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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS1

INTRODUCTION: THE CRITICAL ROLE OF DYNAMIC BENEFICIARY 
MANAGEMENT IN SOCIAL PROTECTION2

1.	 Design entry and exit strategies that are politically feasible 
from the outset. The frequency and scale of beneficiary 
renewal must be calibrated to what the political system can 
absorb. Regular, incremental list renewal generates less 
friction—and better long-term targeting outcomes—than one-
off overhauls deferred beyond four or five years.

2.	 Invest in data integration and interoperability early. Countries 
that build integrated information systems before attempting 
large-scale beneficiary renewal will have significantly more 
flexibility in how they design and time their renewal processes.

Mauritania’s experience in redesigning the entry and exit strategy of its flagship national social safety net program, Tekavoul, 
offers four concrete lessons for programs seeking to make beneficiary lists more dynamic, as follows:

Social protection programs focused on the poorest and 
most vulnerable populations rely on accurate identification 
of beneficiaries. Beneficiary identification is not a one-time 
exercise: household welfare evolves over time, and so too 
should households’ eligibility for social protection. Programs 
that do not regularly update their beneficiary lists risk continuing 
support to households whose circumstances have improved, 
while excluding newly poor or vulnerable ones. This generates 
two distinct types of targeting errors, each with different 
consequences, as followsii

	 Inclusion errors: where nonpoor households remain enrolled 
even though they are no longer poor. This represents a fiscal 
cost, as limited resources are misallocated. 

	 Exclusion errors: where poor households are left out. This 
represents a failure to reach the households that the program is 
designed to cover, which constrains equity and poverty reductioniii.

The optimal balance between inclusion and exclusion errors 
depends on the program objectives and context, and a degree of 
inclusion errors may even be necessary to sustain the political 

3.	 Define complementary interventions to facilitate exits—
early and realistically. An exit strategy without a realistic, well-
resourced accompaniment plan risks reversing welfare gains 
and undermining the political sustainability of the renewal 
process.

4.	 Communicate clearly, early, and continuously with 
beneficiaries and stakeholders. Proactive communication—
explaining the why, the how, and where to get help—must be 
resourced and launched well before any beneficiary list change 
takes effect.

coalition that keeps the program fundediv. However, both types 
of error will accumulate over time in the absence of regular 
beneficiary list renewal.  

Many countries face the issue of outdated beneficiary lists, after 
having successfully built and scaled national social safety net 
programs. This challenge is rarely technical alone. Updating 
beneficiary lists is politically sensitive: years of continuous 
support create expectations, and removing long-standing 
beneficiaries—even when their circumstances have genuinely 
improved—can be politically costlyv. Updating beneficiary lists 
also comes with additional costs, including administrative burden 
and uncertainty for households. Inaction, however, is not an 
option: when programs allow lists to remain static for years, they 
do not eliminate the need for adjustment; instead, they defer and 
compound it, making the eventual correction both larger in scale 
and harder to manage.

Mauritania’s national social safety net program, Tekavoul, clearly 
illustrates this dynamic. Despite being designed with a five-
year renewal cycle, the program was not able to undertake a 
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systematic update of its beneficiary list between its launch in 
2016 and early 2026. When the beneficiary list revision was 
launched in 2025, the government initially committed to a 
comprehensive renewal—affecting nearly three-quarters 
of existing beneficiaries—but the prospect of simultaneous 
removals at that scale generated significant political resistance, 

leading to a revised exit strategy that limited exits to households 
no longer registered in the updated Social Registry.

This policy note examines how dynamic entry and exit mechanisms 
work in practice, what the international evidence suggests about 
their design, and what Mauritania’s experience reveals about the 
challenges and trade-offs of implementing them in a Sahel context.

DYNAMIC ENTRY AND EXITS: KEEPING SOCIAL  
PROGRAMS RESPONSIVE TO EVOLVING HOUSEHOLD SITUATIONS3

Entry and exit dynamics from social safety net programs refer to 
the process by which beneficiaries are selected to join a program 
and the conditions under which they leave it. Well-designed 
processes ensure that program coverage remains as aligned as 
possible with actual poverty or vulnerability of households over 
time—reaching newly poor households, while transitioning out 
those whose circumstances have sufficiently improved. 

