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OBJECTIVE

AThe objective of the analysis is to rank districts based
on their performance

APerformance is measured using set of input and
output indicators used for program reviews by
GoUP



A The districts are ranked based on 34 key indicators (7 Kl !n OIPIE il I el 2l 2T R

input indicators and 27 output indicators). % change in IPD from last year 325 76.0 -66.0 588.9

A The input indicators are taken from the financial data and B€d occupancy rate 348 311 2.2 197.1

the performance indicators are taken from the HMIS/ % change in pathology investigation from lastye 39.8  57.6 -28.2 4146

UPHMIS/ MCTS data. % Institutional deliveries 41.3 11.5 12.2 74.2

A These indicators are routinely used by the NHM for % Missing delivery 46.3 13.7 10.2 78.0

reviewing performance of the district and/or CMOs % of beneficiaries received JSY 78.8 15.6 37.6 111.3

during review meetings at the state for HMIS/UPHMIS/ 9 Institutional deliveries ASHA received JSY

MCTS and financial data benefits 575 174 194 106.4

% of Gsection deliveries 3.6 4.2 0.0 23.3

W % fully immunized children 752 154 511 156.2

Dev., dropout children from BCG to Measles 1.1 12.2 -46.5 25.7

% of Budgettilized RCH flexi pool ~ 52.1 10.5 16.6 75.2 9 of Sterilization to total workload 31 24 02 112

% of Budgeutilized Mission flexi pool 23.5 8.3 6.6  43.8 o4 of JUCD insertion to total workload 153 7.1 3.0 34.4

% of Budgettilized RI 31.0 135 8.0 86.7 o 0f PPIUCD insertion to total IUCD inserted ~ 22.5  17.1 06  107.1

% of Budgettilized NUHM 314 146 06 63.5 o Cataract Operation against target 50 13.0 0.0 101.6

% of Budgeutilized National % facilities uploaded HMIS data on or before 5t 83.9  17.1 40.4  100.0
f%oo?‘grzlgtﬁction S G 28] QDL S8 L 9ied % facilities compiled and forwarded HMIS data

S 980 7.6 500 1000 °©F before 10th 19.0 38.7 0.0 100.0

% facilities uploaded UPHMIS data on time 246 321 0.0 94.8
% of estimateghregwomen registered in MCTS = 62.9 14.7 23.0 133.1
% of estimated children registered in MCTS 41.5 12.4 17.5 97.8

%Budget utilized in construction wor 83.0 20.0 7.8 100.0
Rate of change of ins del rate 25 228 -709 933
% of pregnancy identifiedas HRF 2.0 1.6 0.0

: - : : :

% receivedull ANC (3 ANC) 664 91 497 904 % Fully |mmun|zgd children as per MCTS 17.1 7.5 4.8 46.9
# of women received full ANC (3 ANC) as per

Maternaldeath reported per 1000 MCTS 18.0 8.8 4.0 47.6

expected death 87.5 115.1 0.0 576.0 : : : :

# of delivery reported as per MCTS 10.5 6.7 1.0 28.9



METHOD
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Summary of output indicators between poor and best performance districts

- ]
I A o B
Dev.

Poor performer Best performer

% change in OPD from last year 12.4 16.4 -13.8 26.4 59.1 50.5 9.0 138.3
% change in IPD from last year 6.1 14.7 -9.8 28.8 145.2 229.2 6.8 588.9
Bed occupancy rate 16.0 16.5 2.2 44.4 50.2 31.6 2.6 77.9
% change in pathology investigation from last year 2.0 35.8 -28.2 59.9 53.3 30.6 3.4 95.2
% Institutional deliveries 30.1 11.2 19.2 46.4 55.6 14.6 38.3 74.2
% Missing delivery 60.2 8.9 49.5 73.6 36.0 14.3 13.8 49.1
% of beneficiaries received JSY 68.3 8.1 55.5 76.8 85.6 9.4 71.4 99.1
% Institutional deliveries ASHA received JSY benefits 45.5 6.2 38.9 54.9 63.5 10.7 48.3 75.9
% of Gsection deliveries 3.9 4.5 0.0 11.2 3.5 3.7 0.6 10.6
% fully immunized children 62.9 8.5 53.0 71.8 72.8 7.8 63.4 84.7
dropout children from BCG to Measles 14 4.7 -5.5 7.3 1.6 10.1 -12.2 15.0
% of Sterilization to total workload 2.7 2.7 1.2 7.6 4.8 2.8 0.7 9.1

