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Acronyms

AAER

Adopt-Adapt-Expand-Respond
CV

Curriculum Vitae

DCED

Donor Committee for Enterprise Development 

PD

Program Director 
IG

Intervention Guide
IM

Intervention Manager

MEL

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning

MRM

Monitoring and Results Measurement
MSD

Market System Development 

PSR

Project Status Reporting 

RC

Results Chain

SPPO

Senior Program Performance Officer 
WEE

Women Economic Empowerment 

2. Introduction
WIN is a 5-year program being implemented by TechnoServe Mozambique and financed by the Embassy of Sweden in Mozambique. The overall goal of WIN is to increase women’s economic empowerment in Mozambique by identifying, catalyzing and scaling up systemic solutions to increase women’s empowerment. WIN seeks to transform gender relations primarily through increasing incomes. WIN’s target market is women who earn less than $5.50 per day, and has begun by defining its sector as women micro-entrepreneurs (those owning or managing a business), and aspiring women entrepreneurs.   

The WIN program follows a Market Systems Development (MSD) approach, which is a practice that seeks to sustainably improve outcomes for the poor over the long term through facilitations. MSD seeks ways to engage and incentivize permanent actors in a market system – including public and private institutions – to catalyze systemic change in the market systems, in a way that benefits and empowers low-income women. The first stage in systemic change is the adoption of a new practice by system actors directly supported by WIN (adopt).  At the next stage, WIN’s partners adapt and sustain the practice change, beyond the end of direct program support (adapt).  At the third stage, system actors not directly supported by WIN expand the practice change by replicating the WIN-induced practice change, or responding to it (expand, respond).

MSD requires detailed assessment up-front about how a market system is currently functioning, to determine the key constraints and opportunities faced by the target market (in this case, WOB), and the potential for leverage points that can catalyze systemic change addressing these constraints.

WIN realizes the critical importance of ensuring that the project strategy changes are reflected in the approach that will be adopted by the project for monitoring and results measurement. The MRM guide will be applied by the project to ensure effective monitoring and quality control of the project interventions. A strong MRM approach is critical to ensure that reporting, knowledge management and decision-making are based in sound evidence. The project monitoring and evaluation system must be dynamic to allow for regular detection of market systems changes and the potential impacts that these changes may have in relation to the achievement of the project goal. As such, the project MRM system is a management tool to steer the project based on evidence from the field to ensure that the project goal is achieved.

3. OVERVIEW OF MRM SYSTEM

3.1 OBJECTIVES
The MRM system serves the main following purposes:

· Provide the data that is needed to prepare good quality work plans and budgets;

· Provide ongoing monitoring so that intervention managers can track progress against initially defined targets, make informed decisions, address constraints and improve the effectiveness of project implementation;

· Create a historical overview of project objectives, efforts, problems, results and lessons learned, which is used to share the knowledge internally and externally;

· Provide a timely feed of required information for internal and external reporting.

3.2 PROCESSES AND KEY DOCUMENTS
The MRM system is integrated into WIN’s overall project planning and implementation processes. These are documented in the program process files and summarized below.
Program targets and strategy: WIN’s objectives, targets and program strategy are articulated in the Program Document to Sida, submitted at the beginning of the program and updated as necessary to accommodate changes in program strategy. The Program Document contains the overall theory of change for the program and the log frame of overarching indicators. Targets for each of the indicators in the log frame are agreed with the donor (last review on March 2021).
Market strategy:  WIN initiates work in a particular market (also called “vertical”) by conducting a market strategy. This strategy aims to help the project understand how the market works, and determine how to improve outcomes for women through the market. The market strategy results in a summary of the opportunities and constraints for women, and how actors in the particular market can be engaged to help resolve this.  

Intervention strategy:  WIN develops one or several interventions that address the relevant constraint(s) preventing WOB from growing and reaching their potential.  Each intervention is agreed by the Decision Unit on the basis of an Intervention Strategy.  An intervention may include only one activity or it may include several.  However, the activities should combine together coherently to produce a specified change.

Intervention design:  At the design phase, the Intervention Guide is also created (in addition to the intervention strategy document), which namely contains the Intervention Overview and Results Chain.  The results chain shows how the activities planned are expected to lead to a series of changes in service providers and/or support functions which in turn are expected to contribute to women’s empowerment, primarily through increasing business performance of WOBs in Mozambique. The result chain defines expected outcomes and impacts at each level of change. Results chains are used to guide discussions around the intervention, but also to keep the MRM system manageable. Once the Intervention Overview and Results Chains have been approved, WIN elaborates a Measurement Plan for each intervention, also contained in the Intervention Guide. This plan defines qualitative and quantitative indicators based on the results chain and describes a set of information gathering activities and other studies that will allow WIN to evaluate the changes resulting from the interventions. The plan also identifies roles and responsibilities for the execution of the work. Afterwards, targets or projections (see Annex 1) are defined for each of the indicators, in collaboration with the implementation partner, and survey scripts are drafted. In addition, if any of the means of verifications are partner reports, the template for data collection is drafted and shared with the implementation partner for regular reporting.
Execution and monitoring:  Once all the previous are set, the Intervention Managers meet regularly (monthly or quarterly, depending on the length of the intervention) with the SPPO to discuss and keep records of progress in the respective intervention guide, using the Results and Targets sheet. Learnings from the activities conducted during that period and changes at the partner-level and from the market are also captured in the Change Log section of the Intervention Guide, at least quarterly, and are also used to refine, adjust or change the project plan if appropriate. Sufficient time should be given for the intended results to materialize before drastic changes are made in the intervention strategy. 
At a program level, the results from the individual interventions are aggregated into a Logframe Dashboard, which tracks the overarching program indicators and pulls its results from the individual Intervention Guides.

3.3 REGULAR PLANNING AND REVIEW OF MEL TOOLS

The annual activity and budget plan will be the basis for carrying out activities in a given year.  The Intervention Managers should submit their plans to the Program Director, in order to aggregate the plans into a single document and budget. In addition, annually the program team reviews annual targets for the year ahead that the program presents to the donor. 

Monthly or quarterly the Intervention Manager sits down with the SPPO to review progress against their results chains and indicators and quarterly WIN holds strategic meetings to review its overall portfolio, impact to date, make investment vs. divestment decisions for interventions, share learnings, amongst other topics.  These meetings are an opportunity to reflect on overall implementation, on the status of activities, and the effectiveness of the tactics being used.  
Every quarter, WIN also holds a quarterly review meeting with the donor to present progress, reflect more widely on the market systems in which it is intervening, and successes and failures from across the portfolio of interventions. 
After monthly, quarterly or annual reviews, the SPPO and Intervention Manager have the opportunity to revise the results chains if needed.  Reasons for the change are documented in the log of changes tab of the Intervention Guide.  Any changes to the results chain have repercussions for the Measurement Plan so the SPPO is responsible for ensuring that the measurement plan remains up-to-date.