How households enter a program typically follows one of two 
approaches to assess welfare (or a combination of these), as follows:

	 Programs that deliberately target poor and vulnerable 
households need a set of eligibility rules and associated 
metrics that are feasible to measure in the context. Given the 
difficulties of assessing income and expenditure directly in largely 
informal economies, the metrics often rely on proxies, which are 
sets of household characteristics that are easy to observe and 
predict household poverty status with reasonable precision.

	 A set of institutions is then tasked to assess households 
against these metrics to determine whether they meet 
the eligibility threshold. The institutions typically involve local 
officials, often in tandem with community structures, or Community 
Based Targeting.

How households exit a program is a separate design decision, and 
programs may apply different criteria at exit than at entry. Exiting 
the program entails a revaluation of the households against 

eligibility criteria. In some cases, the criteria are somewhat 
more generous to account for possible errors in enumeration 
and to prevent borderline households from abruptly losing 
their entitlement. In some programs, the exit criteria differ from 
the eligibility criteria, making it harder to explain why some 
people are being dropped, and others added. Another common 
approach is to provide benefits for a fixed duration, after which 
households are removed regardless of their current situation. 
Some programs can also design reentry provisions—especially 
in fragile or shock-prone contexts—to provide a pathway for 
households which exited and fell back into poverty, facilitating 
their return to the program. 

Another key design question is what support, if any, exiting 
households receive during their process of exiting the program. 
Some programs exit households immediately, without support; 
others provide a transitional benefit for a defined period; others 
offer structured packages of support (for example, economic 
inclusion programs), to ensure that exiting households remain on a 
positive trajectory. We argue that such programs also serve to reduce 
political, administrative, and social frictions encountered during the 
exit processes.

Regardless of the welfare assessment approach applied by a 
program, all are shaped by a critical constraint: any estimate of 
households’ poverty status becomes less accurate over time as 
household circumstances change. This is an argument for regular 

https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099053025143522063/pdf/P174125-44116cf9-85c1-40ab-b1fd-6e35c44adb7d.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099053025143522063/pdf/P174125-44116cf9-85c1-40ab-b1fd-6e35c44adb7d.pdf
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reassessment, regardless of the approach used. The appropriate 
frequency for regular reassessments depends on the expected 
pace of welfare change—in shock-prone settings like the Sahel, 
more frequent reassessments are warranted because household 
conditions can change frequently. The choice of metric also matters: 
welfare assessments (such as a proxy means test) that rely on 
variables that change slowly—for example, housing quality, durable 
asset ownership, and household demographics—are slower to 
change than welfare assessments that use income-based means 
testsvi. A household that has climbed out of poverty through income 
gains may take considerable time to register this improvement in 
an asset-based welfare assessment, since higher earnings do not 
always translate quickly—or fully—into observable improvements in 
housing quality or durable asset ownership. Conversely, a household 
that has fallen into poverty after a shock may remain misclassified as 
nonpoor on the basis of assets it still holds despite a drop in income. 
Asset-based assessments are therefore better suited to identifying 
chronic poverty, whereas different metrics may be more appropriate 
to capture transient conditions. 

International experience points to three recurring challenges in 
implementing regular beneficiary list updates, as follows:

	 Political friction: once enrolled, beneficiaries may perceive 
support as permanent and removing them—even when 
justified—can be politically costly, especially if politically 
influential people have been included from the outset.

	 Administrative and data constraints: dynamic targeting 
requires up-to-date data on households’ poverty and 
vulnerability status, functioning information systems, and 
interoperability between registries and program databases—
preconditions that are often absent in low-capacity settings. 
In addition, there is a tension between the cost of improving 
the accuracy of targeting and ensuring that the budget is 
used for benefits rather than operational costsvii.

	 Timing issue: political, administrative, and social frictions 
increase over time, and as such, the interval between 
beneficiary list updates is a critical program consideration.

Brazil’s approach to implementing regular beneficiary list updates 
illustrates how to avoid these challenges. By continuously updating 
its social registry, Cadastro Unico, and progressively processing both 
entries and exits from the national social safety net program, Bolsa 
Familia, it avoids the accumulation of inclusion or exclusion errors, 
as well as the political friction of large-scale overhaulsviii. In contrast, 
in Jamaica, the national social safety net program, Programme of 
Advancement Through Health and Education (PATH), encountered 
implementation delays when it attempted to graduate a large 
cohort simultaneously. These delays were driven by insufficient 
communication as well as political resistance. Both these cases point 
to the same lesson: the pace and scale of entry and exit cycles must 
be calibrated to political and institutional feasibility; not only to the 

best technical solutionix.

the Social Registry, using a proxy means test. In addition to regular 
monetary transfers, households benefit from social and economic 
promotion sessions and access to universal health coverage.

