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Purpose of assessments
The first objective, at pilot stage, is to test a system that will allow MLF to monitor the poverty status of new clients. At this stage the information will be used for monitoring who MFL is reaching to determine what are the market segments MFL reaches and if certain groups are being excluded. 
The outcome of the pilot will be more useful information about MLF clients which will be used by:

i. Malawi management to better understand clients and manage outreach objectives;

ii. the UK office to report to donors about MLF’s poverty outreach based on an internationally recognised methodology.

The second objective, at pilot stage, is to determine whether poverty status of new clients differs significantly from poverty status of exiting clients. 

In carrying out this activity we are seeking to understand the method for collecting the PPI data that will work best in terms of i) the quality of the data collected and ii) the operational capacity to implement the changes. 

Active poverty targeting (only working with poorer people) is not an objective at this stage, though this will be integrated into e.g. branch targets for client entry poverty levels in the longer term. In the medium-term the system will also provide information for monitoring of change of poverty status (i.e. ongoing clients). 

About the process
The baseline data was collected using the Grameen Foundation’s Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI), plus an additional indicator for donor reporting (food security) and an additional indicator defined by management in the March SPM meeting (housing quality). 204 clients have been interviewed. Of these 162 are new clients and 42 are exiting clients; 70 were interviewed in the home and 134 in groups. 
Data collection took place from February-June 2010 (and is ongoing). The PPI/additional indicators data was collected from all new clients in Mchinji and a sample of new clients in Kasungu (10% of new clients per month). It was also collected from a sample of exiting clients at both branches (10% of exiting clients per month). Data was collected from all new clients in a group setting in Mchinji by all branch staff (Branch Manager and 2 Loan Officers), and from a sample of new clients and sample of exiting clients in the clients’ home by Branch Managers only. 
A database for collection of data has been created and at present is being entered by me. However, a new data entry clerk with a focus on social data entry has been recruited and started this month. Once problems in data inputting have been ironed out and during operationalisation of data collection, MicroLoan Manager will be updated so PPI and other indicator data can be entered into it directly. 
Problems with the PPI

In field testing the PPI there were a number of indicators which caused problems (questions 1,2 and 7) in terms of not being easily understood by branch staff and/or resulting in inaccurate data. Following discussions with Grameen Foundation we found out that the PPI for Malawi had not been field tested, and we had therefore been field testing the tool without our knowledge. Grameen Foundation agreed at this stage to replace up to two of the problem indictors with alternatives (1 and 7), and to allow us to be involved in the choice of the replacements. 

A second problem emerged in early June (four months into PPI data collection) when Grameen Foundation discovered a major flaw in the PPI tool, necessitating the removal of question 2. Luckily because we had collected data for each of the indicators separately, our data could be recalibrated with valid poverty likelihoods. [Note that problem questions have been replaced and the new version is now in use. Aug 2010]
Summary of data 
PPI: new versus exiting clients
	Average likelihood of all new clients to be below $1.25/day poverty line

	55.4%

	Average likelihood of all new clients to be below $2.50/day poverty line

	87.4%

	Average likelihood of all exiting clients to be below $1.25/day poverty line

	52.0%

	Average likelihood of all exiting clients to be below $2.50/day poverty line

	86.1%


PPI: group versus home methodology (new clients only)
	Average likelihood of new group clients to be below $1.25/day poverty line

	55.1%

	Average likelihood of new group clients to be below $2.50/day poverty line

	87.5%

	Average likelihood of new home clients to be below $1.25/day poverty line 

	57.3%

	Average likelihood of new home clients to be below $2.50/day poverty line

	87.2%


Additional indicators 
	Total number of clients experiencing food shortages in last month (out of 204)
	33 (16%)

	Of these, how frequently (out of 33) 
Often 

Sometimes 

Rarely
	10 (30%)

18 (55%)

5 (15%)

