RANKING OF DISTRICTS ONTHE BASIS OF PROGRAM REVIEW
INDICATORS




OBJECTIVE

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

* Performance is measured using set of input and

output indicators used for program reviews by
GoUP
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e The districts are ranked based on 34 key indicators (7 iclehianze in Chblmllastysan 20 207 = Sl

input indicators and 27 output indicators). % change in IPD from last year 332 91.1 -57.1 648.0

*  The input indicators are taken from the financial data and Bed occupancy rate 54.9 452 32 208.5

the performance indicators are taken from the HMIS/ % change in pathology investigation from last year ~ 35.1 543 -43.8 395.5
UPHMIS/ MCTS data. % Institutional deliveries 45.2 1.9 12.3 72.1

*  These indicators are routinely used by the NHM for % Missing delivery 41.9 14.0 5.3 77.5

reviewing performance of the district and/or CMOs % of beneficiaries received |SY 79.7 14.0 37.7 104.9

during review meetings at the state for HMIS/UPHMIS/ % Institutional deliveries ASHA received JSY 587 16,1 208 102.2
MCTS and financial data benefits : : : :

% of C-section deliveries 3.5 4.0 0.0 228

mgw % fully immunized children 743 156 492 1594
dropout children from BCG to Measles 4.6 10.9 -30.8 28.8

% of Budget utilized RCH flexi pool 55.5 324 68.6 % of Sterilization to total workload 4.7 3.3 0.2 18.8
% of Budget utilized Mission flexi pool  34.0 8-7 124621 9 of JUCD insertion to total workload 228 104 4.5 49.2
% of Budget utilized RI 442 156 123 99.6 9 of PPIUCD insertion to total IUCD inserted 220 150 3.1 92.6

% of Budget utilized NUHM 504 162 51 843 % Cataract Operation against target 7.2 16.2 0.0 103.6

Z’r;’;iﬁi‘j utilized National 34.8 144 14.7 1241 % facilities uploaded HMIS data on or before 5th 86.7 17.3 19.2 100.0

?rz;::sr;struction works completed/in 982 75 500 100.0 frfzc;!::::s IC(;)t:]Plled and forwarded FiMIS data on 35.6 45.0 0.0 100.0
% Budget utilized in construction work 84.2 19.3 7.8 100.0 :A faC|||t|fas uploaded UPHMIS da'ta on t"_'ne 253 200 0.0 96.7

el e @l A 11 215 -623 844 % of est!mated prfeg womerf reglste'red in MCTS 63.9 14.1 23.1 119.3
5 . . % of estimated children registered in MCTS 444 1.0 18.6 86.1
% of pregnancy identified as HRP 34 25 01 10.4 % Fully i > ed child MCTS 295 8.3 59 555
% received full ANC (3 ANC) 69.2 9.2 526 103.1 ' .yimmunizedchrdren as per : : : :

# of women received full ANC (3 ANC) as per
91.8 1215 0.0 685.7 MCTS e e e il
# of delivery reported as per MCTS 14.3 8.0 1.2 364

Maternal death reported per 1000
expected death
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Summary of output indicators between poor and best performance districts