Tekavoul was initially designed with a five-year renewal cycle: a 
process based on updated data from the Social Registry would identify 
households whose situation had improved enough to no longer be in 
the Social Registry, and who could leave the program after receiving an 
economic inclusion package, while households with the lowest proxy 
means scores among non-Tekavoul beneficiary households (newly 
identified poor and vulnerable households) would be enrolled in their 
place. However, in practice, no renewal of beneficiary lists took place 

THE CASE OF MAURITANIA:  
DEFINING TEKAVOUL’S ENTRY AND EXIT STRATEGY4

4.1 PROGRAM OVERVIEW AND THE CASE FOR A 
REVISED ENTRY AND EXIT STRATEGY 

Mauritania’s national social safety net program, Tekavoul, was 
launched in 2016 and formally institutionalized in May 2024 
through a decree outlining its objectives, governance, eligibility 
criteria, and funding modalities. The program began in a single 
moughataa (administrative department) and gradually expanded 
over time to reach national coverage in 2024 with its launch in the 
capital, Nouakchott. As of June 2026, Tekavoul provides quarterly 
monetary transfers of 3,600 MRU (approximately US$90) to almost 
138,000 householdsx. Beneficiary selection is based on data from 
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until early 2026. Several factors contributed to this delay, including 
delays in updating the Social Registry, limited interoperability between 
the Social Registry and Tekavoul’s information systems, the cost 
associated with implementation of economic inclusion programs, and 
the political sensitivity of removing long-standing beneficiaries. Evidence 
from social safety net programs suggests that recertification periods 
longer than five years are likely to generate significant inclusion and 
exclusion errors, with two to three years representing a more appropriate 
normxi. By 2025—nine years after the entry of the first beneficiaries 
in the first moughataa—updated Social Registry data was available 
nationwide and revealed the scale of the accumulated inclusion and 
exclusion errors. This is not surprising, since by then, all beneficiaries, 
except those living in Nouakchott (who entered the program in 2024), 
had been in the program for more than five years (beneficiaries in ten 
moughataas had been enrolled for seven years or more).

4.2 WHAT THE SOCIAL REGISTRY DATA REVEALED

Analysis of the updated Social Registry data revealed the extent to 
which household circumstances had shifted since Tekavoul was 
launched. In 2025, of the 90,596 households enrolled in Tekavoul 
outside Nouakchott (the capital was excluded from the revision of 
beneficiary list) only 24,100 (26.6 percent of beneficiaries outside 
Nouakchott) would remain eligible for the program under updated 
proxy means test scores if the same threshold were applied to both 
entries and exits. This meant nearly three in four beneficiaries would 
need to exit and be replaced by newly identified poor and vulnerable 
households. An alternative approach—retaining all existing Tekavoul 
households who were still registered in the updated Social Registry 
(households whose conditions increased significantly were excluded 
from the Social Registry as part of its updating) and replacing those 
no longer registered with newly poor or vulnerable households as 
was planned in the original strategy for the program—would means 
that 61.2 percent of existing beneficiaries would remain eligible. 
To address these challenges, the government decided to explore 
options for renewing its beneficiary list; both in the short term in all 
moughataas where the program had already been implemented 
for five years or more, and in the medium term to ensure new 
beneficiaries started the program with a clear understanding of the 
entry and exit mechanisms for the new program cycle. 

4.3 OPTIONS AND TRADEOFFS CONSIDERED FOR 
RENEWING THE TEKAVOUL BENEFICIARY LIST

The government decided to reduce program participation to 
three years, while exploring several options for renewing the 

Tekavoul beneficiary list, each reflecting different assumptions 
about political feasibility, institutional capacity, and the resources 
available to support exiting households.

The government first considered two exit criteria, as follows: 

	 Using the same eligibility criteria for entry and exit, households 
with the lowest proxy means test score would be selected, until 
the program quota at local level was reached. This option would 
be the best to improve targeting accuracy, but would imply the 
entry and exit of a large number of households; or 

	 Using a higher exit criterion (above the criteria used for entry), 
exits would be limited to households that had left the Social 
Registry following its update. This exit criteria would significantly 
reduce the number of households exiting compared to the first 
one but reduce the impact on targeting efficacy.