% of IUCD insertion to total workload 15.1 4.7 9.7 20.3 21.7 7.1 134 34.4
% of PPIUCD insertion to total IUCD inserted 18.2 9.4 7.2 315 25.2 12.2 12.5 41.3
% Cataract Operation against target 2.0 1.3 0.7 34 13.3 17.9 1.1 46.7
% facilities uploaded HMIS data on or before 5th 71.4 23.6 43.4 100.0 91.6 9.4 77.1 100.0
% facilities compiled and forwarded HMIS data on or before I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.6 52.4 0.0 100.0
% facilities uploaded UPHMIS data on time 1.4 3.1 0.0 6.9 18.5 37.9 0.0 94.8
% of estimategoregwomen registered in MCTS 50.0 6.8 42.7 59.4 67.0 9.1 58.6 83.3
% of estimated children registered in MCTS 33.9 7.1 23.3 40.4 48.2 12.3 39.1 72.3
% Fully immunized children as per MCTS 11.3 3.1 6.4 14.6 22.5 7.5 14.0 354
# of women received full ANC (3 ANC) as per MCTS 11.9 3.2 8.1 15.1 31.3 12.9 17.0 47.6

# of delivery reported as per MCTS 5.6 4.0 1.0 10.0 19.5 8.9 7.3 28.9



Summary of output indicators between poor and best performance districts

Poor performer Best performer
Rate of change of institutional delivery rate -18.0 36.0 -70.9 21.2 11.7 28.2 -19.7 54.7
% of registeregregnancydentified as high risk (MCTS) 1.2 1.6 0.3 4.0 25 1.1 15 4.3
% of registered pregnant women received 3 ANC 61.5 55 53.9 66.9 71.8 10.3 56.4 88.6
Maternal death reported in HMIS per 1000 expected
deaths 44.2 26.3 0.0 64.0 278.6 195.2 0.0 576.0

Summary of input indicators between poor and best performance districts

Poor performer Best performer
% of Budgettilized RCH flexi pool 43.4 13.9 30.9 63.2 58.8 7.9 45.9 66.8
% of Budgetitilized Mission flexi pool 23.0 11.0 12.8 40.3 22.9 3.9 16.7 27.2
% of Budgetitilized RI 195 5.9 115 25.1 39.2 10.5 28.2 56.7
% of Budgetitilized NUHM 18.8 14.4 7.3 42.9 31.3 8.4 185 40.7
% of Budgeutilized Nationaprogramme 34.7 14.8 16.7 57.5 28.7 14.0 5.3 47.9
% ofconstruction works completed/iprogress 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0