3.4 DEFINITION OF WOMEN’S ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT (WEE)
When defining the intended impacts of an intervention in the results chain and the indicators in the measurement plan, WIN takes into account the relevance of the several dimensions of women’s economic empowerment (WEE) for that intervention. WIN has identified seven components of WEE, as follows:

· Income and assets: the financial resources held and controlled by women

· Satisfaction, confidence: women’s own perception that her life has improved and that the future is positive

· Beliefs and norms: the beliefs of the surrounding community in relation to what is considered acceptable and normal for women to do, say and think

· Decision-making: women’s ability to determine how to spend her time, her income, and other relevant decisions that impact her well-being

· Participation: women’s ability to participate in activities including in the public sphere e.g. participation at trainings, local or community council’s / decision-making bodies

· Time, mobility: restrictions, usually coming from a need to work at home, that impact a woman’s ability to access goods, services or information

· Information: women’s access to information about goods, services, rules and rights

Not all of these dimensions will be relevant in the course of each intervention. However, WIN will  include in each intervention logic the relevant dimensions that are required to result in increasing women’s empowerment and importantly, doing no harm in the process. Annually, WIN will aggregate results across interventions for some of the WEE dimensions agreed with the donor, that are not directly represented in the overall program logframe and report on them.
4. USE OF THE LOG FRAME AND INTERVENTION GUIDES
4.1 HIERARCHY OF DATA CAPTURE WITHIN WIN


The hierarchy of data capture in the program is illustrated below. There are two main document types where data is collected:

· Intervention Guide – at the intervention level

· Log Frame Dashboard – at program level, to aggregate results across all interventions
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The log frame dashboard aggregates for every quarter the main indicators at the program level, drawing on all interventions via links to the Intervention Guides. Indicators at the program level are defined and agreed with the donor in the Program Document and targets are agreed annually. In March 2021 the program discussed with Embassy the reframing of some of the log frame indicators or its definitions and adjusted targets for the current year and life of program. Below is the current list of indicators at program level:
When aggregating its ‘reach’ results WIN might need to take into account overlap of beneficiaries between different interventions. WIN will analyze potential overlap at the end of each reporting cycle, meaning annually, as required by the DCED audit, and correct quarterly reported results if needed (see more detail on WIN’s strategy and approach to overlap in Annex 3).
4.3 INTERVENTION GUIDE
The main document for managing MEL at the intervention level is the Intervention Guide. The Intervention Guide contains the following sheets:
· IG Navigator: providing quick links to navigate to each of the intervention guide tabs  
· Instructions: detailing how the intervention guide should be filled in, by who and when/with which periodicity
· Cover page: detailing the intervention overview and strategy and also other important aspects around the intervention such as potential risk of displacement (see more on WIN’s approach to monitor risks of displacement in Annex 4)
· Results chain: detailing the specific interventions activities, expected outputs at partner-level and market system changes namely enterprise performance changes and expectations in terms of increased profit and/or impact to other dimensions to poverty reduction or women’s empowerment to be catalyzed by the intervention
· Measurement plan: detailing the indicators and plan for collecting data for every box of the results chain
· Targets and results: detailing the targets / projections (defined at the beginning), and actuals obtained during the intervention for each measurement plan quantitative indicator (updated according to the frequency defined in the measurement plan)
· Change log: detailing key changes observed at the beneficiary, partner or market level relating to the intervention (expected or non-expected), challenges encountered during implementation, lessons learned and adaptations required to intervention design or strategy (updated quarterly)
· Systemic change tracker: detailing systemic changes already observed using the AAER framework (for more detail on how systemic change is approached recorded, see Annex 6)
· Calculation sheets: detailing any workings, assumptions, models used in the calculation of results obtained
· Log of changes: recording major changes done to the initial intervention guide, namely updates to the results chain 
· Raw data sheets: imported sheets from partners or data collection exercises that feed into the results sheet (via the calculations sheet if calculations are required for results to be reported). 
4.4 RESULTS CHAINS
Results chains, contained within each Intervention Guide, are an essential element of intervention management and are one of the elements of the DCED Standard. Result chains outline the logic of an intervention, showing how the activities undertaken in each intervention lead to impact for the low-income women and systemic change in the market.
Results chains consist of:

· Boxes, which state activities performed by the intervention and changes that the intervention is trying to achieve. Each box should specify an actor, the expected change, and the direction of the intended change (positive or negative). 

· The boxes are connected by arrows, which show sequencing and causality. In other words, they show that, once one box is achieved, the subsequent box is expected to occur.
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Boxes are placed at four different levels, which are shown on the right. The levels are:
· Activities: reflect the support that WIN will provide to help market actors (public or private partners) to introduce a new innovation. For example, this might include providing technical assistance, financial support, or working with a partner to develop a new business model. 
· Intervention Output (trigger): Short-term changes which are the immediate results of WIN’s activities. For example, this might include a partner changing its strategy, approach or product to better meet the needs of women entrepreneurs.
· Sector level outcomes: these contain two sub-levels:

a. Beneficiaries: Behavioral change from WIN’s target group as a result of changes in the output level. For example, this could include purchasing and using new products provided by WIN’s partners.

b. Market players: Behavioral change of actors (outside of WIN’s partner) within WIN’s defined market system. For example, WIN’s partner may work with other actors (such as agents or retailers) in implementing a business model or other service providers replicating change introduced by WIN
· Impact:  The main impact indicator for WIN is increased incomes or assets, and/or increased control (i.e. decision-making) over income or assets for low-income women. These results should be consistently placed in the ‘impact’ level of the results chain. 
As WIN aims to understand not only the immediate changes resulting from its activities but also the changes that occur throughout a market system WIN uses Results Chains to analyze changes at the various levels.
Each results chain is also underpinned by assumptions. Assumptions are factors that enable the progress of the intervention. For example, if we introduce a new mobile money service to women entrepreneurs, we assume that the women know how to use mobile phones, and have access to them. If this assumption does not hold true, then our intervention is unlikely to work. Consequently, outlining assumptions helps WIN assess whether the results chain is likely to work, whether the causal links are correct, and identify the minimum pre-conditions for the intervention to work.
Assumptions for each intervention are documented in the cover sheet of the respective Intervention Guide. WIN follows some guidelines when identifying the most important assumptions for an intervention:
•
Use the results chain to identify the most important assumptions. Each intervention is based on multiple assumptions, and it is not possible to monitor all of them. To identify all relevant assumptions, WIN goes through the results chain and asks, at each stage, what assumptions we are making when one box leads to the next. WIN considers which are the most critical results chain boxes for successful implementation of the project, and prioritises developing assumptions for those.  
· Do not include assumptions that are far outside of our control, such as favorable climate or political situation. The assumptions we make must be monitorable and easily tested with measurement indicators
· The assumptions should be based on evidence as much as possible. The evidence can be developed from general knowledge, or through secondary research, field investigation, or insights from the target groups. 

The first draft of the results chain and assumptions for each intervention is developed by the intervention manager, reviewed by the MEL manager, and approved by the management team. Once these are finalized, they are uploaded into the intervention guide.
As market systems development projects evolve quickly, WIN reviews results chains at least once a

year to check whether their assumptions still hold and if impacts depicted in the results chain are

flowing according to expectation. WIN reviews and discusses the results chains in one of the

regular monitoring meetings detailed in section 2.3. The logic of the result chain and its assumptions

are reviewed based on field observations, partner discussion, or any other findings or changes

to intervention scope. WIN does not wait for beneficiary impact data to become available to

update the results chains, if those updates are deemed necessary. Modifications to the result chains are recorded in the ‘7. Log of changes’ tab in the intervention guide.
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Capturing WEE in the results chain
To show how WIN’s interventions are addressing progress against the other relevant WEE dimensions or outcomes (other than increases in income or assets), WIN documents the most relevant anticipated changes in the results chain. Not all of these dimensions will be relevant in the course of each intervention. Therefore, WIN only links the results chain to the most relevant dimensions.
The above example illustrates a results chain that integrates WEE dimensions. We can see how a gender-sensitive TV entrepreneurship content can provide women with improved entrepreneurship information, which leads not only to increased sales and profit due to the adoption of better business practices but also to increased confidence and changes in beliefs and norms on women entrepreneurs which are other WEE dimensions. The improvements in these dimensions further enable women to increase their income, which is then expected to result in better decision-making abilities, another WEE dimension.
4.5 INTERVENTION MEASUREMENT PLAN
The Measurement Plan includes all that is necessary to collect and interpret data relating to the interventions’ indicators.  Within the Measurement Plan, one or more indicators are defined for every box of the results chain. These indicators provide the means for change to be monitored and measured.  Defining indicators for every box means WIN can test each assumption underlying the intervention logic and pinpoint any problems in the logic of attribution from WIN activities all the way to high-level impact. 
Indicators help to assess and measure progress against the expected change in an intervention. Indicators can help us answer the following questions:

1. Has the expected change actually happened?

2. To what extent?

3. What is the scale of change (how many people, how much income increase)?

4. To what extent are the expected changes sustainable?
Apart from the indicator definition, the following is also specified for each indicator:
· The measurement tool to be used to populate the indicator (e.g. observation, interviews, survey, partner report), including sampling method and sample size if applicable;

· The frequency and/or timing of data collection (including the timing of baseline data collection, if required);

· Who in WIN is responsible for collecting, collating, and documenting the results (or overseeing data collection by a third party)
An attribution plan can also be specified for some indicators, where there might be other potential factors influencing the change of that indicator. Details on the attribution strategy and approach followed by WIN can be found in Annex 2.
The basic format of an intervention measurement plan is reproduced in the table below:

Figure 2: Measurement plan format
	Box
	Results Chain box description
	Research question
	Indicators
	Indicators' definition
	Means of verification and sampling
	Frequency / timing
	Responsibility
	Attribution plan

	[Box 1]
	[RC Box description 1.1]
	
	[Indicator 1.1]
	
	[E.g. Survey, report from the partner]
	[E.g. Monthly, quarterly]
	[E.g. SPPO/ Intervention Manager]
	


Indicators can be quantitative (numerical) or qualitative (descriptive).  For each key box in the results chain, a combination of both quantitative and qualitative indicators is advisable - Quantitative indicators are useful because they can be used to analyze trends and measure the scale of change.  However, they invariably miss some of the nuance involved in change processes, which can only be captured through qualitative indicators. Therefore a mix of both helps WIN explore the nature of the changes at each level of the results chain.
Indicators should be SMART: 
· Specific: indicators are clearly defined and unambiguous, reducing the scope for subjective interpretation.

· Measureable: indicators can be measured or assessed (either by numbers or a description); indicators are within the means of the programme to measure.  

· Attributable: indicators are tightly defined around the change the programme is trying to catalyze.
· Relevant: indicators are appropriate and applicable to the box in the Results Chain being measured; indicators will provide useful information for management decision-making.

· Time-bound: when relating to a flow (e.g. profits or income) rather than a stock, indicators are defined over a specific timeframe (e.g. profit in the last financial quarter, monthly sales).

In addition to being SMART, WIN also follows some other guidelines to develop good indicators:


· Prioritize what is most important for learning. While there is no ideal number of indicators, too many indicators pose a risk of overwhelming the monitoring process and provide less meaning. It is better to choose a small but relevant set of indicators that we can monitor, instead of a longer list of semi-relevant indicators.
· Ensure that the key logframe indicators are included in each intervention where they apply. This eases aggregation of results across all interventions, and allow us to monitor the most important indicators. The alignment between key logframe indicators and intervention indicators also provides clarity on how targets and actuals are calculated. Not all of the logframe indicators are relevant to measure for every intervention, but at the minimum, the private sector-related indicators, and the impact indicators, should be measured consistently in each intervention. In the intervention guide, in tab ‘4. Targets and results’, WIN uses the ‘Related Logframe Indicator’ column to indicate whether the intervention indicator is relevant to the aggregated logframe indicators.
· For specific results chain boxes that include WIN’s other WEE dimensions, common indicators are assigned to enable aggregated reporting. For instance, “number of women reporting less time and mobility constraints” may be an indicator in several interventions to enable tracking and aggregation at the program level. 

Measurement plans are produced by the SPPO and reviewed by the intervention manager, Program Director, Mozambique’s office MEL officer and whenever possible by a gender adviser.

4.6 TARGETS AND RESULTS, CALCULATIONS SHEET AND RAW DATA
The targets and results for each intervention are recorded in the Intervention Guide on a separate sheet. For each intervention, targets or projections are defined at the outset of the intervention (in coordination with the intervention partner) and baseline data is collected relating to every indicator defined in the measurement plan. Actual results are then recorded according to the frequency defined in the measurement plan (often monthly or quarterly).  The results inserted in the targets and results sheet have a clearly defined source proving the link to the respective raw data cell and where necessary, the calculations sheet (detailing additional assumptions or calculations used to calculate the results). These sheets are protected sheets, where only the WIN SPPO Manager, the Mozambique MEL Officer and Program Director have access to alter the sheets.
All other results reported in the intervention guides which are not supported by data in raw data sheets are also backed-up by supporting evidence, such as field-trip notes or reports, meeting notes, partner reports, partnerships agreement, copies of documents and records, completed questionnaires and interview transcripts. All this other supporting evidence is stored in the program’s central project drive and the relevant link to the drive is provided in the results sheet next to the reported result. Logframe indicators for all interventions are after consolidated in a single document (WIN's logframe dashboard document)
4.7 CHANGE LOG AND SYSTEMIC CHANGE TRACKER
The Change Log and Systemic Change tracker tabs of the Intervention Guide contain key observations by the program team of the changes in the market, mostly at beneficiary, the partner and wider systemic level. This changes can be expected or unexpected (for more detail on WIN’s approach to monitoring unintended consequences, go to Annex 5). These are updated at least quarterly in monitoring meetings and are mainly a qualitative tools. The areas of observation include changes at a partner level (including progress towards internalizing WIN objectives and approach regarding Women’s Economic Empowerment). The Change Log also allows the team to record the necessary adaptations to the design and strategy around intervention implementation and key lessons learned during implementation. For more detail on how WIN approaches systemic change, please see the Annexes.
5. DATA COLLECTION METHODS
5.1 IN-HOUSE DATA COLLECTION

All data collection exercises for results capturing done in-house by the WIN team use Survey to Go, which is a tool widely used across the Mozambican office and considered of quality and capable of keeping data integrity. Prior to designing the survey in Survey to Go, the Intervention Manager, partner team and Program Director revise the survey script draft proposed by the SPPO. After the survey is inserted in Survey to Go, a few mock surveys are conducted to test the tool and adjustments are made as necessary to ensure data collected is relevant and reliable.
5.2 OUTSOURCED DATA COLLECTION
WIN may sometimes outsource data collection for large formal surveys.  For each outsourced data collection exercise, a full Terms of Reference is developed by the SPPO in collaboration with the team. The Terms of Reference include:
· Background to the study

· Objective of the study

· Scope of the study (including geographic scope)

· Suggested methodology (including sample size and sample methodology, enumerator training and other quality assurance mechanisms)

· Expected proposal and study deliverables, with proposed deadlines (namely to include: agreed methodology and work-plan, draft questionnaire, final questionnaire (after pre testing and required translations), list of personnel (with CVs of key staff), codified cleaned database (in SPSS and Excel format), hard copies of the completed questionnaires, draft report, and final report)

In accordance with TNS procurement rules, WIN seeks competitive quotes from at least three suppliers before awarding a contract.
In some cases, surveys may also be conducted by partner’s staff such as field teams or call center teams, namely to preserve clients’ contact information private. In such instances, WIN provides the survey draft, trains the partner team and conducts spot checks on data collected to ensure the data collection exercise meets its goals within WIN’s and TNS’ quality standards. 
5.3 ROLE OF PARTNERS IN DATA COLLECTION
Monitoring and evaluation under WIN is integrated with implementation and requires the participation of its multiple partners. Each partnership agreement should include a description of the split of responsibilities for monitoring and evaluation between WIN and the partner and each partner (where relevant) is provided with a template of relevant indicators which the partner should share with WIN on a monthly or quarterly basis. In a market systems approach, evidence is as important as impact itself. When partners of the WIN program do not provide required data, the WIN program team should refer to its partner agreement and take appropriate action, which may include withdrawing assistance.