————

Poor performer Best performer
% change in OPD from last year 4.5 24.2 -34.5 29.5 23.1 24.3 2.9 63.9
% change in IPD from last year -10.4 13.5 -29.1 2.6 214.8 261.3 -2.3 648.0
Bed occupancy rate 25.2 27.4 3.2 73.1 106.8 45.7 33.0 169.0
% change in pathology investigation from last year 9.8 27.1 -27.5 41.1 55.3 20.3 35.1 91.8
% Institutional deliveries 32.2 11.9 21.0 49.8 53.7 16.2 323 71.9
% Missing delivery 55.9 12.2 37.3 70.7 33.9 12.2 15.6 47.0
% of beneficiaries received |SY 63.9 15.6 37.7 79.2 80.2 13.5 58.0 98.2
% Institutional deliveries ASHA received JSY benefits 45.0 14.8 20.8 58.0 57.5 14.0 35.1 71.3
% of C-section deliveries 4.1 4.8 0.0 11.6 3.1 3.7 0.6 10.5
% fully immunized children 62.0 6.7 53.8 68.6 73.0 7.9 59.3 82.8
dropout children from BCG to Measles 5.5 33 1.0 8.6 6.9 9.7 -6.9 21.0
% of Sterilization to total workload 4.6 3.2 2.3 9.7 5.6 3.8 1.1 11.1
% of IUCD insertion to total workload 20.9 5.7 14.0 27.6 28.3 12.8 12.2 49.2
% of PPIUCD insertion to total [IUCD inserted 22.1 11.8 7.5 34.8 311 13.7 16.7 54.4
% Cataract Operation against target 3.9 1.9 0.9 6.1 24.9 35.3 1.5 93.8
% facilities uploaded HMIS data on or before 5th 81.6 16.2 64.2 99.5 95.9 3.5 91.8 100.0
% facilities compiled and forwarded HMIS data on or before 10th  19.4 43.5 0.0 97.2 36.3 44.6 0.0 100.0
% facilities uploaded UPHMIS data on time 3.4 7.7 0.0 17.2 27.8 43.2 0.0 92.7
% of estimated preg women registered in MCTS 51.4 7.9 39.8 60.5 69.8 10.2 58.7 85.9
% of estimated children registered in MCTS 37.2 6.1 27.6 43.6 52.9 13.4 42.0 72.4
% Fully immunized children as per MCTS 15.1 1.3 13.5 16.6 30.3 14.2 20.0 55.5
# of women received full ANC (3 ANC) as per MCTS 15.9 2.1 14.0 19.1 35.8 13.5 20.6 54.6

# of delivery reported as per MCTS 8.5 4.1 5.0 13.4 24.7 9.5 10.5 36.4



.|
Summary of output indicators between poor and best performance districts
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Poor performer Best performer
Rate of change of institutional delivery rate -25.7 29.5 -62.3 -0.2 3.6 23.9 -29.7
% of registered pregnancy identified as high risk (MCTS) 3.0 = 0.3 6.7 5.3 2.3 1.5
% of registered pregnant women received 3 ANC 64.1 4.1 59.6 68.5 72.4 11.3 60.5
Z’Iea:;]rsnal death reported in HMIS per 1000 expected 491 330 0.0 832 263.1 997 1 32,7

Summary of input indicators between poor and best performance districts

44.7
8.7
90.4

685.7

It I N

Poor performer Best performer
% of Budget utilized RCH flexi pool 43.2 4.3 39.1 48.7 59.4 9.7 47.9
% of Budget utilized Mission flexi pool 27.3 e 21.5 30.3 35.4 5.6 28.8
% of Budget utilized Rl 25.0 11.9 12.9 43.1 511 12.4 33.9
% of Budget utilized NUHM 34.9 10.2 21.0 44.8 58.1 7.5 47.5
% of Budget utilized National programme 36.6 7.0 24.8 42.9 43.9 6.3 35.9
% of construction works completed/in progress 99.0 21 95.2 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0

% Budget utilized in construction work 80.4 23.0 40.0 97.5 97.3 4.2 90.8

68.6
44.4
66.5
69.3
53.6
100.0
100.0




Summary of output indicators for best and poor performance districts
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Summary of output indicators for best and poor performance districts
M--MMMHM-
Dehat |Aligarh|J P Nagar Bagpat Lalitpur

Rate of change of institutional delivery rate  -62.3 -0.8 -0.2 -13.0 -52.1 -29.7 -0.7 44.7 -1.7
% of registered pregnency identified as high

2.6 6.7 0.3 13 4.3 5.2 8.7 5.9 5.4 4.9 1.5
risk (MCTS)
% of registered pregnant women received g5 gg3 537 596 612 613 605 785 742 698  90.4
3 ANC ;

Maternal death reported in HMIS per 1000
expected deaths

Summary of input indicators for best and poor performance districts

83.2 0.0 40.9 45.7 75.8 32.7 115.0 276.5 200.4 268.5 685.7

B Ll
Dehat Aligarh |J P Nagar Bagpat [pur Lalitpur

% of Budget utilized RCH flexi pool 40.3 41.3 39.1 48.7 46.8 66.2 48.1 47.9 68.6 68.3 57.3
% of Budget utilized Mission flexi pool 28.9 21.5 29.1 30.3 26.9 34.2 38.7 28.8 44.4 30.8 35.3
% of Budget utilized Rl 215 12.9 30.0 17.8 43.1 63.1 46.5 33.9 43.3 66.5 53.5
% of Budget utilized NUHM 42.6 27.5 44.8 38.5 21.0 55.0 54.4 69.3 60.6 47.5 62.0
% of Budget utilized National programme 24.8 38.1 42.9 37.1 40.0 35.9 47.0 53.6 43.0 45.5 38.6
% of construction works completed/in

