaries, public

+ representatives and officials) about standards of selection of beneficiaries under Social Safety

Net Progfams'(SSNPs), (c) overall saﬁsfa_cﬁon u_ﬁdér SlSN»Ps, (dy respondgr_its’ level of
satisfaction received from delivery of services provided by the officials; (e) opinions of the

respondents about the office environment and logistics. provided by officials (f) besides,

- problems and suggestions. identifies by 'tj_h__e, _respondents to.improve the delivery system of

services are also discussed. °

4.1 ‘Demographic Profile of the Beneficiaries"’ Bl

The demographic characteristics of the beneficiaries are presented in terms of age, educaﬁon, occupation,

family size and monthly income of the respondent households.

4.1.1 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Ages

It is observed from the study that mean age of beneficiaries is 59.6 years (Table 4.1.1). It is found that
highest percentage (50.5) belongs to the age group of 61-70 years followed by that of 51-60 years. It is
noticed that most of the beneficiaries (83.3 percent) are aged between 41 and 80 years, this result is
expected as most of the respondents belong to old age and widowed category. On the other hand, 11.3
percent of the respondents belong to the age group of 71-80 years. Details are shown in Table 4.1.1.

Table 4.1.1 Beneficiaries by Age

-Age Groups (Years) Number of Respondents Percent
820 ' 16 ' 7.8
21-30 ' 5 = - 2:5
31-40 ' 5 2.5
41-50 18 : I DGR
51-60 26 12.7
61-70 103 50.5
71-80 ) 23 1.3
81and above 8 39
‘Average age 59.6
Total Number of Observations 204 | 100.00

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.

'® Beneficiaries are those respondents who receive allowances from SSD on account of old aged, widowed,
insolvent disability, insolvent disable student, dolita horizon and freedom fighter.
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4.1.2 Beneficiaries by Education

In terms of years of schooling, it was observed that majority of the respondents (50.0 percent) was
illiterate followed by ‘can write name’ (19.6 percent) only. The information of educational attainment
indicates that 11.3 percent respondents completed 11 to 15 years of schooling, where the average years
schooling was 3 percent. The results indicate that the percentage of population having no/lower education
is signiﬁc,antly high. The possible explanation lies in the focus of the study, most of th_e beneﬁc»iaries are
extremely poor, widowed and msolvent disable. Detalls are shown in Table 4.1 2 |

Table 4. 1 2 Beneficiaries by Educatlon

Years of Schooling - . No:. Respondents ‘ .+, .- -Percent -
0 (None/ Illiterate) i 102 : 500 - -
’ : 4C'an write name only 40 ' ‘19 6
1-5 ‘ . 18 8.8
6-8 A T | 55
9-10. : 10 4o
11-12 13 7.4
13-14 7 3.4
15 and above ‘1 05
Total 204 100.00
Mean Years of 5 2.99
Schooling

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. ,

4.1.3 Beneficiaries by Household Size

It was observed that the average number of members of households is 5.09 and that of dependent number

-.of ' members:is 3.70. The hlohest percentage (31.4) of households has 5 to .6 members followed by 3 tod . yowsaer

‘members, (28 4 percent). 59.8 percent of the respondents has 3 to 6 famrly members whereas 181
percent respondents have 7 to 8 family members. On the other hand, 35.8 percent households rephed that
on average. they have 3 to 4 dependent members followed by 32.4 percent havmg 1 tor 2 dependent

-members. It i is observed that numbers of famlly member mostly concentrate from 3 to 8 (Tab e 4.1.3).
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Table 4.1.3 Beneficiaries by Household Size

Number of Members of Members Dependent Members

a Household Number Percentage Number | Percentage
1-2 21 10.3 66 324

3-4 58 284 g 35.8

5-6 64 314 46 5 22.5

7-8 37 18:1 11 © 54
9-10 -21 10.3 7 3.4

11+ 3 1.5 | : ! =
Total No. of Observations 204 100.0 304 | 1000

Mean Numbers

5.09

3.70

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.

4.1.4 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Major Occupations - .

It is evident that 22.5 percent of the respondents are counted as ‘home manager (house wife)’ followed by

18.1 percent unemployed. 14.2 percent of the respondents lead their lives through small business as major

occupation. The study reveals that 15.7 percent respondents undertook major occupation as

agriculture/general labour combindly. This study covers insolvent disable persons as respondents under

SSNP; hence it is found that 8.8 percent respondents are disable to work, they depend on other family

members. It is recognized that housemaids, agriculture labourers, hotel boys, salesman, security guards

and manual labourers such as general/construction labourers, cleaners and gardeners are considered

unskilled workers; this study shows that most of the respondents are unskilled workers. This is fact,

because the most of the sample respondents are the citizens under severe poverty; hence they cannot go

beyond the category of vulnerable section of the society. Details of the respondents by major occupation

habe been placed under Table 4.1.4.

Table 4.1.4 Beneficiaries by Major Occupations .

Category :No. of‘Resp‘c‘)r‘ld.enits' Peréent
Agri Labour/Agri Farming R 7.4
Rikshaw/ Van pulling 1 .5
General worker 17 8.3
Factory worker 3 1.5
Home manager 46 22:5
Unemployed 37 18.1
Disability to work 18 8.8
Small business 29 14.2
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Fishermen 11 5.4

Student 3 1.5
Others™ 24 11.8
Total No. of Observations 204 : ) 100.0

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.
-*Thisvrefers Horizon, bade, cobbler, hair cutting master, Dhopa, groceries/stationery, phone/fax shop and poultry owners.

4.1.5 Distribution of Respondents by Monthly Income e
_.Income considers as one of the major indicators of standard .Qf life of human being. Iﬁ this study an
attempt. was- taken to find the income _Qf ;he~pesp§ndeﬁts’ househofdé. Ave;ége monthly income of the
respo_ndenté is: Tk. 5597.57. 1t was found that 10.3 .percent of the respondents belong to the highest
income from Tk. 9001 to 10000; followed by the range of 4001 fo 5000 Tk. with 18.1 percent. It is
- .evident from the study that majority of the respondents (42.1 percent) hold the income from Tk. 500 to

3000. Table 4.1.5 may show details in this connection.

Table 4.1.5 Monthly Income of Beneficiaries

Average Monthly Income (Tk.) Respondents
Number Percent
500-1000 9 4.4
1001-1500 : 12 59
1501-2000 37 18.1
2001-3000 28 13.7
3001-4000 37 18.1
4_1-001-5009 37 S 18.1_
50016000 . 10 49
60017000 N ARAES T
7001-8000 o 1 N R
|.8001-9000 1 - S i
900110000 " | 21 g A1) S
10001+ s S iy 15
Total s _ 204 - ) 115 ~100.0
Average monthly income Tk. 5597.57

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.

4.1.6 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Ownership of Land
An initiative was made to explore the relationship of land ownership with those of the persons under

SSNP. It is found that about 77 percent of the respondents have no land and average size of the land is
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only 8.36 decimals. 13.7 percent of the respondents on an average possess 1 to 49 decimal cultivable

lands. Hence, it is depicted that most of the beneficiaries possess insignificant quantity of land (Details

are in Table 4.1.6

Table 4.1.6 Beneficiaries by Ownership of Land*

Land in Decimal Respondents
Number Percent,

None 156 765
149 "8 5.7
1-50-99 3 .5

100-125 5 25

126-150 10 49,

150+ 2 _ . v 4 1.6
T Average - 8.36 (Std. deviation: 30.09)

T PR B SERLEE AT ' & G 100.0

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.
*Land includes only cultivable land, homestead is excluded.

4.2 Selection of the Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP)

Beneficiaries are finally selected under SSNP by -the authority. Several programs such as old aged
allowance, widowed allowance, divorced & destitute women allowance, insolvent disabled allowance and
insolvent disabled student stipend are implemented under SSNP. Details about selection of the
beneficiaries are discussed below

The respondents were asked to comment about the selection of Beneficiaries of Old Aged, Widowed,
Divorced & Destitute Women and Insolvent Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Stipend receiver under
Social. Safety. Net Program (SSNP) on the basis of nine factors/criteria. They were requested to identify
their position under i. Strongly Disagree, ii. Disagree, iii. Neither Agree nor Disagree, iv. Agree and. v.
Strongly Agree. Among:the respondents belonging to direct beneficiary group, 47.5% opinéd ‘agree’ with
the factor/criteria that ‘beneﬁciaricé were selected considering relatively elder people’ with which'l'35 3%
-opined ‘strongly agree’ (Table 4.2.1). Among the resf)onding public répresent:atives (PRs) 72.2% and
2.8% respectively ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agfee’AWit.h this factor/critefia while 30% of the responding
officials ‘agree’-and-50% ‘strongly agree’. It is evident from the table that for all the responding groups’,
opinion on ‘disagree’ against this factor/criteria is almost negligible. It is observed that weighted average
score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this criteria was78, 76 and 84 percent respectively.

Considering the above, it can be argued that to prove allowances, to a great extent beneficiaries were
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selected from among elderly people in case of Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced & Destitute Women and
Insolvent Disabled under SSNP.
It is evident from the above table that 43.6%, 58.3% and 25% beneficiaries, PRs and officials respectively
-opined ‘agree’ that physically challenged people as a selection criteria was given priority for selection as
beneficiaries under the SSNP with which respectively 40.7%, 16.7% and 60% of these respondents
opined ‘strongly agree’. Table 4.2.1 shows that the opinion infavour of ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’
- of the beneficiaries, PRs and officials with this selection criteria are 0.00, 2.8%, 10% and 1.2%, 0.00%,
0.00% respectively. It is observed that weighted average score made .by Beneﬁéia‘ries PRs and officials
for this criteria was 81, 77 and 85 percent respectively. From thlS data it can be argued that in selecting
beneficiaries under SSNP, physmally challenged people were gwen priority. ‘
: "The: -respondents were asked, in selecting relatively insolvent and destitute citizen under SSNP whether
‘priority was given to economic consideration, 54.3%, 36.1% and 15% of beneficiaries, PRs and officials
.respectively « ‘agree’ that these groﬁps of .plebqpile were given 'p'fi'orify‘ Whiie 34. 1“%, SO% and 70%
responderits respectively express their opinion as ‘strongly agreé’. On thé othef hand, O.6%,> 5.6% and 5%
respondents respectively ‘strongly disagree’ tﬁat economic consideration was given priority in selecting
the SSNP beneficiaries while respectively 1.8%, 8.3% and 5% respondents ‘disagree’ with this selection
criteria. It is observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this issue
was 76, 83 and 87 percent respectively. Referring to the empirical evidence presented in Table 4.2.1, it
can be argued that in economic consideration; relatively insolvent and destitubte citizen were given priority
and they were selected for the program.
The respondents were asked whether they agree with the statement that in social consideration widowed,
divorced, widower, person separated from family and couple having no children were given priority as
beneficiaries under SSNP’. The results show that“57.7, 22.2 and 45 percent beneficiaries, PRs and
" officials respectively expressed they ‘agree’ with-the above statement; while' 15.3%, 61.1% and 45% of
them respectively marked ‘strongly agree’ with the mentioned ‘statement. In comparison, 0.00%; 2.8%
-and 0.00% respoendents' respectively express their opinion to*be ‘strongly disagree’ while 0.00%, 5.6%
~and 10% of the .respondents respectively opin'e'dffdisagré'e’ about-the statement mentioned above. It is
observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this issue was 70, 87
.and 85 percent respectively. Hence, this is proved that in social consideration such as widowed, divorced,
- widower, person separated from family and couple having no children as selection criteria was given
priority in selecting beneficiaries under SSNP. o '
With regard to giving priority to landless people, for selection of beneficiaries under SSNP, it is observed
form Table 4.2.1 that 47.8%, 44.4% and 25.00% of the respondents respectively ‘agree’ whereas 40.4%,
25% and 50.00% respectively ‘strongly agree’. On the other hand opinion of the direct beneficiaries,
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public representatives and officials on this selection criteria is ‘strongly disagree’ for 0.00, 2.8%, 0.00%
respectively and ‘agree’ for 3.7%, 13.9%, %, 0.00% respectively by the same respondents. It is evident
that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials on this issue was 76, 75and 85
percent respectively. Opinions given by all three categories of respondents suggest that landless people
were given priority in selecting beneficiaries under the SSNP. of the government.