6. Progress Reports

An important task of recording information is to help WIN in producing progress reports. These include quarterly reports, bi-annual progress reports, annual reports, and special reports. WIN submits annual narrative and financial reports to the Embassy, as well as quarterly updates. The reports help ensure that:

· The performance of WIN is duly assessed each year;

· New technologies and lessons learned are documented and widely disseminated;

· Problems are identified and resolved;

· Planning and implementation improve every year.

The project also produces quarterly internal reports to TechnoServe through the Project Status Reporting (PSR) system where the Project Director and SPPO report results on logframe indicators and give a brief review of the progress of the implementation to highlight key achievements and issues.

7. KNOWLEDGE AND LEARNING

The principle function of the MEL system is to enable learnings and adaptations, both of the WIN program and also for other stakeholders / market actors to replicate. 
7.1 LEARNING AGENDA

WIN has a learning agenda as a critical part of its deliverables for the donor which is structured around three main questions (agreed with the donor in March 2021):

· What are the tools and tactics that are most effective for creating sustained behavior change by the private sector towards WEE?

· What are the effectiveness of different interventions towards various dimensions of WEE?

· What are the types of project management tools and frameworks that are effective for generating WEE through an MSD program?

The plan for learning incorporates both internal tools for creating reflections and sharing information, and a communications plan with audiences beyond the project.
7.2 INTERNAL LEARNING PROCESSES

The WIN team collects knowledge and conducts learning conversations through the following means:
· Use of an internal shared drive that organizes all documents relating to interventions, all the MEL documents, and meeting notes of main partner and internal meetings inter alia
· Quarterly change logs contained in the intervention guides (used to record key challenges faced and lessons learned on the intervention and adaptations made to the design/implementation strategy as a result)
· Closing of intervention reports, that should respond to key research questions outlined in the measurement plan of the intervention guide
· Quarterly team strategic meetings and notes shared from these meetings

· Monthly troubleshooting meetings to discuss specific issues or challenges that are raised with a partner or in a market system

7.3 COMMUNICATIONS OF PROGRAM LEARNINGS
Communications relating to the learning agenda are a core part of the program deliverables, for two reasons: 1) to encourage the process of adoption, expansion and response among the market actors as part of the interventions’ sustainability strategies; 2) to expand WIN impact beyond the Mozambican market to other development programs, donors and institutions.
Program communication materials include:

· Success stories and case studies collected during project implementation 

· Research studies and reports to answer specific questions relating to women entrepreneurs, especially those aligned to the Learning Agenda. Examples to date include: 

· Business Case for Women Agents

· Basket of Goods Survey

· COVID-19 Impacts on Informal Women Retailers

· Gender Analysis of Horticulture Producers in the Maputo area

· Reports conducted during or at close of interventions. Examples to date include the report on the Bernina intervention and the Cold Storage intervention
At a high level the channels for dissemination include: 
· Program website, regularly updated (with section on published reports)
· Facebook page with regular posts and updates

· Blog posts to the TechnoServe website, also linked to WIN website and Facebook post – encompassing principally the success studies and stories of the program
· Quarterly newsletters (shared externally)
· Emailing list (in the case of publications and reports)

· Webinars – internal TechnoServe webinars, and external webinars including partner and wider donor / development community

The program has a separate communications plan that details the deliverables expected within the year and the channels for dissemination. 
8. MSD Network

WIN sponsored the creation of a network of projects that implement MSD in Mozambique as part of the strategy for the diffusion of the challenges and lessons learned among the different actors. As of March 2021, DAI took over leadership of the MSD network and WIN is an active participant. 
9. Project Evaluation

WIN will be subject to independent evaluations in accordance with its contractual terms with Sida. Depending on the results of the evaluations, modifications will be made to the design and implementation of the project to allow the projected results and impacts to be achieved in the remaining time of the project. In coordination with the Embassy, WIN will draft the request for proposal and terms of reference for the selection of an independent consultant to conduct the evaluations. 
A first evaluation took place in January 2019 and a mid-term evaluation took place in Q4 2020 with results reported in December 2020. A final evaluation of the program will take place in 2022.

10. The DCED Standard

10.1 CONTROL POINTS AND COMPLIANCE CRITERIA
As a MSD project, WIN is seeking to drive changes in market systems that will then reach the targeted beneficiaries. To effectively address the challenges involved in measuring the activity-, output-, and outcome-level changes, WIN designed its MRM system in a way that the system integrates the different elements of the DCED standard. The DCED standards for results measurement are listed below:
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Figure 3: Control Points in DCED Standard

The WIN MRM system will strive to follow the control points from the 7 pillars of the DCED framework. To assess the robustness of WIN’s MRM system and its compliance with the DCED Standard, WIN was subject to a DCED pre-audit over the course of a few months between Q3 and Q4 2021. As of October 2021, Sida waived the need of WIN to be subject to a full DCED audit, under the condition that recommendations from the pre-audit would be implemented.
Milestone for meeting the DCED standard: 

WIN MRM system will prioritize complying with the ‘M=Must’ control points of the DCED standard first and then eventually comply with the ‘R=Recommended’ control point except where the latter relate to gender or systemic change and are therefore considered a Must for WIN.   
10.2 THE DCED STANDARD FOR MEASURING RESULTS 

Articulating the Results Chain   

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	1.1
	An appropriate, sufficiently detailed and logical results chain(s) is articulated explicitly for each intervention.  
	Must
	

	1.2
	Each intervention results chain is supported by adequate research and analysis
	Must
	

	1.3
	Mid and senior level programme staff are familiar with the results chain(s) and use them to guide their activities.
	Must
	

	1.4
	The intervention results chain(s) are regularly reviewed to reflect changes in the programme strategy, external players and the programme circumstances.
	Must
	

	1.5
	Each intervention results chain is supported by adequate research and analysis on gender.
	Must for WIN (Rec by DCED) 
	

	1.6
	Each results chain is supported by research and analysis that consider the risk of displacement
	Rec
	


Defining Indicators of Change, Other Information Needs 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	2.1
	There is at least one relevant indicator associated with each change described in the results chain(s).  
	Must
	

	2.2
	Qualitative information on how and why changes are occurring is defined for each intervention.
	Must
	

	2.3
	A small number of indicators at the impact level can be aggregated across the programme.
	Must
	

	2.4
	There are specific indicators that enable the assessment of sustainability of results. 
	Must
	

	2.5
	Mid and senior level programme staff understand the indicators and how they illustrate programme progress.  
	Must
	

	2.6
	There are specific indicators that enable the assessment of gender differentiated results.
	Must for WIN (Rec by DCED) 
	

	2.7
	Anticipated impacts are realistically projected for key quantitative indicators to appropriate dates.
	Rec
	


Measuring Attributable Change 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	3.1
	Baseline information on all key indicators is collected
	Must
	