Three options were then assessed to define accompanying 
measures for exiting households, as follows: 

	 The first option would exit all households that did not requalify at 
the end of the program cycle, with no accompanying measures. 
This option would be the simplest administratively and the least 
costly. But it would carry the highest political risk given the scale 
of simultaneous exits and the absence of transitional support. 

	 The second option would provide either job placement support 
or access to other national economic inclusion programs to 
exiting households with at least one member between the age 
of 18 and 50 years. This option would significantly improve 
welfare protection for exiting households but would raise 
costs substantially and depend on the absorption capacity of 
economic inclusion programs. 

	 The third option would introduce a differentiated approach 
based on the welfare of exiting households. Those households 
remaining close to the eligibility threshold would receive job 
placement support and an additional six months of monetary 
transfers before final exit. Those further above the threshold 
would exit immediately without additional support. This 
approach would balance targeting accuracy with political 
feasibility but would also add implementation complexity and 
require robust data to classify households reliably.

Each of these three options were assessed against four criteria 
as follows: (i) political feasibility; (ii) institutional capacity; (iii) financial 
implications; and (iv) the availability of complementary economic 
inclusion infrastructure. 
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4.4 POLITICAL ECONOMY DYNAMICS AND THE 
REVISED STRATEGY

In March 2025, the Steering Committee of the General Delegation 
for National Solidarity and the Fight against Exclusion (Taazourxii), 
chaired by the President of the Republic of Mauritania to define the 
Taazour 2025–2029 multiyear plan, formally endorsed the proposal 
to renew Tekavoul’s beneficiary list based on updated Social Registry 
data, and the preparation of the renewal operation was launched. 

The government initially decided on a comprehensive renewal of 
the beneficiary lists, using the same criteria for entry and exit and 
extending free health coverage for one year to exiting households, 
while launching a substantial communication campaign. Exiting 
households would be informed of their upcoming exit and would 
receive a final monetary transfer during a three-month transition 
period. This implied the exit of approximately 73.5 percent of current 
beneficiaries (outside Nouakchott, where all 33,000 households 
would remain) and their replacement by newly identified vulnerable 
households. The recertification principle adopted was one-for-one 
replacement: the number of households entering would match the 
number of those exiting, maintaining the total number of beneficiaries 
at 90,596 households outside Nouakchott, while substantially 
improving targeting accuracy. 

However, the prospect of simultaneously removing nearly three-
quarters of the existing beneficiaries generated significant 
resistance from communities, local officials, and political 

stakeholders. This resistance reflected a genuine social contract 
built over years of continuous enrollment, and a political system 
that was not in a position to absorb changes at the scale and 
pace the beneficiary list revision process required. In early 2026, 
the government decided to revise the exit criteria and to only exit 
households that had left the Social Registry following its update. 
Under this approach, 56,543 households—61.2 percent of the total 
number of beneficiaries outside Nouakchott and 41 percent of all 
beneficiaries—would remain enrolled.  As a result, the share of the 
beneficiaries subject to exit fell from 73.5 percent to 38.8 percent.

The government decided to increase the threshold for exit, thereby 
reducing the number of exiting households. Households currently 
enrolled with proxy means test scores above the eligibility threshold 
but still registered in the Social Registry would not exit the program 
at this stage, therefore limiting the number of poor households who 
could enter the program—a missed opportunity to further improve 
targeting accuracy. To avoid a similar large-scale overhaul in the 
future, as of June 2026, Tekavoul is exploring a model of partial, 
annual list updates aligned with future annual Social Registry updates. 
Under this approach, each year in areas where the Social Registry 
update would be completed, households above the threshold would 
exit, matched by the entry of newly identified vulnerable households. 
This would distribute the political and operational burden across 
several cycles, normalize renewal as a routine program function, and 
prevent the reaccumulation of inclusion and exclusion errors that 
made the 2025 process so difficult.

© Aude Rossignol / GIZ
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RECOMMENDATIONS5

The following four recommendations address the key design and 
implementation challenges that programs are likely to encounter 
when seeking to renew their beneficiary lists.