It was try to explore, whether families with lowest income were given priority for selection as
_beneﬁcrarres under SSNP,. 50.3%, 52.8% and 30% of the three category respondents respectively opmed :
: aoree followed by strongly agree’ with 34.2%,.16.7% and 40 percent respectively. In comparison to the
agree” and strongly agree’ view on this selection criteria, 1.2%, 8.3% and 0.00% opined ‘strongly
‘ disabree’ while 1.2%, 11.1% and 20% respectively opmed drsagree [t is established from the table 4.2.1
. that welghted average score made. by beneficiaries, PRs and, officials for this-issue was 74 72 and 78
-percent respectlvely Hence, the above analysis depict that: people who earn lowest were given prlorlty for
beneficiary selectlon under the SSNP.

The above table 4.2.1 shows that 40. 3%, 16.7% and 25% and 42.2%, 27. 8% and 40% respectively of the
beneficiaries, PRs and ofﬁcrals opined ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ respectively that selecting ineligible
beneficiaries criteria declared by the authority were followed. Opinion of 0.00%, 16.7%, 10% respondents
respectively was ‘strongly disagree’ while 1.3%, 2.8%, %, 0.00% respectively of the same respondents
was ‘disagree’ with the statement. It is observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs
and officials for this issue was 72, 67 and 77 percent respectively. The analysis demonstrates that the
criteria declared by the authority to select ineligible beneficiary under SSNP has been followed.
A number of standard criteria have been set for selecting different category of beneficiaries under SSNP.
Respondents were asked to give their opinion whether these crrterla were followed in selecting
beneﬁ01ar1es of different category of the safety net programme. Among the direct beneficiaries, 57.1%
’ agree that in selectmg beneficiaries under-‘insolvent disabled allowarice’- the giver criteria Has been
followed whlle 26.8% of them ‘strongly , agreed’. In response -to this question :52.8% “public

representatrves agreed’ and 30.6% ‘strongly agreed’. On the other hand, among:officials 30% ‘agreed’ -
| ':and 45% strongly agreed’ Besides, 3.6%, 5.6% and 10% of the respondents ‘strongly disagree’ “and

1.8%, 5 6% and 0. 00% respectively ‘disagree’ with the statement that the standard-criteria for selecting

' B beneﬁcranes of msolvent disabled allowance’ was followed. It is evident that weighted average score
.‘ made by benefcrarles PRs and officials for this issue was 80, 79 and 80 percent respectively: Analysis
of this data shows that response ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘disagree’ in comparison to ‘strongly agree’ and
‘agree’ is almost negligible. Therefore, it can be argued that standard criteria for selecting beneficiaries of

‘insolvent disabled allowance’ under the SSNP were to a great extent followed by concerned authority.

38



With regard to selecting beneficiaries of ‘insolvent disabled student stipend’ category under the SSNP,
Table 4.2.1 shows that 43.6%, 27.8% and 45% respondents respectively of the beneficiaries, PRs and
officials ‘agree’ that the standard criteria was followed while 40.7%, 50% and 50% of the respondents
respectively ‘strongly agree’. It is evident from the above table that none of the respondents opined
‘strongly disagree’ while only 1.2% of the direct beneficiaries and 2.8% of the public representatives
opined ‘disagree’. It is exposed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for
 this issue was 81, 85 and 89 percent respectively. From the data presented in the above table it can be
argued that ‘insolvent disabled -student stipend’ under the SSNP was. given to only those who were
students, disabled and insolvent. '

- Therefore, from the ‘analysis of the data presented above it is apparent that all the criteria, which are
precondition.and required for making SSNP effective has been followed by the concerned authority to a
great, extent. As-such, the conclusion can bé drawn that the right persons arebeing selected as
beneficiaries - of the OIld -Aged, Widowed, " Divorced and - Destitute women -and Insolvent
Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social safety net Programme (SSNP) of the -

government.

Table 4.2.1 Opinion of the Respondents about the Selection of Beneficiaries'' under Social Safety Net
Program (SSNP)

(in percent)

Priority for Selection of Responses
Beneficiaries* Strongly | Disagree Neither Agree | Strongly | Average
disagree agree nor agree | Rating (%)
{1y ) disagree 4) (5)
0 2.9 14.6 47.2 35.3 78 .
- | Relatively Eldér People *0 0 25 h 2.2 | 2.8 76
A R S i e 10:00 +10.00 10.00 -..-{.30.00. | 50.00 R e
Relatively physically disabled 0 . 122 14.5 43.6 40.7 81
' £ . : 28 0 22.2 58.3 16.7 17
A '10.00 | 0.00 5.00- 25.00-| 60.00 85
Relatively insolvent & destitute citizen .06 . 1.8 9.1 54.3 34.1 76
PR R 5.6 83 0 36.1 50 83
- 5.00 ~5.00 5.00 15.00 70.00 87
Widowed, divorced, widower, separated | - 0 - .0 "27.0 57.7 15.3 70
from family and couple having no 2.8 5.6 8.3 22.2 61.1 87
children 0 10 0 45 45 85

* old Aged, Widowed, Divorced & Destitute Women and Insolvent Disabled /Insolvent Disabled Student Stipend

receiver.
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Landless people 0 3.7 8.1 47.8 40.4 76
2.8 13.9 13.9 44 4 25 75
0 0 25 25 50 85
Families with lowest annual income 1.2 1.2 13.0 50.3 342 74
8.3 11.1 11.1 52.8. 16.7 72
0 20 10 30 40 78
Disqualification declared by authority 0 1.3 16.2 40.3' 42.2 72
16.7 2.8 36.1 16.7 27.8 67
' 10 0 25 25 40 17
Standard criteria for ‘insolvent disabled’ |~ 3.6 1.8 10.7 57.1 26.8 80
o 5.6 R 5.6 +52.8 | -30.6 : 79
, 10 .0 15 30 45 80 2
Standard criteria followed for msolvent 0 1.2 14.5 43.6 40.7 81.0
" disabled student’ e 07 2.8 " 194 27.8 50 g5 !
o 000 0 Sk . 45 .50 89

. Source Field survey, February -March 2016

* 1%, 2™ and 3™ rows of the responses  denote the opinions of direct beneficiaries (n=204), publlc representatives’

- (n— 36) and Officials (n=20) respectively.

4.3 Overall Satisfaction under Social Safety Net Program

There is a general consensus among all socral smen’usts and political economists that major concern of

Social Safety Net programs (SSNP) is to satisfy the citizen in terms of the services provided to them. An

attempt was made to know the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries from the services under SSNP. It

was revealed from the study that 31 percent of the respondents were hundred percent satisfied whereas,

69 percent of them replied that they were not 100 percent satisfied with those (Table 4.3.1).

Table 4.3.1 Rate of Satisfaction of the Beneficiaries from the Service under SSNP

Responses Respondents
Number Percent
Hundred percent satisfied 63 31.0
.| Not hundred percent satisfied U140 L - 690 -
| Total Respondents ;

203-

100:0- -

. Source: Field survey, February and March 2016.

T was tried to.‘explore the level of satisfaction of the respondents who were not l'OOV percent satisfied with

. the services of concerned departments. It was revealed that about 68 pe‘r’céni respondents were satisfied

- within the range from 71 to 99 percent; on the other hand only 25 percent. respondents rephed that their

satlsfactlon level varied in between 61 to 70 percent followed by having 50 to 60 percent satisfaction of

7.1 percent respondents (Table 4.3.2).
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Table 4.3.2 Level of Satisfaction of the Beneficiaries in Percentage from the Service under SSNP

Satisfaction in % Respondents
Number Percent
50-60 | - 7.14
6170 , 3 25.00
71-80 ' 2 2429
81-90 ' ‘ 31 22.14
o199 g S TINEL Yo1a8
Total 140 100.0

Source Field survey, February and March 2016

4.4 Respondents Level of Satlsfactlon from Dellvery of Serv1ce o

There are seyeral determinants of citizen satrsfactlon such as farmess and equrty in service delivery,
trmelmess/promptness of. servrce delrvery, accessrbrllty to public servrces attentiveness, availability of
information on public services, treatmg the citizens with courtesy and respect the knowledge skills and
experiences of officials, quick responses to the demand of people, value of money, economy and
efficiency in public service delivery, providing redress where a promised standard of service has not been
met and outcome of the encounter with the public service'>. Apart from these, as indicators of satisfaction
motivation and commitment, sympathy & empathy, honesty and integrity, active listening of service
providers act as significant reasons. However, information board and help desk, availability of form, user
friendly form, absence of harassment by middlemen and cumbersome procedures are also considerable
factors in this connection.

This study explored to know the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from the services received from

concerned service providers. Table 4.4.1 is the reflection of the opinions of three types of respondents

about level of satrsfactron from  the services received and provrded - the respondents were,

beneﬁcranes/chentele who got allowances from socral services department, publlc repreSentatlves and
officials (Upazrla social services officers and their other calleagues and Upazila Nirbahi Officer). This are

stated below:

4.4.1 Beneficiaries Level of Satisfaction with the display of Fairness and ‘Eq’uitylls‘ _

" Key drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009/2010, Public Service
Commission, Republic of South Africa.

'® This driver assesses whether services are provided without favour & discrimination and whether clients are treated
fairly.
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The study attempted to know service users’ level of satisfaction in connection with the ‘fairness and

equity’ displayed by the officials of the department. On the basis of the views of service users about

‘fairness and equity’ as a key driver of citizen satisfaction, the study attempted to know the service users’

level of satisfaction with ‘fairness and equity’ experienced during the delivery of the services of the

department. In this aspect, service users were asked to what:extent they agree with the following

statement, ‘officials provided services without favour & discrimination’. Figure 4.1 shows views of the three

types of respondents: on the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 81.9 percent of the

beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials provided services

- .without favour & discrimination” and in this regard the average weighted score for the same statement was 83

- percent. On-the contrary, for public representatives and officials the scale .of scoring for the same

statement was 84 and 87 percent respectively. So it appears from the'resp(.)nse.sv' that the opinions of all

‘categories of respondents are almost close to each other. This indicates that public representatives and

~ officials endorsed the view of the service users in terms of maintaining fairness and equity.

Figure 4.1 Respondents’ Level of Satisfaction with the displéy of Fairness and Equity in Public

Services
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4.4.2 Beneficiaries Level of Satisfaction with accessibility14 to public services
Accessibility to services is a key driver of citizen satisfaction. Relating to the accessibility three aspects of
services are important such as, ‘accessibility of facility,” ‘disability/elderly access,” and the ‘ability to
contact the service point without any barrier’. The study aimed to appreciate service users’ level of
satisfaction with regards to accessing the services rendered by the service provider offices. Equal access
to the services to which citizens are entitled should provide by public offices. Figure 4.2 revealed that
~when the beneficiaries were asked whether they had ‘equal accesses in terms of receipt of:services, 52.5
percent.replied that they ‘agreed’ with this statement followed by ‘Stl'ongly agreed’ with 324 percent.
This indicates that-about 85 percent service users recognized that they had equal accesses to. the service *
providers. On the other hand, in case of the responses of publi¢ 1'epresex1tati\}es" and officials' the figures
for the' same statement were 1 1.1 & 41 .7 and 30 & S0 percent respectively. The weighted average scoring
of beneficiaries, public representatives and officials: about accessibility to' services were 82, 73 and 86
‘percent respectively. It denotes that public representatives viewed to some extent di’ffeféﬁfly' with those of -
service users and officials. o

Figure 4.2 Respondents’ Level of Satisfaction with Accessibility to public services
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W b 30.6 32.4 ol ; ; i
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0 il — " . ~ e s o e e ‘ ‘
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disagree nor disagree E agree Scoring

Opinions of the Respondents and Combuted Average Score

' This refers that all citizens have equal access to the services to which they are entitled, the ease of finding one’s way around
the service environment.
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4.4.3 Beneficiaries level of satisfaction with timeliness’ to public services"

Timeliness is another key driving force of citizen satisfaction. Based on the views of service users about
timeliness as a key driver of citizen satisfaction, the study further attempted to know the service users’
level of satisfaction with timeliness experienced during the delivery of the services of the department. In
this aspect, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, ‘officials
provided services within the speciﬁed time’. Figure 4.3 shows the responses of the three types of
e respondents on the above mentioned statement "The figure lndreates that 53.4 percent beneficiaries opmed

that they were either ‘agreed or stroncrly agreed’ ‘with the statement that ofﬁmals prov1ded services

- wyithin the specified time’ and in this regard the werghted average score for the same statément was 69

'per cent. On the contrary, pubhc representatlves and ofﬁcrals rated 81 and 80 percent respectrvely agamst

" the same statement. This indicates that service users are not fully agreed w1th ‘the statement of pubhc

L}representatwes and officials in line wrth fne tlmelmess concemed and level of satrsfactron they requned