	Roofing material (out of 129 clients)* 
Grass thatch

Grass thatch and plastic sheeting

Clay tiles

Iron sheets

Other 
	7 (5%)

71 (55%)

0 (0%)

51 (40%)

0 (0%)

	Aggregate scores of food security and housing scores (out of 129 clients)*
0-2 (very poor)

3-5 (poor)

6-8 (slightly better off) 
	0 (0%)

18 (14%)

111 (86%)


*The housing indicator was added after the piloting had already started, meaning not all clients have been asked this question. The aggregate score only lists data from clients who have been asked both indicators. 
Analysis
PPI  

According to aggregate PPI scores, new clients are more likely to be below the $1.25 and $2.50 per day poverty lines than exiting clients. This may indicate that either MLF has improved clients’ poverty status by the time they exit, and/or that slightly better off clients are more likely to drop out of MLF programmes. 
With reference poverty outreach, new clients’ likelihood of being below the $1.25/day poverty line being 55.4% and below the $2.50/day poverty line being 87.4%. 
Consistency and accuracy 
40 spot checks have been carried out. These revealed consistency problems with PPI indicators particularly with questions 1 and 7, as well as question 2. Grameen Foundation has agreed to remove some or all of these problem indicators. Problems with other questions were addressed by clarifying instructions on the PPI and retraining piloting staff. This was carried out at the start of June and to date (based on 9 spot checks) results indicate an improvement to accuracy.
Qualitative assessments carried out at the same time as the spot checks indicated that on the whole the PPI was in line with these assessments. 

Spot checks also revealed that the reasons for the interviews were not always being adequately explained to and/or understood by all clients. 

Group versus home methodology  

Looking at poverty likelihood scores of clients interviewed in the home versus the group (different clients), results indicate that poverty likelihoods are similar, particularly at the $2.50/day poverty line. More accurate, however, are results from spot checks (below) which were carried out on the same clients in group (by BM and LOs) and home settings (by me), and the same clients interviewed by the BMs in the home and me in the home. 
Spot checks:

	
	Mchinji group v home (LO/BM v DH): 17 checks
	Percentage inconsist-ency rate
	Mchinji home v home (BM v DH): 

6 checks 
	Percentage inconsist-ency rate
	Kasungu home v home (BM v DH) :

18 checks
	Percentage inconsist-ency rate

	Total number of inconsistencies
	17 inconsistencies 
	<8% inconsistency
	10 inconsistencies
	<13% inconsistency
	36 inconsistencies
	15% inconsistency

	Total number of PPI inconsistencies
	15 inconsistencies
	<9% inconsistency
	9 inconsistencies
	15% inconsistency
	28 inconsistencies
	<16% inconsistency

	Total number of PPI inconsistencies minus questions 1, 2, 7
	6 inconsistencies
	5% inconsistency
	5 inconsistencies
	<12% inconsistency
	8 inconsistencies
	6% inconsistency


These results do appear to indicate that the group methodology does not make inconsistencies more likely than the home methodology. This may in part, however, be due to the differences in staff carrying out the assessments.  Once we look at only the PPI inconsistencies and the problem indicators (1, 2 and 7) are removed, the inconsistency rates fall dramatically, with inconsistency rates of 5% for group methodology (Mchinji) and 6% for home methodology (Kasungu). The inconsistency rate for home methodology (Mchinji) is skewed due to the small number of spot checks done and the fact that there were a relatively high number of inconsistencies on question 5 (see below). 
Social assessment questions by number of inconsistencies:
	Social assessment question no and question summary 
	Mchinji group v home (LO/BM v DH): 17 checks
	Mchinji home v home (BM v DH): 

6 checks
	Kasungu home v home (BM v DH) : 18 checks
	Total number of inconsistencies 