100.0 100.0 95.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
progress

% Budget utilized in construction work 87.1 40.0 88.2 97.5 89.1 93.2 100.0 90.8 100.0 100.0 100.0



TOP AND BOTTOM PERFORMER- SEP 2016

" Top 5 performer:

Lalitpur (127), Shamli (126), Shahranpur (123), Kannauj (119),
Bagpat (1 19), Etah (119)

Bottom 5 performer:
Bijnor (65), Kanpur Dehat (71),Aligarh (73),
Jyotiba Phule Nagar (75), Meerut (75)

*() 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
| |
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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CLASSIFICATION OF DISTRICTS OF UTTAR PRADESH BASED ON PERFORMANCE SCORE
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COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE RANKING

Bagpat (100), . Lalitpur ;

Shrawasti Moradabad Lalitpur I(?:Iazrgly (132), Lalitour I(_Ia;';|:)>ur

(100), Agra Jhansi (98), Mathura (99), Shamli (118), Bagpa’t Shamli (I 30l; Shamii

(100), Hardoi (102), Hardoi (98), (96), Jhansi Saharanpur (101), Hardoi, (122) (125), Kannz,luj (126)

Maunathbhan Jhansi (102), Barailly (99), (97), (98), Bareilly (118), o Bagpat ’ Firozabad,
Top i . . i ; Kannauj (124), Shahranpur .

._jan (100),  Firozabad Agra (99), Firozabad Firozabad (103), Firozabad (121), . Lalitpur

performin ; . . (124), Shamli (123), :
. Hardoi (103), Barailly Bagpat (98), Bareilly (98), Agra  Gautam (119), Etah Moradabad Shahranpur (121) e Shamli

(103), (104), (100), (99), (99), Bareilly Buddha (120), (124) (119), Shahr,anpur (119) Shahranpur

Barailly Lalitpur (107) Firozabad  Lalitpur (103) (104), Nagar Moradabad Lalitp’ur Sultanpur (119) Bagpa’t

(104), (ror) (107) Firozabad  (123), (127) (119), Bagpa,t (118) (119), Ecah

Firozabad (105) Shamli (128) Shamii (129) Kannauj (I |9)’

(106) (119)

. Kanpur
Kushinagar Kanpur
3212:260) (54), Kanpur g:nh:: ((;;;' Ezr;]zt:r(%) Dehat (58), Kanpur Bijnor (65),
.’ Kushinagar = Dehat (59), . ’ . ’ Jyotiba Bijnor (66), - Dehat (65), Kanpur

Chandauli Kushinagar Chitrakoot . Kanpur Bijnor (70), ... Kanpur

P ©) (55), Kanpur Banda (61), 1) (GO, [ Phule Nagar Ballia (72), Selien (7)), | ewmr Bijnor (68), Dehat (71), Dehat
oor i Dehat (59), Faizabad D ) map (60), Unnav Jyotiba ; ’ P Jyotiba Aligarh (73), ehat

Performin Kushinagar Faizabad (63), Meerut Faizabad Dehat (73), . Bijnor

©1) Banda (60), (65), (64) (64) (62), Phule Nagar (74), Bijnor Meerut (74) Phule Nagar Jyotiba Band
g v Faizabad (67), Chitrakoot 2 ’ . Mahoba (76), Meerut Bl (70), Phule Nagar anca,

Kashiram Chitrakoot Chandauli . (75) Chandauli

Fatehpur (68) (68), (62), Ballia  (76) Meerut (71), (75),
Nagar (62), Chandauli (63), (66), (62), Bijnor Aligarh (73) Meerut (75)
Banda (63) Fatehpur  Kasganj (66) > Bl g
(68) e (62)

*() indicates score obtained by the districts
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