'S This includes the ability of the service providers to respond promptly to customer requests, with minimal wamng and qneumg
time. .
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Figure 4.3 Respondents level of satisfaction with Timeliness to public services
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4.4.4 Opinion of the Respondents about ‘Promptness of Decision Making’ in Public Service
Delivery

The study attempted to know the level of satisfaction with ‘promptness of decision making’ during the
- delivery of the services. Service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement,
‘officials showed promptness to take decision’. Figure 4.4 shows the responses of the three types of
respondents on the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 65.7 percent of the beneficiaries
‘agreed’ & ‘strongly agreed” with the statement that ‘officials were prompt to take decision’ and in this
regard the average scoring for the same statement was 73 63 percent On the contrary, the weighted
average seoring for public representatives and ofﬁ01als for the same statement was 83.43 and 84 percent
respectively. This indicates that service users are not fully agreed with the statement of public

representatives and officials in line with the promptness of decision making.
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Figure 4.4 Respondents Level of Satisfaction with ‘Promptness of Decision Making’ in Public
Service Delivery

Satisfaction in %
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18 ¢ public services

Prompt decision and attentiveness is another key driving force of citizen satisfaction. On the basis
of the responses: of service users, the study further attémpted to know the servicé users’ level of

satisfaction with attentiveness during the delivery of the services of the department. In this regard,

, service:users wete asked fo what extent they agree with the foilo'wihé s'téttemeri‘t,f‘o'fﬁ'cialslpaid

‘necessary attention to service users . Figure 4.5 shows the resﬁonsés of thefh'ree'types of
A.resp'ondentson the above mentioned stafemeﬁt. lThé ﬁgureﬂihdi‘cat\es ‘that 56.8 péfcen't of the
beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the same statement and in this regard the
average scoring for the same was 73 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view

(73 percent) in this aspect. On the other hand, average scoring of officials for the same statement

'® This denotes the extent to which the service providers taken quick decision to the beneficiaries and gives the
impression of interest in the beneficiaries and shown willingness to serve.
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was 89 percent. So it appears from the responses that scoring rate of officials was higher than

those of clientele and public representatives in this regard.
Figure 4.5 Respondents level of satisfaction with ‘attentiveness’ to public services
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446 Beneﬂcxarles level of satlsfactlon w1th the knowledge skill and competency of ofﬁc1als =
Knowledge, skills and exper ICHCC are. 1mportant requlrements for an 1nd1v1dua1 to properly :
.perform spec1ﬁc task. The study attempted to find out serv1ce users’ level of satlsfactlon w1th the
knowledge and skills displayed by concgmed pff icials. Two aspects relating to knowledge, SklllS
and competence of staff were a§sésseti, such as, ‘officials’ knowledge about services performed’,
‘officials’ ability to understand ‘service users requirements and to accurately perform the
services’. |
Based on the basis of the responses of service users, the study sought to know the service users’
level of satisfaction with the knowledge and competency of officials during the delivery of the

services. In this aspect, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following
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statement, ‘officials hold enough knowledge, skill and competency to perform service users

requirements . Figure 4.6 represents the responses of the three types of respondents on the above

mentioned statement. The results indicate that 72 percent of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ &

‘strongly agreed’ with the statement - ‘officials hold enough knowledge and competency to

perform service users requirements ’and in this regard the average scoring for the same statement

is 78 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view in this aspect. On the contrast,

~average scoring of officials for the same statement was 87 percent. So it appears that scoring rate

of-officials was higher than those of clientele and public representatives in this aspect.

Figure 4.6 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the knowledge, skill and competency

of officials
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4.4.7 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘value of money and efficiency’"” of

services

Value of money is considered as an important determinant of delivery of services; public
services have to be delivered economically and efficiently so that incumbents may be
provided the maximum value for money. This stLtdy attempted to know service users’
level of satisfaction w1th their experlence on value for money in service dehvery In this

- aspect; service users were asked to what extent they agree with the followmg statements
‘cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently’. Figure 4.7
represents the opinions of the three types of respondents on the above mentloned statement. The

+ - results revealed that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they elther ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly
agreed’ with the statement that ‘cost of services was reasonable and officials provided
-services efficiently ‘and weighted' average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; on
the other hand, weighted average score made by public representatives and officials for the same
statement was 88 and 84 percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries scoring are lower
than those of public representatives and officials in line with the value of money concerned.
However, the findings exhibit that in general, all three types of respondents were satisfied with

cost of money in delivery of services.

'7 This refers that public services are provided economically and efficiently, cost of services is reasonable with minimum cost
and within lowest possible time.
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Figure 4.7 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘value of money’ of services
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4.4.8 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘courtesy and respect’18 showed by officials
‘Courtesy: and respect’ is another key driving force of clientele satisfaction, the study attempted to know
- the sefvice users’ level of satisfaction with ‘courtesy and respect’ displayed by officials during the
delivery of the services. In this regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the
following statement, ‘officials provided services displaying courtesy and respect to service users’. Figure
4.8 shows opinions of the three types of respondents such as beneficiaries, public representatives and
officials on the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 78.9 percent beneficiaries either

‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials provided services displaying courtesy and

'8 This indicates politeness, respect and propriety shown by the service providers in dealing with the clientele. This includes the
ability of staff to be non-interfering when appropriate.
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respect to service users’ and in this regard the weighted average score made by the beneficiaries for the
same statement was 84 percent. On the other hand, weighted average score made by the public
representatives and officials for the same statement was 84 and 89 percent respectively which are very
close to that of service users. This indicates that public representatives and officials endorsed the view of
the service users in terms of displaying courtesy and respect. Hence, it appears that the opinions of all
categories of respondents are almost same; which indicate that beneficiaries Were satiéﬁed with the
“services ‘provided. It may be noted that opinions of all categories of respondents in favour of the

statément- ‘strongly disagree, disagree and neither agree nor disagree’ were very negligible.

Figure 4.8 Courtesy and Respect displayed by public officials in service delivery
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*4.4.9 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘accurate information’" provided by officials -
‘Complete’énd correct information are considered as one of the important driving forces to assess the

“satisfaction level of citizens in respect to service delivery. The study attempted to explore service users’

1% This denotes that citizens should be given full, accurate information about the public services that they are entitled to receive.

5%



level of satisfaction with their experience on the accuracy of information provided by the SSD. In this
regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, ‘officials
provided complete and correct information to service users’. Figure 4.9 shows opinions of the three types
of respondents such as beneficiaries, public representatives and officials on the above mentioned
-statement. The figure indicates that 70.1 percent of the beneficiaries’ either * agreed” or ‘strongly agreed’
with the statement that ‘officials provided complete and correct information to service users’ and
- weighted-average scoring for the same statement is 76 percent. On the contrary, average scoring of public
- representatives and-officials for the same statement was 81 and 90 percent respectively which are very
.close to that of service users. Therefore, the average scoring rate of officials and public representatives

was higher than those of clientele.

Figure 4.9 Level of satisfaction with the ‘accuracy of information’ by officials
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4.4.10 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the provision of ;information boards’,
‘information desk’, ‘availability of forms’, and ‘user friendliness of forms’ provided by
officials.

An attempt was made to disclose the level of satisfaction of service users with the provision of

information boards’, ‘information desk’, ‘availability of forms’, and ‘user friendliness of forms’’
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provided by officials. Based on this when the service users were asked to what extent they agree
with the following statement, ‘there were necessary provision to ‘information boards’,
‘information desk’, ‘availability of forms’, and ‘user friendliness of forms’ to provide required
services. It was found from the Table 4.4.1 that average scoring by the beneficiaries for the
above statement was 67,71, 72 and 71 per’centrespectively;‘on 'the"contrary, average scoring of
public representatwes for the same was 78 81, 81 and 74 percent however, the officials’ scoring
rate was 74, 83, 85 and 87 percent respectrvely for the same statement The above ﬁndlngs revel
that the rate of scoring of ofﬁcrals was close to those of pubhc representatlves whereas,
‘beneficiaries rated- for the same statement was lower than those of other two types of
respondents. It is found that generally, beneﬁc1ar1es were satisfied with the service providers-

which were endorsed by public representatives and officials.

4:4.11Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘commitment’® of officials

‘Commitment’ is another key driving force of clientele satisfaction, the study attempted to find out the
service users’ level of satisfaction with ‘commitment’ followed by officials during the delivery of the
services. In this regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement,
‘officials provided services with proper commitment to service users’. Figure 4.10 shows opinions of
the three types of respondents on the mentioned statement. The figure 4.10 indicates that 63.7 percent
of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement and in this connection
weighted average scoring for the same statement was 74 percent. On the other hand, rate of scoring of
public representatives and officials for the same statement was 77 and 76 percent respectively which
was very close to those of beneficiaries. Th1s 1nd1cates that service users endorsed the view of public
representatives and officials in terms of dlsplaymg motwatxon and commitment. So, it appears that the
opinions-of ‘all categories of respondents are almost same; which 1nd1cate that’ beneficiaries were

satisfied with the services provided.

2 This indicates officials visible commitment to their work, including the pleasure and happiness
they actually take in their job and their carefulness.
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Figure 4.10 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘commitment’ of officials
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4.4.12 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘Sympathy & empathy’?! of officials

,Sympathy & empathy is another key driver of citizen satisfaction, pubhc off' cials should show sympathy
<40 the_ beneﬁmanes.The study aimed to appreciate service users’ level of satlsfactlon in respect to
accessmg the servxces -rendered by the service provider offices. Flgure 411 revealed that when the
. beneficiaries were asked whether ‘officials show sympathy and empathy’ in terms of receipt of services,
40.7 percent heneﬁciaries replied that they ‘agree’ with the statement followed by ‘strongly agree’ with
._ 35.3 percent. Average score by service users was 88 percent to service prov1ders On the other hand,
welghted averaoe score made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 25.7 &

45.7 and 36 & 45 percent respectively. The weighted average score given by beneficiaries, public

?! This implies sympathy and patience shown to the customer. This includes the extent to which the customers feel
comfortable & ease by the service.
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representatives and officials about showing sympathy was 88, 77 and 87 percent respectively. The
average scoring of beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about sympathy to services were 88,
77 and 87 percent respectively. It denotes that public representatives viewed to some extent differently
with those of service users and officials. It is revealed that service users endorsed the view of officials

about satisfaction received in terms of sympathy and carefulness.

Figure 4.11 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘Sympathy & empathy’ of officials
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4.4.13 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the ‘Honesty and integrity’““of officials

.Honesty and integrity’. is:another key drwmg force of cmzen sat1sfact10n Based on the views of serv1ce
users about honesty -and" integrity as a key driver of c1t1zen satlafactlon the study further attempted to
know the service users’‘level of satisfaction with Honesty and mtegrlty experlenced during the dehvery‘
of the se1v1ces of the officials, In this regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the
following statement, ‘officials provided sérvices with honesty and integrity’. Figure 4.12 proves the

responses of the three types of responderits on-the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that

41.2 percent beneficiaries either ‘agreed or strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials provided

22 1t refers honesty, justice, fairness and trust with which customers are treated by the service provider.
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services with honesty and integrity’ and in this regard the weighted average scoring for the same
statement was 69 percent. On the contrary, average rate of scoring made by public representatives and
officials for the same statement was 79 and 91 percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries as
well as public representatives did not endorse the views of officials’ in terms of honesty and integrity.

Figure 4.12 Level of Satisfaction with ‘Honesty and Integrity’ of officials
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4.4.14 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with officials in terms of ‘Active listening’23

To know the le'vel of satisfaction of service users about paying attention of officials, it was asked
to the clientele whether they agree with the statement ‘officials are reasonably alert to hear from
the service users’. Figure 4.13 shows the responses of three types of respondents on the above
mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 60.7 percent beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or
‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials were reasonably alert to hear from the service
users’ and in this regard the weighted average scoring for the same statement was 75 percent. On
the other hand, score made by public representatives and officials’ for the same statement was 76

and 87 percent respectively. This indicates that scoring of beneficiaries and public

2 This denotes service providers give proper attention to the proposal and query of clientele.

56



representatives’ are lower than that of the opinions of officials in respect to active listener.
However, the findings exhibit that in general, all three types of respondents were satisfied

with the role of officials in delivery of services.

Figure 4.13 Level of satisfaction with officials in terms of ‘Active listening’
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4.4.15 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the provision of ‘redress and corrective

$2

measures’” in service delivery

The study wanted to find out whether the provision of redress and corrective measures was important to
beneficiaries during service delivery. The public service needs to address &‘ resolve any undue
administrative action. Corrective measures and redress ares considered as key driver of clientele
satisfaction. The figure 4.14 depicts that 39.7 percent of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly
agreed” with the statement that ‘officials redressed and taken corrective measures to the beneficiaries’ and
in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand,
average scoring rate given by PRs and officials’ for the same statement was 74 and 83 percent
respectively. This indicates that service users and public representatives’ did not endorse the view of
officials in respect to redress and corrective measures. However, the findings exhibit that in general,
all three types of respondents were more or less satisfied with the role of officials in delivery of

services in this aspects.