	3.2
	Monitoring information on all key indicators is collected
	Must
	

	3.3
	Impact assessment is conducted to assess attributable changes in all key indicators in the results chains using methods that conform to established good practice.
	Must
	

	3.4
	The programme implements processes to use information from monitoring and results measurement in management of interventions and decision making.
	Must
	

	3.5
	The programme has a system for assessing and understanding differentiated results by gender.
	Must for WIN (Rec by DCED)
	

	3.6
	The programme monitors to identify unintended effects
	Rec
	


Capturing Wider Changes in the System or Market 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	4.1
	The programme has an overall plan for assessing systemic changes at programme level.
	Rec
	

	4.2
	Systemic changes are assessed at market system level and beneficiary level using appropriate methods.
	Rec
	


Tracking Costs and Impact 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	5.1
	Costs are tracked annually and cumulatively.  
	Must
	

	5.2
	Programme-wide impact is clearly and appropriately aggregated.
	Must
	

	5.3
	Costs are allocated by major component of the programme. (Applicable only to programmes with more than one main component)
	Rec
	


Reporting Costs and Results 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	6.1
	The programme produces a report at least annually which describes results to date
	Must
	

	6.2
	Results of gender impact are reported.
	Must for WIN (Rec by DCED)
	

	6.3
	Results of systemic change are reported.
	Rec
	

	6.4
	Results are published.
	Rec
	


Managing the System for Results Measurement 

	No
	Control Point
	Level
	Period

	7.1
	The programme has a clear system for using information from the results measurement system in management and decision-making.
	Must
	

	7.2
	The system is supported by sufficient human and financial resources.
	Must
	

	7.3
	The system is well managed and integrated with programme management
	Must
	


As far as intervention costs are concerned, and considering WIN has a logframe indicator around “Amount of finance mobilized in support of initiatives to benefit women”, WIN keeps a budget tracker where WIN updates quarterly per intervention actual spend against budgeted spend both on partner and WIN’s side.
10.3 MRM RISK ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION STRATEGIES
There are challenges concerned with monitoring and results measurement in a market system development project due to the dynamic and evolving nature of the project. Listed below are the main risks that could affect the operationalization of the project monitoring and results measurement system. The mitigation strategies that will be employed by the project are also highlighted.  (L= Low Risk    M=Medium Risk Potential).

	Potential Risk
	Likelihood
	Mitigation strategies to be employed by the project

	Difficulties in relation to attribution of impact to project activities.
	M
	The project will conduct baseline studies wherever possible, to determine status of target beneficiaries prior to commencement of intervention activities. In addition, whenever applicable and possible WIN will also conduct studies with control groups. Furthermore, measurement plans will include information on the attribution plan when other variables other than program activities are likely to impact outputs and outcomes

	Private sector partners refuse/ fail to share data with WIN to track performance
	M
	WIN will discuss with the partner the importance and the benefits of data collection. This will be included as one of the partnership conditions. WIN will also design the data request and process to be as painless and as useful as possible to the partner.

	Incorrect information provided by respondents engaged during project monitoring and evaluation activities
	L
	The program will use different tools / sources for data triangulation to check reliability and credibility of information secured. WIN will also use appropriately-sized sample sets to ensure maximum confidence in results as possible (95% confidence level and 5% margin of error)

	Increase in monitoring and results measurement costs which cannot be sustained by the program. 


	M
	The program will ensure careful planning of monitoring and evaluation activities to ensure cost effective data collection. Project will also track costs every month to allow for better budget management.

	Traceability of project beneficiaries.
	L
	Program will introduce activity tracking mechanisms so that MRM has, whenever possible, comprehensive lists of participants from where samples can be drawn to do impact assessments. In any case, WIN will need to be respectful of confidentiality policies that partners need to follow when it comes to sharing client personal data so in some cases WIN will need to work with anonymized and/or aggregated data about beneficiaries

	Monitoring is required in multiple layers and in higher frequency
	L
	Integrate MRM in all project levels to maximize the use of existing resources



	At times baselines become unusable
	L
	The program will monitor activities and outcomes in higher frequency to ensure that the intervention logic is updated regularly and detect if additional baseline data is required 


11. Roles and responsibilities OF THE program TEAM
For successful implementation of the monitoring and evaluation system, clear processes and division of roles and responsibilities amongst team members need to be in place.

In all key processes, MRM will play a support function role, raising flags whenever and wherever necessary and ensure quality, in order to steer the project towards efficiency and to be able to prove and improve the results. 

The Senior Program Performance Officer will provide the necessary oversight and technical support on all aspects related to PME. The responsibilities of the Senior Program Performance Officer include:

· Providing appropriate tools and procedures for data collection, data entry and data transmission;

· Offering on-the-job training and backstopping to everybody involved in planning and monitoring activities;

· Organizing meetings for discussion and information sharing (e.g. planning and review workshops);

· Overseeing project records and knowledge systems namely the logframe dashboard and shared drive;

· With the Intervention Managers, designing monitoring plans for each intervention;

· Overseeing qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis;

· Supporting the Intervention Managers to monitor their progress, and conducting field verification to check monitoring systems are producing accurate and reliable data;

· Consolidating monitoring and results data, checking and analyzing the data, and using the data to prepare draft analytical reports and progress reports as needed;

· Disseminating information and reports to government, project financiers, service providers, implementing partners and beneficiaries; and

· Organizing data collection at the level of higher objectives (outcomes and impact), both quantitative data (baseline and impact surveys) and qualitative data.

Intervention Managers have responsibility for coordinating all MRM activities within the interventions for which they are responsible. Their responsibilities include:

· Devising intervention strategies of each sector to understand the dynamics of the market and the existing changes, so that concrete actions can be delineated.

· Participating in the project indicators definition of each sector to ensure that the changes that are to be achieved are defined in the logframe.

· Participating in the design of the result chain and measurement plan by intervention.

· Identifying and conducting case studies to understand the dynamics of the market for women.

· Drafting activity plans with partners and certifying that the activities are being carried out.

· Supporting the M&E Manager on data collection and monitoring of activities.

· Ensuring that all activities and data are accurately reported in project reports. 

The Program Director will ultimately be accountable for the quality of MRM in the program. The Program Director’s responsibilities include:

· Setting the overall program strategy including program theory of change and common indicators to be used across interventions;

· Setting up the overall project management systems and processes. This includes overseeing and signing off on all planning, monitoring and evaluation tools and systems;

· Overseeing and signing off on the strategy for each sector where WIN is working;

· Overseeing and signing off on the results chain and measurement plan by intervention;

· Reviewing and signing off on all activity plans and partner agreements;

· Regular review of monitoring and results measurement data to guide the program strategy;

· Reviewing and signing off on any TOR for external consultants to support in data collection and /or evaluations;

· Reviewing and signing off on any data collected and analyzed, especially before sharing with the donor, partners or other stakeholders;

· Completing, with support of the SPPO the internal PSR for TechnoServe once a quarter; and

· Compiling required reports to the donor, using information gathered from the team.
The Program Director delegates these responsibilities to the Deputy Program Director for certain tasks or markets under her supervision, as required.
Maputo,  October 2021
ANNEXES
ANNEX 1: DEVELOPING AND REVIEWING INTERVENTION PROJECTIONS
Projections estimate the expected outputs, outcomes, and impacts of an intervention. Projections provide teams and partners with targets to aim for, help to plan resources, and enable the progress of the implementation to be compared to expectations. Projections are sometimes hard to develop especially when the intervention is supporting a new innovation, without previous experience to base projections on. Consequently, they are not necessarily developed for all indicators, but for key quantitative indicators.
The following are the steps WIN takes to setting intervention indicators’ projections:

· Estimate how many people will be reached. WIN calculates projections by working through each level of the results chain, starting with projections for intervention activities, then estimating how this might influence the intervention outputs. If WIN will be working with a financial services company to obtain more women customers through an agency model, for example, WIN estimates how many people will be likely reached by each of the field agent expected to be involved in the intervention and what share is likely to be women.