5.1 DESIGN ENTRY AND EXIT STRATEGIES FOR 
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY FROM THE OUTSET

There will always be some political cost associated with 
removing beneficiaries from a program. Once households have 
received support for several years, there can be resistance from 
beneficiaries, communities, and local officials to removing them 
from the program. The friction factors can be moderated by clear 
expectation setting (it is a temporary entitlement not a permanent 
right) and regular appraisal. 

Before deciding on exit criteria and processes, designers 
should answer the following questions: how many years have 
current beneficiaries been enrolled? What expectations of 
permanence have formed? What is the appetite among local 
officials, community leaders, and national political stakeholders 
for the scale of change being contemplated? The answers 
should shape not only the communication strategy but the 
fundamental parameters of the process—including the share 
of the beneficiaries subject to exit in any single cycle and the 
timeline over which renewal is phased, that is, the expected 
length of cycle.

The most durable protection against political backlash is 
not better communication at the time of exit, but a program 
architecture that normalizes regular, incremental renewal from 
the outset. When households understand from the moment they 
enroll that support is time-limited and subject to recertification, 
and when exits occur in modest, predictable, tranches rather 
than sweeping one-off events, renewing the beneficiary list 
becomes more tractable. Programs that have maintained static 
lists for years face a harder version of this challenge, as improving 
targeting efficacy requires larger entries and exits. In such a 
context, it may make sense to phase exits over a longer time 
period—as Mauritania is now exploring—rather than attempting 
full correction in a single operation.

5.2 INVEST IN DATA INTEGRATION AND 
INTEROPERABILITY EARLY 

Dynamic targeting is only as good as the data that drives it. 
Programs that rely on infrequently updated social registries, or 
that cannot cross-reference household data across systems, will 
struggle to implement timely and accurate entry and exit decisions 
regardless of their design. In Mauritania, the limited interoperability 
between the Social Registry database and Tekavoul’s 
information system was a key technical barrier to updating the 
list of beneficiaries: it delayed the production of updated lists of 
potentially newly eligible households and complicated the data 
validation process that underpins entry and exit mechanisms. 

Investment in interoperable data infrastructure should be 
treated as a prerequisite for dynamic targeting, not a parallel 
track. In practical terms, this means ensuring that social registries 
are updated on a defined and realistic schedule; that program 
information systems can receive and process updated eligibility 
data; and that data-sharing protocols between agencies are 
established and operationally tested before a cycle of updating 
beneficiary lists is launched. Where full interoperability is not 
immediately feasible, phased integration—starting with the most 
critical data linkages—is preferable to waiting for a comprehensive 
solutionxiii.

The quality of household data matters equally. The identification 
of beneficiaries based on proxy means tests depends on the 
accuracy of household-level data collected by social registries. 
If eligibility decisions are based on outdated or inaccurate survey 
data and do not reflect actual welfare conditions, the legitimacy of 
exits will be undermined and the program may be overwhelmed 
by grievances. Regular social registry updates, combined with 
quality control mechanisms during data collection, are essential to 
maintaining the credibility of the beneficiary identification system 
over time. Countries that build these systems will have significantly 
more flexibility in how they design and time their beneficiary list 
update.

https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099810103242514178/pdf/IDU-fcba7ec9-1f3b-47c1-8de4-2114d0310e3f.pdf
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5.3 DEFINE COMPLEMENTARY INTERVENTIONS 
TO FACILITATE HOUSEHOLD EXIT—EARLY AND 
REALISTICALLY

Households exiting a social safety net program focusing on 
the poorest may need other types of support. For households 
whose conditions have improved but who remain close to the 
eligibility threshold, exiting a social safety net program without 
any transitional assistance could risk reversing welfare gains that 
the program itself helped to generate. One way to tackle this is to 
define a different welfare threshold for entry and exits, to ensure 
that households who remain close to the entry threshold remain 
in the program. Another option is to ensure households leave with 
an economic inclusion package designed to support livelihood 
transition, an option that is conceptually compelling and features 
prominently in international good practice. However, in practice, 
this can be a complex entry and exit strategy to implement.

An option envisaged in Mauritania was to provide an economic 
inclusion package through the Al Barka program as a support 
mechanism for exiting households. However, operational and 
financial constraints hindered the rollout of these packages 
(entrepreneurship training, business grants, and coaching) at 
the required scale, which could potentially leave many exiting 
households without the transitional support that was meant to 
accompany them. This gap weakened the political legitimacy 
of a large-scale exit process: it is harder to defend removing a 
household from a social safety net program when the promised 
support cannot materialize.