Figure 4.14 Level of satisfaction with the provision of ‘redress and corrective measures’

in service delivery
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“ Redress refers to ensure quick and sympathetic response through corrective measures and full explanation is offered to
citizens where a promised standard of service is not delivered.
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4.4.16 Beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the provision of ‘outcome’™ in service
delivery
Service providing offices should ensure that the services for which clientele visit their service
'delivery points are available and provided to them accordingly. The study also explored to found
service users’ experience with the outcome of service they expected. With this view, service
users were required to indicate to what extent they agree with the statemehts, such as, ‘at the end,
we received what we required’. Figure 4.15 revealed that when the beneficiaries were asked whether
they agreed with the statement ‘at the end, we received what we required’, 39.7 percent replied that
they ‘agree’ with this statement followed by ‘strongly agree’ with 38.9 percent and weighted average
- scoring of beneficiaries for this statement was 81.67 percent. This indicates that about 82 percent of the
beneficiaries recognized that they were satisfied in terms of outcome of service delivery. In contrast, the
average scoring of public representatives and officials was 73.89 and 82 percent respectively. It denotes
that beneficiaries endorsed the Aview of officials for the same'statement and all three types of respondents

- mentioned that they were satisfied with the statement of outcome from services delivery.

» Outcome refers that at the end, the beneficiaries got the services they needed.
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Figure 4.15 Level of satisfaction with the provision of ‘outcome’ in service delivery
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4.4.17 Opinions of the Respondents about ‘Harassment by Middlemen’ in Public Services

Sometimes service users face to handle the situation of harassment by middlemen. These may lead to
lowering the satisfaction level of the clientele in terms of service received. This study attempted to find
out the magnitude of harassment and role of middlemen in service delivery. Figure 4.16 showes that
when the beneficiaries were asked whether they agreed with the statement that ‘they were harassed by
middlemen in terms of service received’, 74 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed’
or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent
of the public representatives and concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. This indicates
~ that there is ample scope of dissatisfaction of beneficiaries in terms of harassment with the adverse role of

middlemen.
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Figure 4.16 Respondents’ Opinions about ‘Harassment by Middlemen’ in Public Services delivery
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4.4.18 Opinions of the Respondents about ‘procedures’ in Public Services

Complex procedures may cause the sufferings of beneficiaries and in this situation clientele may not be
satisfied with the service providers. In this aspect, Figure 4.17 revealed that when the beneficiaries were
asked whether they agreed with the statement that ‘delivery of the services were surrounded by
cumbersome procedures’, 78.9 percent beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed or strongly agreed’
with the statement where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent of the public
representatives and 70 percent concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. This indicates that
there is plenty of scope to remove the complex procedures and to simplify the process of service delivery

and thus to satisfy the beneficiaries.
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Figu_re 4717 Rcqund;ntsﬂ’ Qpinions about ‘Cumbersome Process’ in Public Services Delivery
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4.4.19 Opinions of the Respondents about ‘flexibility’ in Public Services

The study attempted to explore service users’ level of satisfaction in connection with the ‘flexibility’ to
dispose service related affairs of the department. On the basis of the views of service users’, they were
asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, ‘officials’ maintained flexibility to provide
services’. Figure 4.18 shows views of the three types of respondents on the above statement. The figure
indicates that 64.2 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the mentioned statement and in this regard the
weighted average scoring given by beneficiaries for the same statement was 74.22 percent. On the
contrary, the rated made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 76.67 and 76
percent respectively. So it appears from the responses that the opinions of all categories of respondents
are almost close to each other. This indicates that public representatives and officials endorsed the view of

the service users in terms of maintaining flexibility.
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Figure 4.18 Opinions of the Respondents about maintaining ‘flexibility’ in Public Service Delivery
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It is revealed from the Table 4.4.1 that to measure level of satisfaction of beneficiaries several
determinants of citizen satisfaction such as Fairness and Equity in service delivery,
Timeliness/promptness of service delivery, Accessibility to public services, Attentiveness, availability of
Information on public services, treating the citizens with Courtesy and respect, the Knowledge, Skills and
experiences of officials, quick Responses to the demand of people, Value of Money, Economy and
Efficiency in Public Service delivery, Commitment, Sympathy & empathy, Honesty and integrity, Active
listening of service providers providing Redress where a promised standard of service has not been met
and Outcome of the encounter with the Public Service’® were taken into account. However, Information

board and help desk, Availability of form, User friendly form, absence of Harassment by middlemen and

%6 Key drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009/2010, Public Service
Commission, Republic of South Africa.
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cumbersome procedures were considerable factors in this connection. It is important to note that with a
very few limited exceptions, .weighted average score made by the respondents in terms of covering the
criteria of satisfaction from service delivery varied from 70 to 91 percent, these are encouraging
information in respect of delivery of serviceé. It is also found that most of the beneficiaries and officials
marked ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed” about the level of satisfaction in terms of delivery of services’.
Hence, it is evident that there is positive relation between the services delivered by Upazila Social

Services department under Social Safety Net Programs and the level of satisfaction of

beneficiaries.

Table 4.4.1 Level of Satisfaction of Respondents about the Services Delivered by Upazila Social Services
Department under Social Safety Net Program
(in percent)

Criteria RCSPODISCS*
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree | Strongly | Average’
disagree agree nor agree Rating -
1) () disagree 4 (5) (%)
3)

Fairness & equity ] 2.9 3.9 11.3 39.7 42.2 83
- - - 306 16.7 52.8 84
- - 15 35 50 87
Accessibility : 2.5 3.9 8.8 52.5 32.4 82
11.6 5.6 30.6 11.1 41.7 73
- - 20 30 50 86
Timeliness /Promptness of 5.9 17.6 23 34.3 19.1 69
Service delivery 8.3 8.3 11.1 16.7 55.6 81
5 5 15 30 45 80
Attentiveness 3.4 2.9 36.8 38.7 18.1 73
5.1 8.6 314 14.3 40 73
- - 10 35 55 89
Knowledge, skills & experience 2.9 5.9 18.6 43.1 28.9 78
S 5.7 22.9 114 543 78
0 0 15 35 50 87
Value of money /Efficency, 1 9.3 27.5 32.8 29.4 76
Economy in service delivery - - 22.2 13.9 63.9 88
0 15 5 25 55 84
Courtesy & respect 3.4 - 17.6 32.8 46.1 84
s 5.7 - 8.6 25.7 60 84
- - 5 45 50 89
Motivation and Commitment 2.5 10.8 22.5 41.2 22.5 74
- 16.7 27.8 11.1 44.4 77
5 10 20 30 35 76
Sympathize & empathy 29 3.9 172 _40.7 353 88
5.7 8.6 14.3 25.7 45.7 77
0 0 2 9 9 87
Active listening 2 11.8 25.5 32.8 27.9 75
- 57 5.7 20 28.6 40 76
- - 15 35 50 87
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Honesty and integrity 2.9 0.5 554 28.9 12.3 69
= 13.9 16.7 27.8 41.7 79

- - 15 15 70 91

Costomer feedback and 2.9 10.8 46.6 25 14.7 68
corrective action /Redress = 5.6 33.3 44.4 16.7 74
. - 10 10 35 45 83

Supply of Information 3.9 2.5 235 49 21.1 76
5.7 5.7 14.3 17.1 57.1 81

_ - 5 5 25 65 90
Information board 5.4 12.3 353 36.8 10.3 67
11.1 5.6 13.9 19.4 50 78

15 5 20 15 45 74

Information /help desk 3.9 11.8 28.4 35.8 20.1 71
2.8 - 41.7 2.8 52.8 81

5 - 15 35 45 83

Availability of form 4.4 15.7 19.1 37.3 23.5 72
111 5.6 8.3 16.7 583 81

- 5 20 20 55 85

User friendly form 2.5 14.2 27 36.8 19.6 71
5.6 11.1 27.8 16.7 38.9 74

5 - 5 35 55 87

Harassment 1 6.4 18.6 39.2 34.8 80
2.8 5.6 38.9 22.2 30.6 74

10 0 40 10 40 74

Cumbersome procedures 3.9 74 9.8 43.1 35.8 80
56 - 44.4 194 30.6 74

15 5 30 15 35 70

Source: Field survey, February-March 2016.

* 1% 2™ and 3™ rows of the responses denote the opinions of direct beneficiaries (n=204), public
representatives (n= 36) and Officials (n=20) respectively.

4.5.0 Level of Satisfaction with Office Environment of the Respondents

Office environment may play important role to measure the level of satisfaction of stakeholders.

Keeping this view in mind, the study tries to explore the environmental aspects of offices where
the incumbents frequently move to receive services; these include cleanliness, seating
arrangement, supply of drinking water, toilet & canteen facilities and arrangement for copying
documents.

4. 5.1 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Cleanliness of the Office Premises
Figure 5.1 shows that average rating of three types of respondents are very close to each other.

They were highly satisfied with the cleanliness of the office. 84 percent beneficiaries
acknowledged that authority maintained cleanliness which was endorsed by the same percent
officials followed by 80 percent rating by public representatives. It was revealed that when the

beneficiaries were asked to what extent they were satisfied with the ‘cleanliness of office’, about
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54 percent replied that the situation was ‘good’ and 36.3 percent made their opinion with
‘excellent’ remarks in this regard. On the other hand, 50 percent public representatives and 45

percent officials replied that in terms of cleanliness it was excellent.

Figure 5.1 Rating of the Respondents about the Cleanliness of the Office
- Premises
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4.5.2 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Seating arrangement of the Office

Seating arrangement of the clientele plays important role to assess the level of satisfaction of
incumbent. It is exposed from the figure that weighted average score of beneficiaries and
officials was quite close to each other; however public representatives did not endorsed the same
view. Figure 5.2 shows that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about
'seating arrangement in office was 75 and 76 percent respectively followed by 52 percent by
public representatives. The figure shows that 35.5 percent beneficiaries and 40 percent officials
marked ‘good’ and ‘excellent’ respectively about the seating arrangement of offices; whereas

33.3 percent public representatives marked poor for the same.
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g Figure 5.2 Rating of the Respondents about the Seating arrangement in
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4.5.3 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Supply of pure drinking water
in the Office

Satisfaction of incumbents may also be assessed by supply of pure drinking water by the authority. It is
observed from the figure that there is no significant difference of opinion about average rating of
beneficiaries and officials; though public representatives did not hold the same view. Figure 5.3 shows
that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials was 73 and 77 respectively about supply
of pure drinking water in office followed by 50 percent by public representatives for the same. The figure
reveals that rating of public representatives are always lower than those of the clientele and officials in
terms of supply of pure drinking water and consistent opinions are marked by beneficiaries and officials

in this aspect.
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Figure 5.3 Rating of the Respondents about Supply of Pure drinking Water
’ in Office
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4.5.4 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from Toilet facility & standard of
Office

Figure 5.4 shows that with reference to toilet facility in office weightediaverage score made by
beneficiaries and officials are 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 percent by public
representatives. It is pertinent to mention that given score of beneficiaries is higher than that of
officials; it seems that officials did not hide the fact in this aspect. It was revealed that when the
beneficiaries were asked to what extent they were satisfied with the ‘toilet facility’, 44 percent
replied that the situation was ‘good’ and 8.2 percent made their opinion with ‘excellent’ remarks
in this regard. On the other hand, about 28 percent clientele & public representatives and 60
percent officials marked that ‘toilet facility’ was average standard. It may be noted that 41.7

percent PRs marked ‘poor’ about the toilet facility.
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Figure 5.4 Rating of the Respondents about Toilet facility & Standard
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4.5.5 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from Canteen facilities & standard

Satisfaction level of clientele may also be determined with the existence and standard of canteen
facilities of the office. The study shows that all the three categories of respondents rated low
against this variable. Figure 5.5 reveals that weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials
was 57 and 42 respectively with reference to ‘canteen facilities’ in office premises followed by only 33
percent by public representatives. More than 50 percent of the public representatives and officials opined
that canteen facility was poor; whereas, 43.2 percent of the beneficiaries advocated in favour of average
standard of canteen facility. It is observed that none of the public representatives and official opined that
the standard of canteen was excellent. It is observed that the respondents ranked lowest about the canteen

facility among all other variables for measuring environment and logistics.
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4.5.6 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from arrangement for copying and
duplicating