%Budget utilized in construction work 77.5 28.9 29.7 99.7 87.5 23.1 41.1 100.0




Summary of output Indicators for best and poor performance districts

I s o e N N

| Totlscore [ | | [ 119 119 121 125
. Rak_ | | [ 4 Z 3 2 1
% change in OPD from last year 6.8 26.4 -13.8 76.1 86.0 35.0 138.3 9.0 10.3
% change in IPD from last year -9.8 6.0 -3.3 588.9 55.2 6.8 10.8 197.7 11.6
Bed occupancy rate 2.2 10.9 14.1 55.7 2.6 77.9 76.3 20.1 68.7
% change in pathology investigation from last year -0.3 59.9 -28.2 42.7 70.4 57.6 50.6 3.4 95.2
% Institutional deliveries 22.2 36.5 19.2 60.1 52.0 38.3 40.8 74.2 68.3
% Missing delivery 63.1 56.9 73.6 30.3 45.9 48.9 49.1 13.8 28.3
% of beneficiaries received JSY 71.2 76.8 66.2 82.0 89.3 81.7 99.1 90.1 714
% Institutional deliveries ASHA received JSY benefits 47.6 41.9 54.9 53.6 64.2 48.3 67.5 71.8 75.9
% of Gsection deliveries 4.9 0.7 11.2 0.6 4.3 10.6 1.6 0.8 3.3
% fully immunized children 54.7 68.7 53.0 63.4 69.3 68.4 71.8 79.4 84.7
dropout children from BCG to Measles 3.8 0.6 7.3 15.0 0.1 7.5 -7.3 6.3 -12.2
% of Sterilization to total workload 1.7 1.6 7.6 0.7 5.9 5.0 9.1 4.9 3.2
% of IUCD insertion to total workload 20.3 18.7 10.8 18.5 20.7 13.4 19.5 23.5 34.4
% of PPIUCD insertion to total IUCD inserted 7.2 15.2 235 24.8 12.5 15.7 38.7 184 41.3
% Cataract Operation against target 34 0.7 2.4 1.2 1.1 19.9 2.5 46.7 8.5
9% facilities uploaded HMIS data on or before 5th 59.3 91.6 43.4 98.8 77.1 87.2 100.0 100.0 86.5
% facilities compiled and forwarded HMIS data on or before 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.5 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
% facilities uploaded UPHMIS data on time 0.0 0.0 0.0 94.8 16.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
% of estimateghregwomen registered in MCTS 46.4 54.7 42.7 70.2 58.6 59.7 83.3 64.0 66.3
% of estimated children registered in MCTS 36.2 30.3 39.1 43.0 40.1 39.1 72.3 46.4 48.0
% Fully immunized children as per MCTS 13.1 11.4 14.6 25.1 23.3 14.0 354 17.5 19.6
# of women received full ANC (3 ANC) as per MCTS 8.9 15.1 14.5 47.6 22.1 25.9 46.8 28.1 17.0

# of delivery reported as per MCTS 3.1 9.6 4.1 25.3 9.9 20.8 7.3 24.9 28.9



Summary of output indicators for best and poor performance districts

Rate of change of institutional delivery rate -70.9 4.3 -35.2 17.6 30.0 -14.3 -19.7 54.7 1.6
% of registered pregnency identified as high ri

(MCTS) 0.8 0.8 4.0 3.0 1.7 4.3 3.2 1.6 15
% of registered pregnant women received 3 A 63.5 65.5 57.9 56.4 72.1 71.6 73.5 68.9 88.6
Maternal death reported in HMIS per 1000

expected deaths 62.7 0.0 53.0 0.0 170.1 249.4 387.1 289.2 576.0

Summary of input indicators for best and poor performance districts

% of Budgetitilized RCH flexi pool 63.2 32.9 37.5 63.4 59.9 63.9 45.9 52.8 66.8
% of Budgeutilized Mission flexi pool 40.3 17.5 17.0 27.2 25.8 25.2 16.7 21.2 21.3
% of Budgeutilized RI 22.6 115 23.4 41.3 42.5 28.2 28.8 56.7 38.0
% of Budgeutilized NUHM 42.9 12.0 7.3 30.5 31.0 40.7 26.7 18.5 40.4
% of Budgeutilized Nationaprogramme 30.7 57.5 36.9 31.2 5.3 29.1 47.9 24.5 34.4

% ofconstruction works completed/iprogress 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
%Budget utilized in construction work 71.6 29.7 89.1 93.2 41.1 100.0 90.8 100.0 100.0



TOP AND BOTTOM PERFORMERUL 2016

ATop 5 performer

Lalitpur(132),Shaml(125),Bagpat(121),Shahranpu119),
Sultanpur(119), Kannauj (119)

Bottom 5 performer :
Bijnor (70), KanpurDehat(73), Meerut (74)

*() indicates score obtained by the districts



Classification of districts of Uttar Pradesh based on performance score
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Classification of districts of Uttar Pradesh based on performance score
g
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORVBMORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMBGICRE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMAGICRE
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