Exit strategies that provide transitional support can help achieve 
poverty alleviation and reduce political friction only if they are part 
of the package. Such strategies must be costed, budgeted, and 
operationally tested before they are embedded in exit rules. A 
realistic assessment of implementation capacity for the transitional 
support—including delivery infrastructure, staff capacity, and funding 
availability—should determine the scale of exits in any given cycle. 
Where such capacity is limited, it is better to accompany a smaller 
number of households with genuine support than to exit a larger 
number without the adequate transitional package. Mauritania’s 
decision to extend free health coverage for one year for exiting 
households was a pragmatic way to provide support without 
requiring additional implementation constraints, since the support 
was already provided to those households prior to their exit.

For exiting households that remain close to the exit threshold, 
a pragmatic mechanism is to provide benefits for a fixed 
transitional period, possibly at a reduced level. This approach 
gives near-threshold households time to adjust without the 

abruptness of an immediate cut in benefits. It also reduces the 
political resistance to exits by demonstrating that the program is 
not simply withdrawing support without notice. Pakistan’s national 
social safety net program, Ehsaas Kafaalat, embedded a similar 
provision in its 2020 recertification strategy, offering six months 
of transition benefits to all exiting social safety net beneficiaries. 
This kind of structured, time-bound transitional benefit—modest 
in cost and significant in political and welfare terms—should be 
a standard element of any exit design. The credibility of the exit 
strategy depends on the credibility of what replaces it. 

5.4 COMMUNICATE CLEARLY, EARLY, AND 
CONTINUOUSLY WITH BENEFICIARIES AND 
STAKEHOLDERS

Communication on entry and exit is commonly treated as a one-
off activity: a campaign is designed, materials are produced, 
and community meetings are held when new beneficiary lists 
are announced. Mauritania’s experience, like Jamaica’s before it, 
suggests this approach is insufficient. By the time a communication 
campaign is launched, beneficiary expectations have already 
been shaped by years of program experience. Correcting these 
expectations at the time exits are announced is far more difficult 
than building an accurate understanding progressively over time 
or having time-bound benefits with no presumption of renewal.

Effective communication on the design and schedule of a program’s 
entry and exit strategy has three distinct functions that must be 
maintained throughout the program cycle, as follows:

	 Ongoing beneficiary information: ensuring that beneficiaries 
and communities understand from enrollment that program 
support is time-limited or subject to recertification, so that exit 
does not come as an unexpected or arbitrary event.  

	 Process transparency: communicating clearly, in accessible 
language and through trusted community channels, the 
reason for exits, the criteria being applied, the timeline of 
decisions, the results at each stage, and where to get help.  

	 Grievance responsiveness: ensuring that beneficiaries who 
believe they have been incorrectly exited have a genuine, 
accessible, and timely mechanism to raise their concern, 
and that the grievance redress mechanism is adequately 
resourced to process and respond within a defined timeframe.

Communication and grievance infrastructure must be sized and 
resourced to match the scale of the process—and proactive, 
community-level communication must be launched well before 
any beneficiary list changes take effect.
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CONCLUSION6

Keeping social safety net beneficiary lists accurate and responsive 
to changing household circumstances is central to programs’ 
effectiveness and legitimacy. Political resistance can systematically 
discourage action, and it will always be easier to defer renewing 
beneficiaries. But deferral is costly—targeting errors accumulate 
over time, diverting resources from the newly poor and leaving 
some of the most vulnerable uncovered, and making a potential 
renewal of the lists harder. Mauritania’s experience illustrates this 
clearly. Entry and exit management should not be a technical 
afterthought—it is one of the most consequential dimensions of 
program design, touching on questions of fairness, trust, political 
sustainability, and institutional capacity.

The central lesson of Mauritania’s trajectory is that the cumulative 
cost of inaction—in both targeting accuracy and political 
difficulty—far exceeds the incremental cost of regular, modest 
updates. Programs that institutionalize routine, progressive 
beneficiary renewal from the outset, backed by interoperable data 
systems and realistic transitional support for exiting households, 
will be far better positioned to maintain targeting accuracy and 
political sustainability over time. Programs that defer this challenge 
will face a harder version of it later.
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