Figure 5.6 reveals that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about ‘arrangement
for copying and duplicating’ was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public
representatives-(PR). 50 percent of the PR opined that arrangement for copying and duplicating was poor;
whereas, about 32 percent beneficiaries advocated in favour of average standard of the facility. It is

observed that none of the public representatives marked that the availability of facility was excellent.
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Figure 5.6 Rating of the Respondents about arrangement for Copying and
Duplicating
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The Table 4.5.1 shows that weighted average scores made by beneficiaries and officials with

reference to cleanliness, seating arrangement and supply of drinking water in service delivery in

offices are within 73 to 84 percent and those of toilet and arrangement for copying documents

are within 60 to 74 percent. It is revealed that respondents rated at the lowest for canteen

facilities compare to others determinants of the service delivery point. It is evident from the table

that PRs always rated lower than those of beneficiaries as well as officials in respect of variables

that affect environment of the office.
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Table 4.5.1 Opinions of the Respondents Relating Office Environment of Services Delivery

(in Percent)

Determinants of Service Delivery* Opinions of the Respondents
Poor Below Average Good | Excellent | Average
(1) Average 3) “4) o) Rating
)] :
Cleanliness of office 0.5 3.4 5.9 53.9 363 84
2.8 8.3 25 13.9 50 80
5 0 10 40 45 84
Seating arrangement 1.0 11.3 2.1 35.5 27.1 75
33.3 16.7 13.9 30.6 5.6 52
10 10 10 30 40 76
Supply of drinking water 2.5 21.7 15.3 28.6 | 32.0 73
41.7 16.7 5.6 22.2 13.9 50
10 0 15 45 30 77
Toilet facility and standard 6.6 13.7 27.5 44 8.2 67
41.7 22.2 27.8 2.8 5.6 42
5 15 60 20 0 63
Canteen facilities 13.5 16.7 43.2 20.3 5.7 57
52.8 30.6 16.7 0 0 33
50 10 20 20 0 42
Arrangement for copying and 17.6 14.2 31.9 22.3 13.7 60
duplicating 50 33.3 2.8 13.9 0 36
5 10 20 40 25 74

Source: Field survey, February 2016.
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4.6.0 Problems and Suggestions Identified by the Respondents in Terms of Service Delivery
4.6.1 Problems Identified by the Respondents

Table 4.6.1 shows the problems identified by three groups of respondents- the respondents were
the officials, Public Representatives and the clientele / beneficiaries who are the recipient of
service delivery. When it was asked whether poor service delivery was due to shortage of skilled
field workers and professional manpower, 44.4 percent public representatives considered it to be
a cause of poor service delivery while 31.4 percent beneficiaries and 25percent official provide
their opinion in favour. So it appears from the responses that on average 33.6 percent of the total
- respondents are in favour of fhe dearth of professional manpower which stands on the way of
speedy delivery of service. It is evident from the table that 28.87 percent of the respondents
opined “bill board was not displayed in front of the office” as one of the barriers of service
delivery and 25.83 percent of them identified “services were not provided in spite of frequent
attendance/reporting in office” for another cause for the same. The average 25.27 percent
respondents considered that “absence of accountability of officials” were one of the major
causes, which hindered the speedy service delivery; however, 100 percent officials claimed that
there is no lack of accountability of officials but 61.1 percent public representatives advocated in
favour of lack of accountability of officials in service delivery. The most common problem
identified by the respondents was the ‘inadequate allocation of money’. 70.87 percent of the
respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in particular told about the ‘inadequate
allocation of money’ as a barrier of delivery of service and this opinion was endorsed by
majority (55 percent) of the officials. 23.10 respondents opined that poor service delivery was
due to ‘complex administrative procedures and lack of local level coordination’. 18.10 percent
respondents considered the Harassment of Middleman to be responsible to speed up service
delivery system while 31.20 percent respondents in average opined that ‘absence of proper
remedial measures relating to complain of clients’ was one of the many causes of poor service
delivery; on the other hand, 29.03 percent respondents on average opined that ‘absence of the
supervision by local representatives’ was responsible to non- satisfactory délivery of service
which were agreed by 30 percent officials and public representatives. According to 33.3 percent
local representatives thought that ‘lack of individual responsibility of performing tasks’ was the
cause of poor delivery system, and these views were endorsed by only 3.4 percent clientele and 5

percent officials. On average 30.83 percent respondents from three groups viewed ‘Lack of
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Information Assistance Centre and ICT facilities’ was responsible on the way to speed-up
delivery system, 38.9 percent public representatives and 35 percent officials endorsed this view.
The maximum number (80 percent) of officials and public representatives (66.7 percent) told that
‘ignorance of the peoﬁle about the procedures of rendering service’ was the cause of poor
delivery system and this view was endorsed by 50.5 percent beneficiaries. It was revealed from
 the table that three types of respondents unanimously agreed that ‘negative attitudes of officials’
did not appear as a remarkable reason in terms of delivery of services. 27.8 percent public
representatives opined that poor service delivery was caused by ‘no provision of supervision and
evaluation of work’, but very insignificant percent of clientele and officials agreed with this

ViEW.

Table 4.6.1 Opinions of the Respondents about the Barriers to Extend Services to the Citizen

Barriers Respondents in percent

Beneficiary | Public Officials Average

Representatives

Shortage of skilled field workers 314 44.4 25 33.60
Service related Bill Board was not displayed in v 172 44.4 25
front of the office N 28.87
Services were not provided in spite of frequent 19.7 27.8 30
attendance/reporting in office 25.83
Absence of accountability of officials 14.7 61.1 00.0 25.27
Complex administrative procedures and lack of 17.6 16.7 35.0
local level coordination : 23.10
Harassment of Middleman 17.6 16.7 20.0 18.10
Absence of proper remedial measures relating to 14.7 63.9 15.0
complain of clients 3120
Inadequate supervision by local representative 26.5 30.6 30 - 29.03
Lack of individual responsibility of performing 34 33.3 5.0
tasks 13.90
Lack of Information Assistance Centre and ICT 18.6 38.9 35.0
facilities 30.83
Inadequate decision making authority 22.1 44 .4 15 o717
Ignorance of the people about service delivery 50.5 66.7 80
procedures 65.73
Negative attitudes of Officials 18.1 27.8 30 25.30
Inadequate supervision and evaluation of work 9.3 27.8 10 15.70
Inadequate allocation of money 88.2 69.4 55 70.87
Total Respondents 204 36 20

e Source: Field survey, February 2016.
e Multiple answers were recorded.
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4.6.2 Suggestion of the Respondents to improve the Quality of Services under Social
Safety Net Programme (SSNP).
This table shows the suggestions given by the respondents to improve the quality of Services under

SSNP. The respondents were the beneficiaries public representatives and officials (Upazila Social
Service Officer) when it was asked whether the bill board / notice board indicating different types of
services offered by DDS is important to improve the quality of services under SSNP 32 percent
beneficiaries suggested to place bill board / notice board in the public places, while 91.7 percent
public representative and 70 percent officials given same suggestions. So it appears from the
responses that on an average 64.73 percent suggested for placing bill board/ notice board in the
public places. On an average 68.53 percent respondents suggested that for quality services skilled
field workers should be employed/ deployed. Coordination problem at local level are remarkable; on
an average 80.7 percent respondents suggested to detect Coordination problem at local level and this
problem should be solved for the quality services of the DSS. It is evident from the table that 72.2
percent public representative suggested for the speedy solution of clients complain should be done.
Other respondents also given the same suggestion. Average 64.50 percent respondents suggested for
the speedy solution of the clients complain. For providence quality services fund is an important
factor. Specially timely release of the fund is also important. 90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for
the adequate allocation of fund and timely release of the fund. 83.3 percent public repreéentative also
suggested the same. Average 73.00 percent of total respondent suggested for the required amount of
fund and timely release of the fund. The table shows problem indentified by the respondents about
interference of the middlemen. 80.6 percent public representatives suggested to stop the middlemen
interference. While average 46.50 percent respondents suggested for the punishment of the
middlemen for their undue interference for getting services from the DSS. Interesting finding in this
respect is that only 3.9 percent direct beneficiaries mentioned the interference of middlemen, the
reason of this poor responses compare to PRs and officials may be beneficiaries are not aware about
the existence of middleman due to lack of understanding about the real situation. To improve quality -
of services under SSNP reward and punishment system can play a vital role. This is indentified by
the respondents. 100 percent PRs suggested for the provision of the reward and punishment, 85
percent officials also endorsed this opinion. On average 69.67 percent respondents suggested to keep
provision of the reward and punishment for good and bad performance. In the area of ICT for
providing quality services computer facilities and modern technology is a must. Respondents claimed
that proper services could not be delivered in time due to lack of computer facilities and modern

technology. 100 percent public representatives and 95 percent officials suggested to arrange
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computer facilities and modern technology in the DSS office. On an average 74.47 percent
respondents suggested fhe same.

In our country most of the citizens does not know what are the services provided by the government
offices. Specially by the DSS. This is due to lack of awareness of the citizens. The table shows 100
percent public representatives and 95 percent officials suggested for building up awareness of the
citizens through publicity. While 25.5 percent beneficiaries also suggested the same. Average 73.50
percent respondents suggested that awareness should be streﬁgthen through Publicity. When it was
asked to the respondents what are the problems for timely accomplishes tasks. 86.1 percent public
representatives and 95 percent officials said that necessary logistic support should be provided for
accomplishing the tasks. 25 percent beneficiaries also suggested the same. Average 67.17 percent
respondents suggested for providing necessary logistics to accomplish tasks. Transparency in work is
important. Clients should have clear idea about the progress of the work. 90 percent officials
suggested that transparent idea about the progress of the work should be given to the clients. While
10 percent beneficiaries and 75 percent public representatives suggested the same. Average 58.63
percent respondents- opined for transparency in work. 100 percent public representatives suggested
for the training of the clients. Because necessary training is important for the clients.15.4 percent
beneficiaries and 85 percent officials suggested for the training of the clients. Average 66.80 percent
respondents suggested for providing necessary training to the clients. To provide quality services
timely incentives can play an importént role. Service provider should get incentives. 86.1 percent
public representatives suggested for giving incentives to the concerned officials. While 18.3 percent
beneficiaries and 80 percent officials suggested for giving incentives. Average 61.47 percent
respondents suggested for giving incentives to the officials. Centralized decision making authority
takes time to provide services timely. In this regard 88.9 percent Public representatives suggested
that decision making authority should be extended to concerned implementing officials. Average
49.63 percent respondents sugvgested to extend decision making authority to the concerned
implementing Officers. Maximum respondents form the Public Representatives suggested that
“Administration is for public services” this slogan should be promoted. 100 percent public
representatives suggested for the promotion of the slogan. While 35.6 percent beneficiaries and 40
percent officials suggested for promoting the slégan “ Administration for public services”. 58.53
percent respondents on average opined for promoting the slogan. To improve quality services under
the SSNP knowing decision as a right of the beneficiaries and concerned officials should be ensured.
When it was asked to the respondents 86.1 percent public representatives suggested to ensure

knowing decision of the authority about SSNP to the concerned. 21.7 percent beneficiaries and 55
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‘percent officials suggested to ensure knowing decision making right. In average 54.27 percent

respondents suggested that knowing decision as a right should be ensured.

In most of the cases beneficiaries does not know name of the service provider. They suffer for this..
Who will provide what services it should be clearly known to the clients. There is no name card on
the table of the service provider. When it was asked to the respondents 100 percent public
representatives suggested that name card of the services provider should be displayed on the table.
While 25 percent beneficiaries and 50 percent officials suggested for displaying the name card on the
.table. In average 58.33 percent respondents suggested for displaying name card on the table.