· Estimate how many people will change their behavior (outcome). From the number of people reached, WIN calculates the share of people actually likely to adopt the new practices. Not everyone who are exposed to the innovation would change their behavior
· Estimate the number of people who increase their incomes and/or control (impact) as a result of adopting new practices. Not everyone who will adopt the innovation or new practices will necessarily see improvements in income, as practices can be poorly adopted or because there might be other factors influencing income increase, such as economic crisis. Consequently, we need to estimate what proportion of the people who change their behavior will see a resulting change in incomes or control. This can be particularly challenging to estimate, especially the latter indicator, which relies on various social norms which influence women’s willingness or ability to experience change. Given the difficulty, when in doubt, WIN is conservative, and might update the projections as the intervention evolves and more information becomes available.

WIN documents the projections for each indicator of an interventions as well as the evidence or sources that underlie the calculations assumptions in the ‘4. Targets and results’ tab in the intervention guide. Documenting assumptions behind projections is useful to provide clarity, and helps us update the projections when we need.
Once WIN obtains the actual information on the indicators and documents it in the intervention guide during monitoring meetings, WIN compares it against the projected numbers.  This comparison is useful for tracking progress of the intervention, learning, and to develop actions towards meeting the targets when a deviation exists. In some instances, WIN might revise initial projections, for example when the commitment of resources of the partner for the pilot changes with impact in the potentially reached beneficiaries. WIN documents the changes in projections in the ‘7. Log of changes’ tab in the intervention guide.

ANNEX 2: ATTRIBUTION STRATEGY AND APPROACHES
WIN operates within complex systems, with many factors that affect the changes the programme aims to catalyse. Given this complexity, WIN has to determine the extent to which measured changes are due to its actions, as opposed to other external factors, in order to accurately assess the impact of its interventions. This is measuring attribution. WIN aims at claiming plausible attribution, balancing credibility with practicality when assessing programme results: the emphasis is on generating a credible account for results to be used in improving interventions, rather than providing scientific ‘proof’.
As WIN interventions all operate as part of a wider system it is important, therefore, to appreciate the position of an intervention within a wide range of causal factors, and to report the external factors that have an influence on the scale and nature of change measured. In this light, WIN documents external factors that might have an impact in intervention results in the cover page tab of each intervention guide.
The DCED Standard requires reporting on attribution – where possible. However, within WIN’s context, it may not always be possible to assess attribution. Contribution is likely to be more appropriate where WIN looks at impact created on sector-wide change, such as influenced policies or mind-sets, rules or norms, or works with a large number of other actors who are also supporting the change. Contribution differs from attribution in that it does not seek to divide up the total impact measured, but recognizes that they are jointly responsible for the results with others.

Steps in a contribution analysis: 

1. Specifying the intended activities, outputs, results and outcomes in a program-level theory of change or intervention-level results-chain 

2. Collecting evidence along the ToC (i.e. evidence of delivery of activities; short-term outcomes; medium-term outcomes) to conceptually link the outcomes observed to WIN’s activities and outputs 

3. Considering alternative explanations for results (e.g. another program, or a general shift in the market) 

4. Presenting a conclusion about WIN’s contribution based on a logical, transparent argument
Using the results chain to assess attribution or contribution
The results chain is the first important instrument that helps WIN determine whether impact level changes are due to its’ (or its partners’) activities. This involves measuring change in every box, and establishing a causal link from one box to the next. In order for the results chains to be credible and convincing to support claims of attribution or contribution, they are designed based on two key principles:

· Short steps, not giant leaps: the step from one change (box) to the next is small, with minimal assumptions involved. The greater the leap, and the greater the assumptions between the cause and effect, the greater the number of external factors that can influence the effect
· Make assumptions explicit and monitor whether they hold: Even with short steps, there are always assumptions that are made. These assumptions can be about external factors holding steady (e.g. state government priorities not changing) or hypotheses about how change happens (e.g. the ratio of increased productivity to increased revenue). WIN ensures these assumptions are documented explicitly (in the cover page tab of each IG) and monitors whether these assumptions hold true. 

To strengthen its assessment of attribution, WIN also deploys the following strategies:
· Open-ended, qualitative questions: explicitly asking about other factors that are contributing to behaviour changes among market players using open-ended questions. 
· Look for alternative explanations: not assuming that our intervention is responsible for the change but looking for alternative reasons why change might have occurred, and trying to test them through qualitative interviews.

Assessing counterfactuals
The attribution narrative told through the results chains can be complemented with measurement of a counterfactual. The table below outlines common counterfactual-based attribution methods used by WIN.
	Attribution method
	When WIN uses it
	Observations

	Before and after comparison with opinion (BACO) – quantitative and qualitative

	Measuring the difference between the end-line (after the intervention) and the baseline (before the intervention). Additional qualitative information from key informants should also be collected to confirm (or not) that the changes between the before and after situation are due (or not) to the intervention. If only a portion of the change seems to be due to the intervention, WIN uses the opinion/qualitative answers of the respondents to estimate that portion of the total change.
	When there are no, or very few, external influential factors, and when these can be neglected or isolated. For interventions focused on changing one or a few discrete aspects that can be easily measured. It is also used when establishing a control group is not feasible


	In some cases, WIN will attempt to exclude respondents influenced by other factors, in order to better understand the impact of WIN. For example, in interventions mostly related to agriculture, survey scripts ensure that those already supported by extension workers or other organisations are excluded from the sample of respondents as to be able to have a higher degree of confidence that impacts of interventions by WIN/ WIN’s partners can be better isolated

In some instances, WIN might opt to do a retrospective baseline (measured at endline, looking backwards). E.g. when there is low budget availability for baseline and endline or when doing a baseline would delay beginning of implementation activities 

	Difference-in-difference – quantitative (quasi-experimental design) (QED)

	Measure the difference between the after and before situation of the treatment group minus the difference between the after and before situation of the comparison group. The comparison group and treatment groups are not randomly selected and it is important to verify that both groups are exposed and react identically to the same external factors.
	Use if there are multiple causal influences that are all independent of one another and can be controlled for. 


	Since WIN focuses on supporting women economic empowerment, it is sometimes possible to use gender-disaggregated data on economic participation as a control group. For example, when the goal of an intervention is to increase the number of women customers, WIN only attributes to the program the share of women customers that is additional to the one measured at baseline. This is effectively a difference-in-difference study, but using gender-disaggregated data to form the control group.

	Comparison groups – quantitative (CG)

	This is similar to the difference-in-difference method, except that the allocation of respondents to treatment or comparison group is only done after the intervention. 
	Used when we don’t know in advance who will benefit and who will not benefit from the intervention (e.g. for media interventions who has been exposed or not to the show). Most useful when we expect that not all potential users actually become users. Used if there are multiple causal influences that are all independent of one another and can be controlled for.
	


The choice of attribution method for each intervention is listed in the ‘measurement plan’ tab of the intervention guide of each intervention, under the column entitled ‘Attribution plan (if relevant)’.
ANNEX 3: OVERLAP STRATEGY AND APPROACH
Many programs find that they reach the same individuals multiple times through different interventions. This is generally a good thing, as it gives individuals the opportunity to benefit in multiple ways, addressing different constraints and potentially deepening the program’s impact. However, it means that simply adding up the number of the target group reached by each intervention can give a misleading picture of the program’s overall impact as there could be some double counting of beneficiaries. 

