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In Andrei’s paper on total market indicators, he proposes a composite of indicators addressing a variety of performance criteria in social marketing projects.  While many of these are also indicators of total market growth, there are some that are more relevant to behavior change, which, I believe is beyond the scope of the total market analysis.  I believe our focus is on market growth and market dynamics rather than just project performance.  Some of the indicators below may be appropriate for tracking project performance, but others are not as they are likely to be beyond the control of a project.
I propose four criteria for judging market health: market size, market equity, market accessibility and market sustainability.  For each of these criteria, I believe multiple indicators need to be considered since all indicators have their limitations in reliability, feasibility and cost.

· Market Size: The market “potential” as measured by the units of contraceptive products sold or distributed, the rate of use or the numbers of users.   

· Market Equity:   The ability of consumers in the market from all income quintiles to find products/services at prices they are willing to pay.

· Market Accessibility:   The ease of access to a contraceptive product in different geographical regions of a country/market.
· Market Sustainability:   The ability of the market to serve a critical mass of consumers with well established demand and willingness to pay with minimal government or donor support. When the market achieves this degree of viability, the number of market entrants will go up and market shares will be divided among a wider number of suppliers. The level of competition in the market from various sources of supply with unsubsidized sources of supply having a market share in excess of 50% substantial share and no one source having dominant share.

The table below gives more precise examples of the indicators and summarizes the various issues with each one.
	Indicator
	Interpretation and Reliability Issues
	Measurability and Cost Issues

	1. Market size
	
	

	1.1 Units of product sold or distributed
	When the data can be obtained, sales or distribution are reliable in that they can be verified against stock movements or revenues.  However, because sales can leak out of the market one is trying to measure and because significant percentages of units sold or distributed may be wasted, they are not a reliable proxy for use.   Sales can be difficult to compare since they may be collected at various points in the supply chain—units imported, units sold to a national distributor or units sold to retail level.  The closer the level of sale to the consumer, the better the indicator of use.


	Typically, sales from social marketing programs can be obtained easily and verified.  Units distributed through public sector programs may be difficult to obtain. Sales from commercial suppliers are very difficult to come by, unless the country has market reading services such as Neilsen or IMS.  The cost of obtaining sales data is comparatively low, except for IMS or Neilsen reading services that charge significant fees.

	1.2 Number of users
	To obtain this indicator, one would typically have to project from nationally representative surveys on reported use and model the number of users from population data.  In terms of assessing profit potential, the number of users in the market is as important as understanding average rate of user and the segments of heavy, medium and light users of products.
Estimates of number of users are only as reliable as the survey data and census on which the estimates are based. 
  
	Determining this requires nationally representative surveys and relatively recent census information.  In most markets of interest, this data would be available without needing further investment.  Where national surveys have not been done or where the specific product information is lacking, obtaining it would be very costly.


	1.3 Consumption of product per capita
	This indicator would have to be obtained by dividing units of product sold or distributed by the total population.  This indicator is another way of weighing the overall potential of the market since profitability depends not only on the total consumption but also on how concentrated that consumption is in geographic areas and how many heavy users there are.   This indicator provides a rough proxy for those factors. 

	If total units sold or distributed is available then this indicator is easily available at no cost.

	1.4 Number of products/ brands in the market, and number of product/brand launches in the last year.
	On the principle that supply increases as market potential increases, tracking the number of market entrants and market offerings is another proxy.  Conversely, if commercial products drop out of the market, it could be a sign that market potential is being hurt by subsidized or free competition.   These are not perfect indicators since many economic and regulatory factors drive market entrants.   However, all other factors being equal, supply will follow demand and market potential.  If the number of products or brands is dominated by free or subsidized brands, that still represents a market potential, albeit one that is dependent on increasing willingness to pay over time.

	This information is readily available from retail audits at minimal cost.   Even small samples of retail outlets will usually capture all the brands in a market.

	2. Market Equity
	
	

	2.1. Number of brands in the market determined to be affordable to lowest wealth group.
	Most affordability measures rely on arbitrary rules of thumb (e.g. 1% of GNP per capita should buy 1 CYP).  More sensitive measures of affordability need to be developed.  
	Establishing the number of brands and prices is easy.  Determining their “objective” affordability may require new methods. 