Table 4.6.2 Suggestions of the Respondents to Improve the Quality of Services under SSNP

Suggestions : Respondents in %
Beneficiary | Public Officials Average
Representatives

Displaying Bill/Notice Board in conspicuous 32.5 91.7 70

places indicating services offered by DSS 64.73
Required number of skilled field workers should 28.9 91.7 85

be employed/deployed 68.53
Strengthening coordination at local level 48 97.2 95 80.07
Speedy solution of the complain of clients 36.3 722 85 64.50
Supervision of work jointly by officials and PRs 20.6 72.2 50 47.60
Adequate fund allocation and timely release - 90.7 83.3 45 73.00
Severe punishment of middlemen 3.9 80.6 55 46.50
Provision of Reward and punishment 24 100 85 69.67
Computer facility and modern technology 284 100 95

should be arranged : 74.47
Build up awareness of the citizens through 25:5 100 95

publicity 2 73.50
Necessary logistics support for task 204 86.1 95

accomplish 67.17
Regular inform clients about the progress of 10.9 75 90

the work 58.63
Necessary need based training to clientele 154 100 85 66.80
Officials should be given necessary 18.3 86.1 80

incentives 61.47
Delegation of decision making to concerned 15 88.9 45

implementing officer 49.63
Promoting the Slogan "Administration is for 35.6 100 40

Public Services" ' 58.53
Knowing decision as a right should be 21.7 86.1 55

ensured ' 54.27
Use of name card/tag by service providers 25 100 50 58.33
Total Respondents 204 36 20

Source: Field survey, February 2016.
Multiple answers were recorded.
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CHAPTER- V

Summary, Recommendations and Conclusions
5.1 SUMMARY

There is a general consensus among all political economists and social scientists that the members of the
public are harassed and embarrassed by public officials and the members of the public have taken the
shape of benefactor and beneficiary, although the public servants were meant to provide service to public.
But there is lack of quantitative information about different aspects of delivery of services. This
study focuses on standard of selection of beneficiaries under SSNP, present satisfaction level of
beneficiaries/citizens’, views and expectations from the public servants in terms of delivery of services of
Upazila Social Services Department and to find-out the ways & means to improve the existing situation.
Descriptive statistics and to some extent econometric tools have been used to analyze the data. The key
ﬁndings of the study are:

Demographic Profile of the Beneficiaries: The mean age of beneficiaries is 59.6 years (Table 4.1.1).
It is observed that highest percentage (50.5) belongs to the age group of 61-70 years followed by that of
51-60 years. It is noticed that most of the beneficiaries (83.3 percent) are aged between 41 and 80 years.
Most of the respondents (50.0 percent) are illiterate followed by ‘can write name’ (19.6 percent) only.
11.3 percent respondents completed 11 to 15 years of schooling, where the average years schooling is 3
percent. The results indicate that the percentage of population having no/lower education is significantly
high (Table 4.1.2). Average number of members of households is 5.09 and that of dependent number of
members is 3.70. The highest percentage (31.4) of households has 5 to 6 members followed by 3 to 4
members (28.4 percent). Numbers of family member mostly concentrate from 3 to 8 (Table 4.1.3). It is
revealed that 22.5 percent of the respondents are counted as ‘home manager (house wife)’ followed by
18.1 percent unemployed. 14.2 percent of the respondents lead their lives through small business as major
occupation. The study reveals that 15.7 percent respondents undertook major occupation as
agriculture/general labour combindly (Table 4.1.4). Average monthly income of the respondents is Tk.
5597.57. Majority of the respondents (42.1 percent) hold the income from Tk. 500 to 3000 (Table 4.1.5).
About 77 percent of the respondents have no land and average size of the land is only 8.36 decimals. 13.7
percent of the respondents on an average possess 1 to 49 decimal cultivable lands (Table 4.1.6).

Selection of the Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP): It is apparent that all
the criteria, which are precondition and required for selection beneficiaries under SSNP have been
followed by the concerned authority to a great extent. Weighted average scores made.by all three types of
respondents regarding selection of beneficiaries under SSNPs are more than 70 percent. Right persons are

being selected as beneficiaries of the Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced and Destitute women and Insolvent
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Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social safety net Programme (SSNP) of the
government.
Overall Satisfaction under SSNP: It was revealed from the study that 31 percent of the respondents

were hundred percent satisfied whereas, 69 percent of them replied that they were not 100 percent -
satisfied with those (Table 4.3.1).

Level of Satisfaction from Delivery of Service under SSNP: The result showed that 81.9 percent of
the beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that ‘officials
provided services without favour & discrimination’ and in this regard the average weighted score for
the same statement was 83 percent. On the contrary, weighted average score of public representatives and

officials for the same statement were 84 and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.1).

52.5 percent of beneficiaries replied that they ‘agreed’ with the statement of ‘equal accesses in terms‘ of
receipt of services as per entitlement’, followed by ‘strongly agreed’ with 32.4 percent, i.e., about 85
percent of the service users recognized that they had equal accesses to the services providers. On the other
hand, in case of the responses of public representatives and officials the figures for the same statement
was 11.1 & 41.7 and 30 & 50 percent respectively. The weighted average score of beneficiaries, public
representatives and ofﬁcialé about accessibility to services were 82, 73 and 86 percent respectively
(Figure 4.2).

The figure 4.3 indicates that 53.4 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials
provided services within the specified time’ and in this regard the average scoring for the same was 69
percent. On the contrary, weighted average score given by public representatives and officials for the
same statement were 81 and 80 percent respectively.

‘The figure 4.4 indicates that 65.7 percent of the beneficiaries ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the
statement that ‘officials were prompt to take decision’ and in this regard the weighted average scoring for
the same statement was 73.63 percent. On the contrary, the weighted average scoring for public
representatives and officials for the same statement was 83.43 and 84 percent respectively.

It is revealed that 56.8 percent of the beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement
that ‘officials paid necessary attention to service users’ and in this regard the average scoring for the same
was 73 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view (73 percent) in this éspect. On the
other hand, average scoring of officials for the same statement was 89 percent (Figure 4.5).

It was observed that 72 percent of the beneficiaries ‘agreed’ & ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement -
‘officials hold enough knowledge and skills to perform service user’s requirements ’and in this regard the

weighted average scoring for the same statement was 78 percent; public representatives also endorsed the
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same view in this aspect. On the contrast, average scoring of officials for the same statement was 87
percent (Figure 4.6).

The results revealed that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement
that ‘cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently ‘and for this issue
the average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; On the other hand, average scoring for the
same statement of public representatives and officials was 88 and 84 percent respectively (Figure 4.7)."

It was observed that 78.9 percent of the beneficiaries ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that
‘officials provided services displaying courtesy and respect to service users’ and in this regard the
weighted average scoring for the same statement was 84 percent. On the other hand, for public
representatives and officials rated for the same statement was 84 and 89 percent respectively which were
very close to that of service users (Figure 4.8).

It is revealed that 70.1 percent of the beneficiaries’ agreed’ and ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that
‘officials provided complete and correct information to service users’ and weighted average scoring for
the same statement was 76 percent. On the other hand, average scoring of public representatives and
officials for the same statement was 81 and 90 percent respectively which are very close to that of service
users (Figure 4.9).

41.2 percent of the beneficiaries ‘agreed’” and 22.5 percent of them ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement
of- ‘officials provided services with proper commitment to service users’ and in this connection the
average scoring of the beneficiaries for th‘e same statement was 74 percent. On the other hand, public
representatives and officials rated the same statement with 77 and 76 percent respectively which are very
close to that of service users (Figure 4.10). .

It is evident that 40.7 percent beneficiaries replied that they ‘agreed” with the statement- ‘officials show
sympathy and empathy’ in terms of receipt of services, followed by ‘strongly agreed’ with 35.3 percent.
Weighted average score of service users was 88 percent to service providers. On the other hand, public
representatives and officials rated the same statement with 25.7 & 45.7 and 36 & 45 percent respectively.
The weighted average scoring of beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about showing
sympathy in service delivery were 88, 77 and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.11).

The figure 4.12 indicates that 41.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials provided
services with honesty and integrity’ and weighted average score for the same statement was 69 percent.
On the contrary, average scoring of public representatives and officials for the same statement was 79 and
91 percent respectively.

It is evident that 60.7 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials are reasonably alert to

hear from the service users’ and in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 75
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percent. On the other hand, public representatives and officials’ scoring for the same statement was 76
and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.13).

The study indicates that 39.7 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials
redressed and taken corrective measures to the service users’ and in this regard the weighted average
score of beneficiaries for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand average scoring of public
representatives and officials’ for the same statement was 74 and 83 percent respectively (Figure 4.14).
The result shows that 39.7 percent beneficiaries replied that they ‘agree’ with the statement ‘in the end,
we received what we required’, followed by ‘strongly agree” with 38.9 percent and the average scoring
for this statement was 81.67 percent. In contrast, the average scoring of public representatives and
ofﬁciais were 73.89 and 82 percent respectively.

It is evident that 74 percent beneficiaries replied they ‘agreed’ with the statement, ‘they were harassed by
middlemen in terms of service received’ followed by ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement, where the
weighted average scoring was 80 percent. In contrast, 74 percent public representatives and concerned
officials endorsed the view of service users (Figure 4.16).

78.9 percent beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed or strongly agreed” with the statement, ‘delivery
of the services were surrounded by cumbersome procedures’, where the weighted average scoring was 80
percent; in contrast, in terms of weighted average, 74 percent public representatives and 70 percent -
concerned officials endorsed the view of service users (Figure 4.17).

The study showed that 64.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials maintained
flexibility to provide services’ and in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was
74.22 percent. On the contrary, rating of public representatives and officials for the same statement was
76.67 and 76 percent respectively (Figure 4.18).

Level of Satisfaction with O‘fﬁc.e Environment: About 54 percent beneficiaries replied that the
situation in terms of ‘cleanliness’ of the office premises was ‘good’ whereas 36.3 percent made
their opinion with ‘excellent’ remarks in this regard. On the other hand, 50 percent public
representatives and 45 percent officials replied that in terms of cleanliness it was excellent.
Weighted average scores made by beneficiaries, PR and officials in this aspect were 84, 80 and
84 respectively.

Figure 5.2 shows that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about seating
arrangement in office was 75 and 76 percent respectively followed by 52 percent by public
representatives. The figure shows that 35.5 percent beneficiaries and 40 percent officials marked
‘good’ and ‘excellent’ respectively about the seating arrangement of offices; whereas 33.3

percent public representatives marked poor for the same.
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It was revealed from the study that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials |
was 73 and 77 respectively about supply of pure drinking water in office followed by 50 percent
by public representatives (Figure 5.3 and table 4.5.1).

With reference to toilet facility in office, weighted average score made by beneficiaries and
officials was 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 percent by public representatives
(PR). About 28 percent clientele & PR and 60 percent officials marked that ‘toilet facility” was
average standard. It may be noted that 41.7 percent PR marked ‘poor’ about the toilet facility
(Figure 5.4).

It was found that weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials was 57 and 42 respectively
with reference to ‘canteen facilities’ in office premises followed by only 33 percent by PRs. More than 50
percent of the public representatives and officials opined that canteen facility was poor; whereas, 43.2
percent beneficiaries advocated in favour of average standard of canteen facility (Figure 5.5).

It was revealed that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about ‘arrangement for
.copying and duplicating’ was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public
representatives (Figure 5.6).

The most common problem identified by the respondents was ‘inadequate allocation of money’.
On an average 70.87 percent of the respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in
particular told about the ‘inadequate allocation of money’ as a barrier to delivery of service and
this opinion was endorsed by majority (55 percent).of the officials (Table 4.6.1).

For providing quality services fund is an important factor, especially timely release of the fund is also
important. 90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for the adequate allocation of fund and timely release of

the fund. 83.3 percent public representative also suggested the same. Average 73.00 percent respondent

suggested for the required amount of fund should be released timely.
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5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

To maximize the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries the following recommendations are derived

from the study findings and analysis:

it.

iii.

iv.

Services should be provided within the stipulated time: The ﬁgufe 4.3 indicates that 53.4
percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that ‘officials provided services within
the specified time’ and in this regard the average scoring for the same statement was 69
percent. On the other hand, public representatives and officials rated .81 and 80 percent
respectively against the same statement. This indicates that service users are not fully agreed
with the statement of public representatives and officials in line with the timeliness concerned
and level of satisfaction they required. Hence, authority should ensure to provide the services
to the beneficiaries within the stipulated time

Ensure economy in service delivery: The study revealed that 62.2 percent of the
beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement that
‘cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently ‘and
weighted average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; on the other hand, weighted
average score made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 88 and
84 percent respectively (Figure 4.7). This indicates that beneficiaries scoring are lower than
those of the score of officials in terms of the value of money concerned. So, it is evident from

the finding that still there is scope of increasing efficiency of the officials and thus to ensure

"economy in service delivery.

Officials should maintain highest level of honesty and integrity: The figure 4.12 indicates
that 41.2 percent beneficiaries either ‘agreed or strongly agreed’ with the statement that
‘officials provided services with honesty and integrity’ and in this regard the weighted
average scoring for the same statement was 69 percent. On the contrary, average rate of
scoring made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 79 and 91
percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries as well as public representatives did not
endorse the views of officials’ in terms of honesty and integrity. So it is recommended that
officials should maintain highest level of honesty and integrity to serve the beneficiaries.