For example, if intervention A and B both reach 1,000 farmers, then a simple addition would suggest that the program has reached 2,000 farmers in total. If intervention A and B work in the same area, however, with the same target group, then there is likely to be overlap between the two groups. If the interventions have actually reached exactly the same farmers, then the total number of farmers reached should be 1,000, not 2,000. Therefore, the DCED Standard requires programs to estimate the level of overlap, and adjust results for it if necessary.
Overlap is most likely to occur when WIN has multiple interventions in the same sub-sector, or in different sub-sectors but in the same geographical area. This is illustrated in the table below: 

	
	Sub-sector 1
	Sub-sector 2
	Sub-sector 3
	Sub-sector 4

	Area 1
	Intervention A
	
	Intervention B
	

	Area 2
	
	Intervention C 

Intervention D
	
	

	Area 3
	Intervention E
	
	
	

	Area 4
	
	
	
	Intervention F


In the table, intervention F is not likely to have any overlap, as it works in a different area and sub-sector to the other interventions. Interventions A/B and A/E may experience some overlap, as they work in the same sub-sector and same areas respectively. Interventions C and D are more likely to overlap, sharing both a sub-sector and an area. 

The first step WIN takes in estimating overlap is to map out its interventions in a format similar to the above, to identify where overlap may be a concern. If there is no significant overlap between interventions (because they work in different areas, for example) then it can be ignored. ‘Significant’ overlap is normally considered to be under 5%.  

In other cases, overlap might be closer to 100%. This can be the case with media interventions specially when they have nation-wide broadcasting and the same target audience, for example, as they reach large numbers of people they might end up including the beneficiaries of other interventions or the same beneficiaries benefiting from different media interventions. If overlap is expected to be very significant (defined as over 95%), then WIN might just report results from the intervention with the largest reach number.

Where overlap is likely to be between 5% and 95%, then it should be separately estimated and accounted for in the reporting system. This can be done by:
· Considering how the interventions relate to the total numbers of the target group in an area. If an intervention reaches 100% of all farmers in an area, then there will be complete overlap with other interventions

· Using secondary data on beneficiaries (such as their location or phone numbers) to try to check overlap between interventions. (but hard to do in the presence of media interventions as beneficiaries are often unidentifiable without massive studies)

· Including questions on overlap in surveys, for example by asking all respondents questions designed to check which interventions they have been part of/ exposed to

· Relying on the judgement of intervention managers or partners. 

The IGs includes a box for tracking overlap, in the cover page. In this box, intervention managers can include all other interventions with similar geographic and sectoral reach, to help track where overlap might happen.
ANNEX 4: DISPLACEMENT
Displacement refers to a common challenge in private sector development, that positive growth in one sector or activity or group of people can come at the expense of others. For example, suppose WIN supports a group of farmers to increase the quality of their produce. When they sell in the local market, other nearby non-supported farmers may find that their sales reduce, as they cannot compete with the better products of the supported farmers. In that case, although WIN would receive positive reports from our monitoring data, the overall impact of the intervention would be questionable if it resulted in displacement. 

Therefore, potential risks of displacement for each intervention should be considered during the intervention design stage, documented in the IG ‘Cover page’ tab, under the question ‘Does this intervention result in displacement?’ and monitored throughout implementation.
Displacement is very difficult to monitor in practice. Although it is important to keep an eye out for it where possible, the DCED Standard does not require that displacement is monitored on an ongoing basis. If signs of displacement are observed (for example, you might hear during a field trip that the partner’s growth came at the expense of other businesses), this should be monitored using the process listed below under ‘monitoring unintended consequences’.
To prevent the risks of displacement, WIN tries to work in interventions where: 
· There is a significant potential for growth. This ensures that the sector can grow without displacing existing businesses

· There is more demand for the product than the market can currently supply. This means that additional supply will not displace existing businesses
ANNEX 5: MONITORING UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES
Unintended effects are any changes that are due to WIN’s activities, but were not anticipated when designing the interventions. These changes could be positive, such as:

· Listeners of a business skills related radio show supported by WIN set up a WhatsApp support group, staying in touch and giving each other advice and mentorship

· Participants of a promotional training for a partner’s product or service supported by WIN become sales agents for that company

· New users of savings products from WIN’s partners increase enrolment in educational facilities due to increased savings that can be used on school fees

They could also be negative, such as: 

· Increased women’s decision-making ability leads to conflict within traditional families. 

· Women are unable to pay back loans taken back under a WIN-supported intervention. 

WIN intervention managers strive to gather information to detect these changes informally, in the course of regular interactions with beneficiary households, service providers, government agencies, community representatives and partners. In addition, surveys to beneficiaries also often include “other” response options and open-ended questions to try to collect this type of information.
Information gathered on unintended consequences is stored in the ‘5. Change Log’ tab of the intervention guide.
ANNEX 6: SYSTEMIC CHANGE AND SUSTAINABILITY
The WIN program follows a Market Systems Development (MSD) approach, which is a practice that seeks to sustainably improve outcomes for the poor over the long term through the creation of ‘systemic change.
Systemic change is defined as ‘a change in the way core functions, supporting functions and rules perform that ultimately improves the poor’s terms of participation within the market system’.  Achieving systemic change ensures that many more people can be reached through interventions than if WIN focused on direct changes. It also ensures that changes will be sustainable, as they are continued by actors within the system, rather than aid-supported interventions.
Using the AAER framework

One useful framework that WIN uses to define and think through what systemic changes WIN is developing is the Springfield Centre’s AAER framework. This framework includes the key stages that can be used to benchmark progress towards change in market systems. These stages can be understood as degrees of systemic change that exhibit different levels of sustainability and scale. As a WEE-focused programme, WIN also strives to measure whether gender-sensitive practices or changes are taking place at each of the four steps described as follows.

· Change within the initial partner (‘adopt’ and ‘adapt’) - The first signs of systemic change are the extent to which our current partner is taking on and internalizing the change that the program is trying to facilitate. This might include that the partner incorporates a gendered lens in their practice, and have made their product/service more accessible for women. For example, WIN is supporting a micro-finance institution to move from cash to mobile money repayment of loans to make their customers, especially women, feel more secure on their finances and have more convenient methods of repaying loans that address their time and mobility constraints. When monitoring and measuring systemic change for this intervention, WIN looks for evidence to see whether the partner really have taken on this new business model and assesses whether they are committed and putting in their own resources into it, and whether they have continued interest in targeting women (e.g. because they get a higher repayment rate or more customers).
· Changes within competing businesses (‘expand’) - If the initial partner is successfully implementing the new business model (and in practice sometimes even when it isn’t!) WIN tries to see assess if there are changes in competing businesses. To continue the same microfinance example, WIN might see other microfinance institutions taking aspects of the business model introduced by WIN and its partner and have increased interest in targeting women entrepreneurs. This is often referred to as ‘crowding-in’, and is a key component of sustainability because it indicates that the innovation is not restricted to a single company but is becoming more widespread in the market system.
· Other changes to rules and supporting functions (‘respond’) - Lastly, WIN assesses whether other organizations, other than WIN’s partners or competing businesses introduce changes in response to intervention outputs and outcomes. There is seldom just one supporting function or rule responsible for a market system not working well; instead, they fail for multiple reasons. Since each intervention mainly focuses on a single core or supporting function or rule, this means that WIN should always be thinking about how a particular intervention interacts with others, and how results can be broadened outside the single intervention area. For example, WIN’s intervention on microfinance may create evidence that convinces the government to change regulation governing mobile money or may incentivize mobile money operators to improve their services further on delivering more functionality to customers. This ensures that the supporting function is more sustainable, and has more potential to reach greater scale. This is referred to as ‘respond’. In terms of WEE, respond can also be refer to the change in social norms around women entrepreneurs, which might come as an indirect result of the intervention.
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Including adopt and adapt in the results chain