	1 (children 14 and under)
	1
	2
	7
	10

	2 (agriculture) – deleted 
	2
	1
	6
	9

	3 (water source)
	2
	0
	0
	2

	4 (cooking fuel)
	0
	1
	3
	4

	5 (lighting fuel)
	1
	4
	1
	6

	6 (paraffin lantern)
	1
	0
	0
	1

	7 (furniture)
	5
	1
	7
	13

	8 (bike)
	1
	0
	2
	3

	9 (cassette player)
	0
	0
	1
	1

	10 (iron) 
	1
	0
	1
	2

	11 (food security 1)
	1
	0
	3
	4

	12 (food security 2) 
	1
	1
	5
	7

	13 (roofing material) 
	0
	0
	0
	0


For the purpose of analysis, questions 1, 2 and 7 will not be included as 2 has now been deleted from the PPI, and we are hoping to get 1 and 7 replaced with more reliable and easy to use indicators in due course. However, as we are unsure as to the time-scale the replacement of the problem indicators, questions 1 and 7 will be clarified to avoid problems in the meantime: question 7 already has been clarified, and question 1 will be broken down so that the interviewer asks for a list of all HH members and their ages, and then adds up how many are aged 14 and under. 
Question 3 (water source): there were 2 inconsistencies in total, all from one LO carried out in the group who indicated that women sometimes say they have their own personal water source when this is not the case. PPI instructions to be clarified. 
Question 4 (cooking fuel): there were 4 inconsistencies in total, mostly in Kasungu and all from questionnaires done in the home, not the group. There are two sources of inconsistency here: firstly when interviewer does not ask whether client has purchased or collected firewood (this has already been clarified on the PPI) and secondly when the client carries uses than one type of cooking fuel, and the interviewer does not ascertain which one the client uses more frequently (this has already been clarified on the PPI). 
Question 5 (lighting fuel): there were 6 inconsistencies in total, mostly in Mchinji carried out in the home, with only 1 of the inconsistencies from the group setting. The sources of inconsistencies and corrective measures are the same as for question 4 above. Most inconsistencies for questions 4 and 5 took place before clarifications had been put in place in the PPI. 
Question 6 (paraffin lantern): there was 1 inconsistency, made in the group. This was due to the fact the client had a battery lantern, not a paraffin lantern. PPI instructions to be clarified. 
Question 8 (bike): there were 3 inconsistencies in total, 2 in Kasungu in the home and 1 in Mchinji in the group. In the group case it was not clear why the client had given different answers. In the home cases, one client had sold her bike one week before the spot check (meaning that the interviewer’s answer was correct) and in the other the client had told the interviewer that the bike in her home was not hers, but the interviewer still wrote that it belonged to the client (the client explained that the bike belonged to her brother who was not a part of the HH). 
Question 9 (cassette player): there was 1 inconsistency, made in the home in Kasungu. The interviewer was told the client had a cassette player whereas the spot check indicated she did not. It is possible that this is due to the fact that the BM at Kasungu does not always carry out the PPI inside the home so is going on the client’s word rather than observation. 
Question 10 (iron): there were 2 inconsistencies in total, 1 in the group in Mchinji and 1 in the home in Kasungu. It was not clear why the clients had given different answers. It is possible that my presence affected answers and made clients more likely to answer that they did not own a certain item. For example, with both of these inconsistencies the client told the BM she did own an iron and told me she did not. 
Questions 11 and 12 (food security): of 4 inconsistencies in total for question 11, all showed the client saying they did not experience food insecurity when speaking to staff, and saying they did when speaking to me. It is possible therefore that it is my presence that is the problem, though in one case the interviewer had not read the question as it was written, so the client interpreted the question to only relate to lunch and dinner, whereas the question also mentions breakfast which she had missed due to lack of availability of food. Question 12 is more subjective so anomalies here are not a cause for concern. 
Question 13: no inconsistencies.
Finally, during questioning it became clear on a couple of occasions that clients had more than one house (either owned or rented). It has been decided that items from both houses should be combined for the purpose of the PPI as this situation indicates relative wealth. 

