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Opening Screen
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Input Basic Information Tab – Parameters of the 
analysis
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Input Administrative Units for the Analysis
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Input Program Areas and Indicators
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Input Quality Thresholds

Recommended User-defined
Domain 1:  Completeness and Consistency of Reporting/Indicator Data Col 1 Col 2

1a

1a1a 75%

1a1b 75%

1a2a 75%

1a2b 75%

1a3a 75%

1a3b 75%

1a4a 75%

1a4b 75%

1b

Program Area 1: Maternal_Health
1b1 Indicator 1: ANC 1st Visit 90%

Program Area 2: Immunization
1b2 Indicator 1: 3rd dose DPT-containing vaccine 67%

Program Area 3: HIV_AIDS
1b3 Indicator 1: Number of HIV+ persons currently on ART 90%

Program Area 4: Malaria
1b4 Indicator 1: Number of confirmed malaria cases reported 90%

Completeness of Region Level Reporting

Completeness of Indicator Reporting:  % of data elements that are non-zero values; % of data elements 
that are non-missing values   

Timeliness of Region Level Reporting

Completeness of District Level Reporting

Threshold

Completeness and Timliness of Reporting from Health Facilities and Aggregation Levels:  District, Region, 
Province

Completeness of Province Level Reporting
Timeliness of Province Level Reporting

Timeliness of District Level Reporting

Completeness of Health Facility Level Reporting
Timeliness of Health Facility Level Reporting

Quality Thresholds:  
'Quality thresholds' are the values that set the limits of acceptable error in data reporting.  The analyses in the DQR 
compare results to these thresholds to judge the quality of the data.  Recommended values are included for each 
metric in column 1.  User-defined thresholds can be input into col 2 which will take precedence over the values in 
col 1.  
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Input Information on Completeness and Timeliness



8 

Input Population Data
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Input Data on Indicator Trends
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Input Indicator Data
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Summary Dashboard

No. Indicator Definition
National Score 

(%)

# of districts not 
attaining quality 

threhold

% of districts not 
attaining quality 

threshold

1a
Completeness of District 
Reporting

National district reporting completeness rate and 
districts with poor completeness of reporting

99.1% 1 2.1%

1b
Timeliness of District 
Reporting

National district reporting timeliness rate and districts 
with poor timeliness of reporting

90.3% 3 6.4%

1c
Completeness of Facility 
Reporting

National facility reporting completeness rate and districts 
with poor facility reporting completeness

96.1% 8 17.0%

1d
Timeliness of Facility 
Reporting

National facility reporting timeliness rate and districts 
with poor facility reporting timeliness

89.6% 11 23.4%

Maternal_Health - ANC 1st Visit 98.9% 1 2.1%

Immunization - 3rd dose DPT-containing vaccine 99.3%

HIV_AIDS - Number of HIV+ persons in palliative care 99.8%

Malaria - Number of confirmed malaria cases reported 99.8%

Immunization - OPV3 98.9% 1 2.1%

Multi-program - Penta 1st doses 99.1%

Maternal_Health - ANC 1st Visit 98.9% 2 4.3%

Immunization - 3rd dose DPT-containing vaccine 99.5%

HIV_AIDS - Number of HIV+ persons in palliative care 100.0%

Malaria - Number of confirmed malaria cases reported 99.5% 1 2.1%

Immunization - OPV3 100.0%

Multi-program - Penta 1st doses 100.0%

1f.1
Consistency of Reporting 
Completeness - District 
Reporting

Consistency of district reporting completeness and 
districts deviating from the expected trend

105.8%

1f.2
Consistency of Reporting 
Completeness - Facility 
Reporting 

Consistency of facility reporting completeness and 
Districts deviating from the expected trend

103.5%

DOMAIN 1:  COMPLETENESS OF REPORTING

BURUNDI - ANNUAL DATA QUALITY REVIEW:  RESULTS, 2016

Completeness of indicator 
data (missing values)

1e.1

1e.2

Indicator 1: Completeness and timeliness of reporting

Indicator 1e: Completeness of indicator data - presence of missing and zero values

Indicator 1f: Consistency of reporting completeness over time

Completeness of indicator 
data (zero values)
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Domain 1: Completeness of Reporting
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Domain 1: Completeness of Indicator Data