The first step towards WIN monitoring sustainability of its interventions is to include it in interventions’ results chains and measurement plans. 
For every market actor included in the results chain (mostly WIN’s partners and end beneficiaries), WIN includes at least one box showing their incentive for continuing the new practices introduced by the intervention. For private actors, this is often a commercial incentive. For example, smallholder farmers may increase their yields and profits as a result of intervention activities and in turn businesses may increase their sales and gain a first-mover advantage in a new market, or entrepreneurs may start or grow their business increasing their income.  But there are also non-commercial reasons why market actors may sustain new practices. Governments, NGOs, and other public actors, for example, often have incentives to achieve their institutional objectives or to position themselves for funding. In the case of beneficiaries, female entrepreneurs for example may be incentivized to sustain practices due to the freedom and respect or financial independence that starting a business brings them.
Including explicitly these incentives in the results chain allows WIN to set indicators to monitor these changes. Some example indicators are given below. These can be both qualitative or quantitative.
As mentioned before, at the ‘adopt’ and ‘adapt’ levels, expected changes are included in the results chain and indicators are set for each change. WIN will therefore monitor the roles, motivation and incentives for all partners to understand the extent to which they are adopting and adapting a new innovation. Findings around adoption and adaption for each intervention are also summarised in the ‘systemic change tracker’ tab in the intervention guide. 

At the ‘expand’ and ‘respond’ levels, WIN can also include the expected pathway for systemic change in the results chain. However, these pathways are typically more unpredictable, and it is therefore harder to plan and document for them at the beginning. Therefore, as per ‘adopt’ and ‘adapt’, expected impacts are documented at the design stage of the intervention in the intervention strategy document and actual observations around expansion and response summarised in the ‘systemic change tracker’ tab in the Intervention Guide.
Some indicators used by WIN to measure for all four stages of the AAER framework are outlined below:
· Adopt:

· Profitability (or not) of the new business model (for the partner and/or the beneficiaries).

· Qualitative feedback on the interest of partners in continuing new business model, using gendered information, and targeting women customers.

· Capacity (human, finance, technical) of partner to sustain new business model.

· Investment in new business model.

· Beneficiary groups’ satisfaction with the outcomes of partners’ new behaviour/practice change (e.g. new service provided).

· Interest shown by the service provider in continuation of the service, and reasons for this. 
· Adapt:

· Partners’ investment in upholding, or qualitatively/quantitatively improving upon, the pro-women change(s) adopted, without programme support.

· Continuation of the business model, without programme support. 

· Qualitative information on how partners have adapted the new business model to new circumstances, experience or information.

· Expand:

· Number of new (competing) players entering the market (crowding-in).

· Number of (new) players copying the programme initiated behavioural/practice change, by using gendered information and targeting women customers.

· Increased leadership and co-ordination in the provision of the programme initiated behavioural/ practice change.

· Respond:

· Qualitative information on the changing social norms on women entrepreneurs

· Qualitative information on the changing regulation to support women entrepreneurs

Information sources for systemic change

There are three main information sources for measuring and monitoring systemic change:

· The partner. Many of the changes listed above relate to changes in the partner, and their direct competitors. Consequently, the partner is a key source for information about systemic change. For effectively getting information to monitor systemic change from partners WIN should:
· Be clear from the beginning. Before the partnership agreement is signed, be clear with the partner that the program goals are to facilitate change in the market – not just to support their business. Explain that the program wants to ensure sustainable, large-scale change, and that long-term monitoring contributes to that goal.

· Include post-partnership monitoring in the partnership agreement. Partnership agreements typically include a monitoring schedule. If possible, WIN should include monitoring after the end of the partnership as well, not just during it.

· Reduce the intensity of monitoring post-partnership. During partnership activities, partners often submit six-monthly or quarterly reports, covering a wide range of indicators. This level of reporting cannot be expected once the partnership has finished. Instead, focus on a small number of key indicators, reduce the frequency of monitoring, and rely on in-depth interviews to supplement this information.

· Target group. Women in WIN’s target group are the ones expected to benefit from systemic change, so they are often best able to provide data and insights on it. For example, if the expected systemic change is that women can pay back microfinance loans through mobile money, the target group could be asked how many loans they have, in which financial institutions and how they are paid back. This would enable WIN to track changes outside the direct partner. The target group can also provide information on whether this benefits them. Even if purely qualitative, it would be useful information for WIN’s internal monitoring. 

· Other stakeholders. Partners are not the only source of relevant information about a system. It is critical to also get information from other actors who can offer complimentary viewpoints. For example, this might be those with a relationship with the program partners, such as suppliers, consumers, or competitors. It could also include other companies, public agencies, or organisations involved in the system. In order to effectively get information from these actors WIN should: 

· Build – and value – good relationships. The most important determinant of a program’s ability to get information from non-partners is the quality of their relationships. If intervention managers are trusted by system actors, talk to them regularly, and are seen as neutral facilitators, it will be easier to get information than it otherwise would be

· Provide something back. As a facilitator, a program can provide value to system actors, even if there is no formal partnership. A program can provide information such as market research, offer connections to supporting networks and associations, or just give ideas and advice

· Be realistic about what information others can share. It is often not feasible to get sensitive, commercial information from actors without a partnership agreement. However, it is still possible to get useful information, such as the number of farmers an organisation works with, the number of employees in their business, and their perceptions of system change overall.
Measuring impact of systemic change

Where possible, WIN will measure the impact of systemic change on beneficiaries. WIN recognizes that this is challenging and relatively few programs have managed to do this effectively at scale. In order to estimate the impact of systemic change, WIN can: 

· Work with system actors to get estimates of the number of the target group reached. For example, if WIN finds an example of expansion, it could ask the relevant companies to give sales figures which might help WIN estimate the number of the target group who benefitted from that expansion. 
· Interview the target group. Large-scale surveys are often difficult to conduct when monitoring the impact of systemic change, as it is very difficult to identify the population of people who benefitted. However, if WIN is reporting on impact from systemic change, it will seek to conduct interviews with the relevant beneficiaries. These are likely to be primarily qualitative, and based on a small sample, but will provide some confirmatory evidence that there was a real benefit from the systemic change for beneficiaries.
Reporting systemic change in the logframe
The AAER framework maps onto WIN’s logframe indicators as follows:
	Logframe indicator
	Definition
	Relevant AAER quadrant

	Outcome Indicator 1.4: Nº of private sector and other partners responding to changes introduced by the program in a way that benefits women
	Actors in the market, in or outside of direct competition of program partners, who change strategy or approach to replicate or accommodate a market change introduced by the program
	Expand or respond. This indicator tracks the number of other actors who are influenced by innovations originally supported by WIN, either by copying or responding to them. 

	Outcome Indicator 1.5: Nº of private sector and other partners sustaining or expanding a change introduced by the program in a way that benefits women
	Project partners who continue and/or add new evolution of the change brought about by the program, extending it beyond any partnership agreement or WIN support
	Adapt. This indicator tracks the number of WIN partners who invest and extend the change brought about by the program
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