	2.2 Percentage of consumers (current users and non-users) in each wealth group who report that the product is affordable or that the price is not a barrier to use.
	Willingness to pay indicators are more reliable indicators of equity than ability to pay indicators which involve arbitrary rules set by outsiders to decide in the place of the consumer what the consumer “should” be able to pay.  Perceptions of affordability or willingness to pay are obtainable through surveys.  The higher the percentage and the more even the percentages are across income quintiles, the more equitable the market.
	Nationally representative surveys that include significant numbers of people from all income categories are long and costly to do. However, it may be possible to add willingness to pay questions to an existing household survey.  Or, it may be possible to collect this information from a targeted population (e.g. low and middle-income) on a smaller scale.

Respondents must know and understand the product or service and its costs and benefits to be able to reliably answer questions on willingness to pay.


	3. Market Accessibility
	
	

	3.1 Percentage of consumers in a defined geographic area of the market who report knowing where to obtain the product or who report that distance to a delivery point is not a barrier to use.
	Markets that may show strong growth and may be equitable in terms of pricing, may still have gaps for consumers in selected regions or in rural areas.  The higher this percentage for an area, the less effort and investment should be made in opening delivery points, managing distribution channels, etc.   Low percentage areas require more attention to stockouts, opening of delivery points and communication to consumers about where to find the product.

	This information can be collected through surveys, provided the survey sample includes sufficiently large samples in the areas of interest.  The smaller the analytical unit of area, the more expensive it will be to provide statistically significant samples for all areas of the market.  The larger the analytical area, the less guidance the data provides on improving accessibility.

	3.2 Percentage of product delivery points reporting a stockout in the last 3-6 months.
	When appropriate systems are established to collect this data (including retail outlet surveys) the indicator is a highly reliable predictor of accessibility.  Knowing what to do about the indicator is more problematic since stockouts may reflect poor resupply systems, a sudden increase in demand, poor forecasting by the retailer, cashflow constraints by the retailer, etc. 
	Within a closed system such as the public sector, there may be reliable MIS systems producing data on rates and duration of stockouts.  In commercial retail outlets, this may be available from Neilsen or IMS readings or through retail outlet surveys.

	3.3 Number of delivery points in a given area or for a given population.
	Some product or service delivery points may be registered with government authorities such that it is possible to analyze the number of service delivery points in specific districts with known populations.  The higher the ratio of delivery points to consumers, the higher the accessibility.  Some social marketing programs also track numbers of outlets and where they are located.  There is a large margin of error, however since the indicator represents a “point in time” image of accessibility, and the data are often out of date and difficult to keep up to date.  Outlets that closed are typically not taken off the registration lists in a timely manner and even in a social marketing database, outlets that may still exist, may have chosen to stop carrying the product.

	If in-country references sources exist (provider registration lists, SM databases), this indicator can be obtained at low cost.  If not, conducting a census of commercial retail outlets can be expensive.  Typically, however, pharmacies and clinics are limited enough in number that registration lists combined with some on the ground verification, can provide a fairly accurate picture. 

	4. Market Sustainability
	
	

	4.1 Market leader’s market share
	Dominance of market by one provider is typically a sign of a weak, unsustainable market.  When the government or a social marketing program provides 80-90% of a product type it means that the market is dependent on a single source of supply and the subsidy that finances the source of supply.  In a healthy, sustainable market, there are multiple sources of supply, many of which are unsubsidized and no one provider has more than 30-40% of the market share.

	As long as number of units can be estimated and that the source of each seller/distributor of product units can be identified, then market share can be calculated through a percentage of each provider’s units over the total units distributed or sold.

	4.2 Number of unsubsidized brands in the market and market share of unsubsidized brands.
	Although the overall number of brands/products in the market is representative of market potential, market sustainability should only take account of the unsubsidized brands—these may be commercial or sold at full cost recovery from government or NGO providers.

	Number of brands in the market is easily available through small retail audits. Knowing the source of supply and the retail price should be sufficient to determine which of the brands are unsubsidized.

	4.3  Number of sources of supply serving the market
	A market that has all its supply “eggs” in one basket is less sustainable that one which is supplied from several sources.  A market may have several brands supplied by a single NGO in which case it is less sustainable than a market that has the same number of brands, but supplied by several sources (commercial, government and NGO).

	Retail audits and background research on the suppliers of each brand will be sufficient to establish this indicator.