National 
score

Program Area and Indicator Quality 
Threshold

Type  % No. % Name

Missing 98.9% 1 2.1%

Zero 98.9% 2 4.3%

Missing 99.3% 1 2.1%

Zero 99.5% 1 2.1%

Missing 99.8%

Zero 100.0%

Missing 99.8%

Zero 99.5% 1 2.1%

Missing 98.9% 1 2.1%

Zero 100.0%

Missing 99.1% 1 2.1%

Zero 100.0%

Missing 99.3% 4 8.5%

Zero 99.6% 4 8.5%

Malaria - Number of confirmed malaria 
cases reported

<= 90%
-

Multi-program - Penta 1st doses <= 90%
District 21

-

Indicator 1f:  Consistency of Reporting Completeness 

Immunization - OPV3 <= 90%
District 7

-

Total (all  indicators combined)

HIV_AIDS - Number of HIV+ persons in 
pall iative care

<= 90%
-

-

Indicator 1e:  Completeness of Indicator Reporting - Presence of Missing and Zero Values
2016

Maternal_Health - ANC 1st Visit
District 44

District 17, District 29
<= 90%

Districts with > user-defined % of  zero or missing values

Immunization - 3rd dose DPT-
containing vaccine

<= 90%
District 19

District 17

Interpretation of results: Indicator 1e
•
•
•
•
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Domain 2: Internal Consistency - Outliers

National 
score

 % No. % Name

0.2% 1 2.1%

0.0%

0.5% 3 6.4%

0.0%

0.4% 2 4.3%

0.0%

0.2%

Indicator 2a.1:  Extreme Outliers (>3 SD from the mean) 2016

Malaria - Number of confirmed malaria cases reported

Immunization - OPV3

Multi-program - Penta 1st doses

Total (all  indicators combined)

DOMAIN 2:  INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF REPORTED DATA

-

Districts with extreme outliers relative to the mean

District 39

Indicator 2a: Identification of Outliers

-

District 31, District 39

-

Program Area and Indicator

District 9, District 38, District 41

Maternal_Health - ANC 1st Visit

Immunization - 3rd dose DPT-containing vaccine

HIV_AIDS - Number of HIV+ persons in pall iative care

Interpretation of results - Indicator 2a1: 
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Domain 2: Consistency over time

Qual i ty thres hold

Nationa l  score (%)

Number of dis tricts  with divergent s cores

Percent of di stricts  wi th divergent scores

Names  of di stricts  with divergent scores: 

20%

Expected trend Increas ing

Compare dis tri cts  to: expected res ul t

2b3: Consistency of 'General_Service_Statistics - 
OPD Total Visits' over time

Year 2014

100%

5

38.5%

District 6, District 7, District 8, District 9, District 11
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Interpretation of results - Indicator 2c3: 
•This indicator is increasing over time (Outpatient visits are 
increasing - something we were expecting given social mobiliation for 
public health services.
•Comparison of expected result (that the forecasted value is equal to the 
actual value for 2014) yeilds 5 districts with ratios that exceed the 
quality threhold of 20%.  3 are inferior of the quality threshold while 2 
are  greater.
• Errors are not systematic (e.g. all in one direction)  Review district 

outpatient registers in affected districts to confirm reported values.
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Domain 2: Consistency between related indicators

Percent of districts with divergent scores 15.4%

Names of districts with divergent scores: 

District 5, District 6

Indicator 2c:  Internal Consistency - Consistency Between Related Indicators
Consistency between related indicators - Ratio of two related indicators and Districts with ratios significantly different from the 
national ratio *

2c1: Maternal Health Comparison: ANC 1st Visit : 
IPT 1st Dose

Year 2014

Expected relationship

National  Score (%) 114%

Number of districts with divergent scores 2

equal

Qual ity Threshold 10%

Compare districts with: national rate

Interpretation of results - Indicator 2c1: 
• Data seem pretty good - only district 5 has a largely discrepant value
• IPT seens consistently lower than ANC1 - more pregnant women should be receiving IPT
• Stock out of fansidar in Region 2 could explain  low number of IPT in Districts 5 .  Call DHIO in these districts to 
investigate
•National rate is 114% - most districts are close to this value.  District 6 is performing well relative to the other districts 
but is 'discrepant' relative to the national rate.  - no follow up needed.
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Domain 3: External Consistency – Consistency 
with survey values
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Domain 4: Consistency of population data –
Comparison of denominators in use in-country

Names of districts with divergent scores: 

District 1, District 5, District 7, District 12

National Score (%) 106%

Number of districts with divergent scores 4

Percent of districts with divergent scores 30.8%

Indicator 4b: Consistency of denominator between program data and official government population statistics

Indicator 4b1 - Comparing the official Live Births 
denominator to a program denominator, if 
applicable 

Year 2014

Quality Threshold 10%
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Official government denominator for Live Births

Interpretation of results - Indicator 4b1: 
• the Program denominators in Districts 1, 7, and 12 seem too large - and too small in District 5.  Review growth rates 
used by program to estimate intercensal yearly values for live births.
•