Customers feedback should be honoured and corrective measures need to initiate: The
figure 4.14 depicts that 39.7 percent beneficiaries either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the
statement that ‘officials redressed and taken corrective measures to the beneficiaries’ and in
this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other

hand, average scoring rate given by PRs and officials’ for the same statement was 74 and 83
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VI.

Vil.

percent respectively. This indicates that service users and public representatives® did not
endorse the view of officials in respect to redress and corrective measures. In fact provision
of redress and taken corrective measures is important to beneficiaries during service delivery.
The public service providers need to consider the feedback of customers and to initiate
corrective measures to address and resolve any undue administrative action. Thus, customer
feedback and corrective measures may enhance the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries.
Free from harassment: It is proved from the Figure 4.16 that when the beneficiaries were
asked whether they agreed with the statement that ‘they were harassed by middlemen in
terms of service received’, 74 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they either ‘agreed’ or
‘strongly agreed’ with the statement where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74
percent of the public representatives and concerned officials also endorsed the view of
beneficiaries. This indicates that there is ample scope of dissatisfaction of beneficiaries in
terms of harassment with the adverse role of middlemen. Hence, authority should take
measures so that beneficiaries should be satisfied with public services without facing any
harassment by middlemen or by others.

Disqualified citizens should not be selected as beneficiary under SSNP: It is
revealed from the table 4.2.1that when it was asked to the public representatives
(PRs) whether they agreed with the statement ‘criteria declared by the authority for
ineligibility of selecting beneficiaries were followed’; 16.7, 2.8, 36.1percent of them
answered strongly ‘disagree’, ‘disagree’ and ‘neither agree nor disagree’ respectively
with the statement. Weighted average score for the same statement made by PRs is
67. Hence, it is recommended that in case of selecting beneficiaries, disqualification
declared by authority should be strictly followed.

Toilet facility should be improved: Figure 5.4 reveals condition of toilet facility in
office, weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials about condition of
toilet was 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 percent by public
representatives. It seems that officials did not hide the fact in this aspect. It was
revealed that when the beneficiaries were asked to what extent they are satisfied with
the ‘toilet facility’, 44 percent replied that the situation is ‘good’ and 8.2 percent
made their opinion with ‘excellent’ remarks. About 28 percent clientele & public

representatives marked that ‘toilet facility’ was average in standard, 41.7 percent
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Viil.

IX.

Xi.

public representatives marked ‘poor’ about the toilet facility. Hence, toilet facility
should be improved to increase the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries. |
Provision of copying and duplicating: It is depicted from the Figure 5.6 that weighted
average score given by beneficiaries and officials about ‘arrangement for copying and
duplicating’ was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public
representatives. 50 percent of the -public representatives opined that arrangement for copying
and duplicating was poor; Whereas, about 32 percent beneficiaries advocated in favoﬁr of
average standard of the facility, and 17.6 percent beneficiaries marked that this facility was
poor. This information advocates that there should be provision of copying and duplicating in
office premises to satisfy the beneficiaries.

Allocate and release fund timely: The most common problem identified by the
respondents was the ‘inadequate allocation of money’. 70.87 percent of the
respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in particular told about the
‘inadequate- allocation of money’ as a barrier of delivery of service and this opinion
was endorsed by majority (55 percent) of the officials (Table 4.6.1). On the other hand,
90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for the adequate allocation and timely fund release
(Table 4.6.2). 83.3 percent PRs also suggested the same. Hence, there should be regular

provision to allocate and release adequate money to meet the demand of clientele.
Coordination problem should be addressed: Table 4.6.2 depicts that on average 80.7
percent respondents suggested to detect coordination problem at local level, 97.2 percent PRs
and 95 percent officials endorsed the view of beneficiaries. Hence, Coordination problem at
local level should be mitigated.

Interaction between Officials and Clientele: 90 percent officials opined that clients should
be given transparent ideas about the progress of the work, and 75 percent PRs endorsed this
view (Table 4.6.2). The gap between public officials and the clientele may be minimized and
officials should frequently visit the beneficiaries to develop a healthy and smooth relation
between the service providers and recipients. The middlemen should be strictly dealt with

extreme measures.
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5.3 CONCLUSIONS

The study focused around the most promising subjects in the context of Bangladesh such as delivery of
public service and people’s satisfaction. Several factors were considered in terms of satisfaction
measurement. The study reveals that most of the people are generally satisfied with the services provided
by Social Services Department. However, we observed some limitations in this regards. If concerned
authority can remove some miss management and irregularities during the selection procedure
and increase the amount, as well as if we can ensure pro-people attitude by the concern officials
then those mentioned programmes will be more effective and people may be more happy and
satisfied. The analysis, findings and concurrent recommendations may have a pioneer effect in preparing
more studies in the area. The recommendations proposed in this study should not be viewed in isolation
rather the interrelationships between the recommendations should be perceived and implemented

accordingly in order to get synergistic results.

Limitations of the Study

To address thestudy ’objectives it was necessary to use nationally representative sample of
beneficiaries under SSNPs and common citizens who are not under the preview of SSNPs.
However, it was not possible to take large number of sample respondents due to budget time
constraints. The scope of the study was kept limited to four Upazila of two districts. It was
decided to select several villages and unions of Upazila on the basis of the consideration of
availability of respondents and sample beneficiaries were randomly selected from these Upazilas.
Hence, the findings of the study may not be treated as general features of all the selected
beneficiaries under SSNPs of the country. In this study, to collect data no FGD and case study

were followed, hence; the study findings may be to some extent weaker than the expectation.
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Budget 2013-14, 2013-14 (Revised) & Budget 2014-15
(A.1) Cash Transfer (Allowances) Programmes & Other Activities:
(A.1.1) Social Protection

\

. | | A_-—=A
V : Social Safety Net Programmes

r

|

. Coverage . Budget (Taka in crore)
SL Programmes Budget Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget
(2013-19) | (2013-14) | (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15)
| jOld Age Allowance " 2723 2723 | 2723 980.10 980.10 1306.80
Allowances for the Widow, Desernted '
a ; - 5 o5 — .
2 |ind Destituic Women 10.12 10,12 10.12 364.32 364.32 485.76
N Allowances tor the Fanuncially 5. nid S iR i PR 55 14 -
7 Hnsatvent Disabled 315 .13 2k . 13203 132,13 240.00
Matermty Allowsance Programne tiw ) :
% . E 1 . a9 4R QQ a0 Qe 12 (]
‘ the Poor Lactatmg Mathers LIG .16 =20 18,88 18.88 132.00
Altowances for Urban Low-
(") '] ) A 1 a1 { ;‘) g
2 income Lactating Mothers 0.8 i Lo Mils H el
6  |Honorarum for Freedom Fighters 2.00 2.00 2.00 360.00 720.00 1200.00
_ |Honorarium & Medical Allowances . R .
£ or Injured Freedom Fighters 0.08 0.13 0.15 75.64 12140 144.97
8 |Assistance for Cancer, Kidney 0.04 0.20 200 10.00
and Liver Cirrhosis Patients
Cirams for Residents in Government
9 JOmhanages and Other Instiiunons 0.18 0.18 0.18 30.88 30.88 46.50
Capitation Grants for Qrphan = b o~ = . .
10 Students n Non-gov, Orphanges 0.54 0.54 0.60 7140 71.40 74.40
11 {General Relief Activities 7.32 3.9 6.51 8§9.36 89.36 100.41
~  |Block Alfocation for Disaster i - :
12 V- 100.00 100.00 160.60
13 [Non-Bengali Rehabibtaton 1.2 .21 1.21 19.80 19.80) 20.00
Allowances for Distressed Cehural ; PR ShEh 5 T
14 PorshB R A G 0.0l 0.01 (IRV) 2.30 2450 3.00
. |Pension for Reured Government - = ) - SR AR wBF A
i Emplovees and treir Famihics 4.81 451 5.00 6691.51 6816.05 §482.03
Ration for Shaheed Family and :
} 24 k) 3 29 5( :
16 Injured Freedam Fighters 0.25 0.29 0.30 22:50 26:00 26.90
Programme for Livelihood
17 [Improvement of tea-garden - 0.02 G.10 1.00 3.00 .
labourers )
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (AL1) 59.04 §7.54 60.81 9030.21 9567.01 12437.87
(A.1.2) Social Empowerment -
| {Siipend for Disabled Students b 029 0.29 0.50 9.70 9.70 23.56
2 |Grams for the Schouls for the Disabic 0.12 0.18 0.19 5.81 8.30 9.00
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (A.1.2) | (0.4] 0.47 0.69 15.51 18.20 34.56
Total: Al (ALLI+ALL2)L 5945 58.00 61.50 9045.72 9585.21 12472.43
(A.2) Cash Transfer (Special) Programme
(A.2.1) Social Empowerment
1 |Housing Support 2.4 2.44 245 13.00 14.00 16.00
2 [National Legal Aid 010 |° o1l ) 4.89 6.00
3 |Agriculture Rehabilitation 29.82 29.82 3222 0215 62.15 6713
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (A.2.1) 31.96 32.06 34.77 76.15 81.04 89.15
Total: A (Taka) 91.41 90.06 96.27 9121.87 9666.25 12561.58
(B) Food Security Programmes: Social Protection -
L 20001 | 20011 22548 1365.00 1565.00 1687.50
’ Chaw Many | iLac Man) {Lac Many (7.50) (7.5 {7.50)
3 Vulnerable Group Development 91.33 6133 9133 851.06 836.77 R86.92
- tVan) (Man Moo iMan Month (Man Manth) (275) (:7§) (375)




Coverage Budget (Taka in crore)

Sl Programmes Budget Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget
{2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-13)
L [Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGFY 1 85 00 64.72 | 64.72 1326.91 1362.77 | 1419.22
7 (LacMan) | (Lac Man) (Lac Man) (4.00) (4.00) (4.00)
4 Test Reliefl (TR Food 39.00 18.75 18.75 1291.94 1282.35 1292.37
(Man Month tMan Month) (Man Month) (400) (400) (400)
o [|Uratuitious Relief (GR)- Foad §0.00 29.05 40.00 265.3 27255 283.84
5 ;
) (i.ac Man) | (LacMan) | (Lac Man) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80)
6 Food Assistance i CTG-Hill Tracts 7.14 7.91 7.44 240.81 266.70 250.88
Area iMan Montsy | {Man Month) Man Month) (0.75) (()75) (075)
B o \ a8 > \ ! - ~ . i
S b bl 50.00 10.08 18.75 1456.98 | 61519 | 1317.74
=
shian Mo M an Mondhs 1Man Meath (.00 (2.1 5) (400)
Work For Money (WIA) 867 428.63
8
tMan Monthy Man Month: Man Month) ( I 85)
Fmployment Generation 0.49 272 827 1400.00 | 140000 | 1500.00
9 [Programme {or the Poor
(Man Monthy | tMan Months iMan Month: ((}()0) (0.00) (OOO)

Total (B Lac-Man) 374.11 302.88 330.20 31587.29 3200.32 3390.56
Total (B Man-Month) 187.96 144.46 144.54 5240.79 4829.64 5247.91
Total: B (Taka) §398.08 8029.96 8638.47

(C.1) Micro-Credit Programmes: Social Empowerment
Micro-credit for Women Self-

! credt 10.09 0.09 0.18 1.00 1.00 2.00
emplovment
dFunid for Micro-( Credis thre o} : P
. ::,:i-nsf;sm' Micro-Credit through 21.38 19.24 34.21 50.00 45.00 80.00
3 |Social Development Foundation 298.50 300.00 160.00
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (C.1) 21.47 19.33 34.39 349.50 346.00 242.00

(C.2) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Empowerment
Fund for the Welfare of Acid Burm - =
: Women and Disabled 0-30 030 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00

Trust for the protection of the

2 [penons avith nevodey elop-mental 20.00
disubilitics.

L |Weltare Trust for Physical .

7 |disubilitics. 5.00
Oppressed destitute women and

4 3.00

children welfare fund.