Food security
Whilst 33% of clients experienced food shortages, this indicator is seasonal and was asked during/directly after the rainy season at a time where food is first scarce and then plentiful. Results should be collected over the course of a year so as to provide an average yearly picture and indications of trends during certain periods. 

It was found that clients were less likely to indicate that they were suffering from food shortages in a group setting rather than in the home. Therefore when asking this question in a group, branch staff have been instructed to ask clients this sensitive question individually. As this change roughly coincided with the end of the rainy season (and the beginning of more plentiful food supplies) it is difficult to judge to what extend clients now feel more comfortable with the methodology, as they are generally less likely to be reporting food shortages. 
Housing quality

Roofing material is being used to represent client housing quality. It shows that most clients live in houses with thatch and plastic, or thatch only, with the next most frequent being iron sheeting. No clients had clay tiles, suggesting that if this indicator is retained that this category can be removed. If any client does have clay roof tiles, this can then be entered as ‘other’. 

Aggregate additional indicator scores

This is a rough aggregate only and does not give accurate indications of poverty likelihood, but is intended only to give an overview of distribution of results, and whether clients tend to score high/low in both additional indicators. Indications are that most clients are likely to score high in at least one of the two indicators, meaning that there are very few low scores (which would be indicative of clients scoring low in both indicators). 
Conclusions and issues to look at further 
In piloting the PPI we were looking at initial data relating to poverty outreach as well as at the practicalities of the PPI as a tool of collection. 
With reference poverty outreach we were looking to see whether MLF is reaching the poorest clients according to its social mission. Initial results do indicate that current new clients are likely to be over 55% likely to be below the $1.25/day poverty line and over 87% likely to be below the $2.50/day poverty line. We were also looking to see whether there was a difference in poverty status between new and exiting clients, which results indicate there is a small difference, with exiting clients being less likely to be below the $1.25 and $2.50/day poverty lines. 
The practical issues of the PPI were: 

· consistency: testing whether branch staff asking the same questions of the same clients get the same results. Initially their results were variable, but with additional training this improved and inconsistencies were eliminated. 

· perceived value: branch staff understand the value and purpose of the PPI, though there are variations in the dedication of the staff towards the PPI (and SPM activity in general). This is reflected in the quality of explanations staff give clients, and therefore clients’ understanding of the reasons for the questions. 

· practicality: all new clients in Mchinji were interviewed as part of the new loan application process. A sample of exiting clients were interviewed in Mchinji and Kasungu. The process of data collection (new and exiting clients) does not take too long, though in terms of application it is more easily integrated into a group collection methodology than a home visits methodology (new clients), despite the fact that more clients will be interviewed this way. The pilot has taken in very busy periods for LOs, starting in May, when many new groups are formed after the rainy season. This has not overloaded LOs and has been well integrated into new loan application meetings. It therefore seems that collection from all new clients is feasible. Exiting clients could have data collected at the point of savings withdrawal.  
· group versus home methodology: from spot checks carried out in the home on the same clients interviewed originally in the group, inconsistencies were found to be slightly lower than spot checks carried out on clients in the home originally interviewed in the home. This would indicate that the group methodology is an appropriate approach for MLF to take, albeit with some additional clarifications and explanations still required for the PPI to avoid the issues we are still seeing in both group and home settings alike.  

· additional indicators: these have been identified and have been successfully collected, with some small amendments required for the roofing question and year-long and regular ongoing collection necessary to account for seasonality for the food security question. 
Issues to look at further 
· defining poverty outreach according to social mission and setting poverty targets according to branch (district poverty data required)

· update to MicroLoan Manager so data can be entered direct at the same time as new loan application data
· operationalisation process of social assessment data collection 
· the plan now is to use group social assessment methodology to assess all new clients, all ongoing clients (every 4th Loan Cycle) and all exiting clients. This will need to be piloted before roll out (planned pilot period of 1 month). 
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