Fund for Assistance (o the Small

S 1.00 1.00 1.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

faarmar and Pouitry Farms

6 [Swanirvar Traimng Programme 012 0.12 0.14 1.50 1.50 1.70
7 [Joyesta Foundation 10.00
8 |Shamay Kallvan Parishad 0.36 0.36 0.40 23.99 23.99 28.40
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (C.2) . 1.78 1.78 1.84 126,49 126.49 131.10
(C.3) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Protection
1 |Fund for Climate Change 4.30 4.30 4.50 200.00 200.00 2006.00
5 Bloek Altocation {or Various 17 100 0.64 193371 91010 1052.23
Programme
3 |National Service 0.42 042 0.43 235.00 23500 242.74

Women's Skill Based Training

s For Livelihood 2.50

S |Child Development Center 0.02 002 0.02 3.20 3.20 4.00
Service and Assistance Center tor

6 © = .04 .04 1.04 12.50 13.50 13.00

Disabled




Coverage Budget (Taka in crore)
SL Programmes Budget Revised Budget |  Budget Revised Budget
(2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15)

Rehabilitation and Creation of
7 |Alternative Employment for 0.01 0.01 0.01 1.00 1.00 0.50

Beggers Profession :
Universal Pension Insurance

8 . 0.02 0.02 0.02 11.50 11.50 12.00
Scheme
" |Programme for Improving the
9 {Liviiheod of Harijan. Dalit, Bade 0.13 0.13 0.13 8.00 8.00 9.23

COMmON unity
Programme for Improving the

10 [Livlihood of Trrans Gender 0.02 0.02 0.02 4.26 426 4.59
(Hijra)
Subtotal: Man-Month & Taka (C.3) = 7.33 7.16 6.81 2409.17 1386.56 1540.79
Total: C (Taka) = 30.58 28.27 43.03 2885.16 1859.05 1913.89

433.15 . | 360.42 391.01 12187.50 | 12767.33 15828.43

Tatal: Protection - Lac-man (A.LL14+B) =

Total: Protoction~Man-Month gecy) | 19529 | 151.62 | 15135 | 7649.96 | 621620 | 678870

Total: Empowermwat: Lac-man|  55.62 53.64 71.68 567.65 571,13 496.81
) (AL2HA2.14+CEHC2) =
Grand Total (A+B+(C) = 20405.11 19555.26 23113.94
Total Non-development Budget = 155,163 155,028 168,699
Percentage to Non-development Budget = 13.15% 12.61% 13.70%

(D) Development Sector Programmes: Social Empowerment

N. 1 Running Development Projects
I |Lump Provision for : 16.00 16.00
IDevelopment of Special Areas ‘
(Except Hill Tracts)
2 |Ashroyan-2 Project 0.16 0.15 0.13 180.00 165.00 141.43
3 |Primary School Stipend Prograj  78.17 78.17 78.17 1000.00 852.50 970.00
4 |School Feeding Programmes 44.20 42.12 3142 341.00 S15.30 | 380094
5 |Reaching Out of School 7.00 4.16 6.30 248.99 148.00 224.00
6 |Secondary Education Sector 175 2.10 40.00 396.00
investment Program
7 |Secondary Education Stipend 14.98 273.00 1.00
& |[Stipend and Access Increase 26.28 1 449.86
for Secondary and Higher )
Secondary Students (including
Secondary)
9 |Female Stipend for Degree 1.74 2.10 3.00 3.00 5.00
(pass) and Equivalent Level
10 |Higher Secondary Female 4.02 ’ 112.00 1.00
Stipend Project-Phase-4




SL

Programmes

Coverage

Budget (Taka in'crore)

Budget

Revised
(2013-14)

Budget
(2014-15)

Budget
(2013-14)

Revised
(2013-14)

Budget
(2014-15)

32

Eradication of Hazardous
Child Labour in Bangladesh
(3rd Phase)

(2013-14)

0.50

42.00

Northern Areas Reduction of
Poverty Initiatives

0.04

0.04

32.00

Pro Poor Slum Integration

0.08

0.05

4.19

Employment Opportuniteis for
Unemployed Youth in 7
Northern District

0.12

0.12

1.00

49.20

36

Establishment of Vocational
Training and Health Care
Center for the Vulnerable
youth

0.10

0.10

4.67

37

Establishment of Training and

Employment generation Center

for the Vulnerable Youth and
Adolescents

0.12

0.10

6.68

38

Urban Primary Health Care
Services Delivery Project

100.00

Urban Public Environment
Health Center Development

2240

125.99

40

Rehabilitation of Aila Affected
Rural Infrastructure

0.10

0.10

(%)
'
<
<o

4]

Haor Infrastructure and
Livelihood Improvement

90.00

LUSHETCTTIMTArC INTSTITeTIT

Infrastructure Improvement

T

50.00

Rural Employment and Road
maintenance Programme-2

0.46

0.46

042}

44

Development of improved
Seed for Rice, Wheat and
Maize

4.44

4.44

45

Bangladesh Agriculture
Infrastructure Development

34.00

46

Construction of Cleaners
Colony of Dhaka City
Corporation.

0.08

20.00

47

Poverty Reduction throuh
Urban Partnership

134.40

104.58

48

Fisheries Development

0.60

33.60

49

Poverty Eradication throuth

- |Social Aforestation

0.21

0.04

33.40

50

Employment Creation through
Sugercane Cultivation in Char
Areas of Greater Rangpur

0.02

0.02

1.66

Participatory Small Scale
Water Resources Development

3.80

7.60

75.00




Coverage

Budget (Taka in crore)

SL Programmes Budget Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget
(2013-14) | (2013-14) | (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15)
52 |Emergency 2007 Cyclone 1.87 0.77 300.00 123.98
Recovery and Restoration
53 |Expansion of Polli Daridro 30.00
Bimochon Foudation for
Poverty Aleviation and self
. |Employment _
34 |Bangladesh Rural Water 6.50 23.75 103.00
Supply and Sanitation
55 |Special Rural Water Supply 14.97 21.84 136.50 145.00
56 |Water Supply and Sanitation 55.00 40.00 47.00 29.00
Project in Cyclone Prone Sidre
Affectec Coastal Area
57 |Char Livelihood Program-2nd 0.68 0.53 164.91 130.37
phase
58 [One House One Farm 4.67 122 1122 260.00 562.19 585.00
59 |Economic Empowerment of 3.10 240 131.23 131.23 151.94
- |the Poorest in Bangladesh '
60 |Integrated Rural Employment 0.24 0.20 0.32 24.00 20.00 32.00
Support Project for the Poor
Women
61 |Comprehensive Village 2.80 5.31 6.63 18.54 21.54 24.87
Development Programme )
62 |Rural Livelihood (2nd Phase) 0.26 0.36 27.36 32.00
63 |Participatory Rural 3.09 2.04 1.05 19.73 13.00 6.73
Development
64 [Pulse and Oil Seed Project 29.74 29.7
65 |Mujibnagar Integrated 0.60 0.70 0.77 25.00 29.08 32.03
Agricultural Development
66 |Initiative for Development, 0.05 0.06 3.43 4.80
Empowerment, Awareness &
Livelihood. Kurigram
Dl Integrated Support to Poverty 0.01 150.00 150.00
and Inequality Reduction
through Enterprise
| Development
68 |Rural Development-of Greater 0.15 0.10 0.10 45.00 55.00 70.00
Commilla
69 |Emergency 2007 Cyclone 53.64 75.67 89.19 125.83
Recovery and Restoration
70 |Jatka Conservation & 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.41 0.78 0.30
Alternative Employment of
Hilsha Fishermen and
Research (Component-B)
71 |Integrated Fisheries & 0.35 0.16 0.28 26.00 11.73 20.75
Livestock Development in
Flood Controlled Areas &
Water Bodies
72 |Regional Duck Breeding and 0.10 0.11 0.2] 25.00 26.82 51.41
Hatchery

.

TN



Programmes

Coverage

Budy

ret (Taka in crore)

Budget
(2013-14)

Revised
(2013-14)

Budget
(2014-15)

Budget
(2013-14)

Revised
(2013-14)

Budget
(2014-15)

Poverty Reduction &
Livlihood Security for the
People of Economically-
Backward Arca

0.06

0.06

0.12

10.00

10.00

20.00

74

Small Scale Dairy & Poultry
Farmers® Support Project in 22
Selected Districts

Community Based Adaptation
to Climate Change through

Coastal Aforestation.

0.07

0.05

0.06

22.90

15.00

18.55

76

Bangladesh Climate Resilient
Participatory Atforestation and
Reforestation

2
o
3

80.42

77

Char Development and
Settlement

7.65

15.93

191.97

86.34

124.40

"Guechagram™ (Climate
Victims Rehabilitation)

0.43

0.07

59.63

(9%}
N
oo
<

9.80

79

T OO ..‘CV]”‘(.\ el ngl‘l
enhanced Agricultural
Production. Diversified
sources of [ncome. Value

Addition and Marketing in
I Ladacl

0.03

o
7.1

80

Compreshensive Disaster
Management Programme (2nd
phase)

3.00

3.00

82.69

82.69

67.5]

81

Operations Support to the
Employment Generation
Program for the Poorest

Second Chittagong Hill Tracts
Rural Development Project
(LGED part)

Construction of Residence for
Landless & poor Freedom

Fighters

0.29

0.29

0.29

227.97

Lt

(9]
5
~
N

Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (D.1)

185.60

356.60

34

‘n

49

1966.24

7098.75

75897.17

“Eacluding Coverage (Revised 2013-14 & Budget 2014-13) of number of visits




Coverage Budget (Taka in crore)
St Programmes Budget Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget
(2013-14) (2013-14) (2013-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15)
N.2 INew Development Projects
I [Establishment of Autistic 10.00
Academy in Bangladesh
2 |Expansion of Existing Prime 0.25
Mother and Child Care
Hospital with Research
Facilities
3 IConstruction of Multipurpose 2.00
Sports Complex for Person
with Disability
4 |Comprehensive and 0.25
Sustainable Health, Education
and Livelihood Development .
Programme
S l\L‘LUl»Ib.U u.Llth U1 . 0‘50
= |Rehabilitation Centre for
Destitute Children, Konabari.
Lo omsanas:
6 |Establishment of Sheikh Rasel 1.00
Training and Rehabilitation
Centre for the Destitute
Children
7 |Construction of Probin Nibas 0.25
“{in Five Divisional Head )
Quarter & One Zila
8 [Empowenment of 0.50
communities, groups and
individuals .
9 |Construction of Hostel for the 25.00
Sarkari Shishu Paribar (8
Units)
10 |Construction of Vocational 0.25
Training and Rehabilitation
Centre. CRP-Manikgonj
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (D.2) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.00
Total: Lac-Man & Taka (D) 185.60) 356.60 345.49 4966.24 7098.75 7637.17
Total: (Social Protection - Taka) 19837.46 18983.53 22617.13
Social Protection (% to Budget) 8.92 8.78 9.03
Social Protection (% to GDP) _ 1.67 1.61 1.69
Total: (Social Empowerment - 5,533.89 7,670.48 8,133.98
Social Empowerment (% to Budget) 2.49 3.55 3.25
Social Empowerment (% to GDP) 0.47 (.65 0.61
Total: Beneficiary (Lac-man)| 681.37 770.65 808.18
Total: (Man-Month)| 1935.29 151.62 151.35
Total: (Annual Lac-Man)|  16.27 12.63 12.61
Total: Taka (Social Protection & Empowerment) 25,371.35 | 26,654.01 30,751.11
Total Budget | 222,491 216,222 250,506
Percentage to Budget| 11.40% 12.33% 12.28%
GDP| 1,188,800 | 1,181,000 | 1,339,500
Percentage to GDP| 2.13% 2.26% 2.30%
L2973 é
0 9
L QP
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Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of “Citizens Views and
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh”: A Study on Four Upazila social
Welfare Departments.
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e[t emiaedl (Active Listener) N 2 | | 8 e
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¥ Fraig i w41 23z (Speedy) 2| 9| 8 @
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R
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(Boundary Setting )

S ORI FTts GIRT 2= =1 1 0T AP (N6 A G0 N 2| o | 8 ¢
IR g I 777 242t ( Redress ) a1 2@

G eI 1=1 wfiefraer dizemd Feedback it siei-siseers g 5 2 | o | 8 ¢
319 FWER (Self-Awareness)

CRt ettt fifew ‘Stakeholders’ o setsices fofets eRt emic B 2 | o | 8 ¢

I AP F3=ew 3% (Good Coordination)!

R.€ | FTE-CTT SRV TG AAE HSIEN FHEH (IqFerel, 138 A2l Siel, v ofowd sief
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(Satisfaction) & weiare fi=s
S = (WRICTSIE @F7© 32 (Strongly disagree) R = @399 53 (Disagree)
© = (P T 9@FI9 (Somewhat agree) 8 = @3S (Agree) ¢ = (SRS TS (Strongly Agree).
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FHPTR w2 Eari(User friendly form)

G &Ity 92T (1% =R 4t 28 (Information Board)

ROl 8 GiRe $#if%fS J= (Transparency & Accountability)

alS PR GoH T 9% (il @ (Result Oriented)
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Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of “Citizens Views and
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh™ A Study on Four Upazila social
Welfare Departments.
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Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of “Citizens Views and
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh™ A Study on Four Upazila social
Welfare Departments.
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