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Proposal for Series of Expert Group Meetings:  

Supporting Inequality Assessments of CRVS Systems in Asia and the Pacific 

 

A. Inequalities in civil registration   

A well-functioning civil registration and vital statistics (CRVS) system helps to ensure that every person 
has a legal identity, facilitating access to the benefits and protections of the State. It is also the preferred 
source of data for vital statistics on fertility and mortality and for generating timely and reliable 
population estimates. In the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the need for accurate and 
timely vital statistics has been further emphasized. Many of the indicators of the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) are directly related to mortality and fertility and many others rely on 
population data as the denominator. To disaggregate the data by sex, age and other characteristics and 
to know if anyone is being left behind, the relevant population data also needs to be available. Goal 16 
of the SDGs recognizes a direct link between CRVS systems, legal identity and sustainable development. 
Moreover, one of the indicators to monitor the progress in the achievement of Goal 17 is tracking the 
proportion of countries that have achieved 100 per cent birth registration and 80 per cent death 
registration by 2030. 

 

The plans of some countries to conduct register-based censuses demand that they have administrative 
or statistical registers that include the total resident population, which makes it imperative that all births 
and deaths of marginalized groups are covered by the CRVS system and that they are included in the 
updating of such registers. 

 

Many countries experience lower civil registration completeness rates among certain population groups 
or geographic areas. To ensure progress in registration is truly universal and fully inclusive, the 
Ministerial declaration to “Get Every One in The Picture” in Asia and the Pacific recognized the need to 
address disparities in the civil registration coverage of hard-to-reach and marginalized populations. 
Hence, the Regional Action Framework on Civil Registration and Vital Statistics (CRVS) in Asia and the 
Pacific calls upon members and associate members of the United Nations Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) to assess any CRVS-related inequalities experienced by 
population subgroups. Doing so is an essential step to getting every one in the picture. 

Many factors can hinder access to civil registration including gender, income, ethnicity, citizenship-
status, religion and geographic location. Marginalized groups, such as people living in rural, remote, 
isolated or border areas, minorities, indigenous people, migrants, non-citizens, asylum-seekers, 
refugees, stateless people, and people without documentation, may be further excluded from society if 
they are not able to attain key benefits linked with registration. These groups often experience lower 
access due to barriers such as cost, physical distance, different languages and cultures, discrimination or 
legislative barriers. 

 

Despite these inequalities and the negative impact the lack of registration has on marginalized and hard-
to-reach groups, this problem often remains a blind spot in CRVS policies in Asia-Pacific. The groups 
affected remain largely invisible if the matter is not specifically investigated. To address this problem the 
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Regional Action Framework includes targeting of marginalized populations as an essential measure to 
achieving universal registration. 

 

In Asia-Pacific, only three countries (Australia, Thailand and Viet Nam) have reported that they were 
conducting research to identify the particular challenges in accessing civil registration by subgroups and 
only six countries set national targets for subgroups (Armenia, Australia, Indonesia, Kiribati, Thailand 
and Viet Nam).1 This lack of information on hard-to-reach and marginalized groups, and on the impact of 
their exclusion, hinders countries from developing efficient action plans to fight against exclusion. 

Even though countries in Asia and the Pacific are making progress in their overall registration, none can 
reach Goal 1 of the Regional Action Framework on universal civil registration without addressing these 
issues. Data from the Identification for Development (ID4D) Initiative of the World Bank shows that the 
gap in access to legal identity is even more prominent in least developed countries. The ID4D Initiative2, 
though focused on digital identification systems and not civil registration per se, showed that even if 
global gender gaps in ID access are relatively small, they are still a prominent factor in low-income 
countries.3 This highlights the need for countries which are currently developing plans to increase their 
registration coverage and completeness to specifically address the question of inequality 

Global data on civil registration completeness also indicates that place of residence, education level and 
income distribution have large impacts on registration rates. The latest study from the United Nations 
Children’s Fund on birth registration highlighted some of those inequalities, showing that globally, 
children from the lowest income household quintile are one-quarter less likely than their highest 
counterpart to be registered.4 In South Asia, 86 per cent of children under 5 are registered in the richest 
households, but that proportion falls to 53 per cent for the poorest. Migrant families and rural 
communities are also identified as more prone to exclusion as Table 1 below shows, using data from 
Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS).   

 

  

 
1 United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (2016), Report of the Regional Steering 

Group for Civil Registration and Vital Statistics in Asia and the Pacific. Available at 

https://gitp.escap.un.org/sites/default/files/resources/Regional%20Baseline%20Report%20-

%20Report%20of%20the%20RSG%20for%20CRVS%20in%20Asia%20and%20the%20Pacific%20E_ESCAP_72_

22.pdf  
2 For more information, visit https://id4d.worldbank.org/  
3 Vyjayanti Desai, et. al. (2018), The global identification challenge: Who are the 1 billion people without proof of 

identity? The World Bank Blog. Available at https://blogs.worldbank.org/voices/global-identification-challenge-

who-are-1-billion-people-without-proof-identity.  
4 United Nations Children’s Fund (2019), Birth Registration for Every Child by 2030: Are we on track?, UNICEF. 

Available at https://data.unicef.org/resources/birth-registration-for-every-child-by-2030/  

 

https://gitp.escap.un.org/sites/default/files/resources/Regional%20Baseline%20Report%20-%20Report%20of%20the%20RSG%20for%20CRVS%20in%20Asia%20and%20the%20Pacific%20E_ESCAP_72_22.pdf
https://gitp.escap.un.org/sites/default/files/resources/Regional%20Baseline%20Report%20-%20Report%20of%20the%20RSG%20for%20CRVS%20in%20Asia%20and%20the%20Pacific%20E_ESCAP_72_22.pdf
https://gitp.escap.un.org/sites/default/files/resources/Regional%20Baseline%20Report%20-%20Report%20of%20the%20RSG%20for%20CRVS%20in%20Asia%20and%20the%20Pacific%20E_ESCAP_72_22.pdf
https://id4d.worldbank.org/
https://blogs.worldbank.org/voices/global-identification-challenge-who-are-1-billion-people-without-proof-identity
https://blogs.worldbank.org/voices/global-identification-challenge-who-are-1-billion-people-without-proof-identity
https://data.unicef.org/resources/birth-registration-for-every-child-by-2030/
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Table 1: Percentage of children aged 0-4 whose births are reported registered, latest DHS survey, by 

place of residence and wealth quintile 

  
Country 

  
Source 

  
Total 

Residence Wealth quintile 

Rural Urban Lowest Highest 

Afghanistan 2015 DHS 42.3 36.0 63.5 29.8 69.9 

Armenia 2015-16 DHS 98.7 98.1 99.1 98.1 98.8 

Bangladesh 2019 MICS 56.0 56.6 53.8 54.5 56.7 

Bhutan 2010 MICS 99.9 99.8 100.0 99.7 100.0 

Cambodia 2014 DHS 73.3 71.6 84.4 59.1 86.6 

Georgia 2015 WMS 99.6 99.5 99.7 98.7 100.0 

India 2015-16 DHS 79.7 76.1 88.8 63.8 92.9 

Indonesia 2017 DHS 77.9 73.1 83.2 58.5 91.4 

IR. Iran 2010 MIDHS 98.6 98 99   

Kazakhstan 2015 MICS 99.7 99.5 99.9 99.4 99.8 

Kiribati 2018-19 SDIS 91.6 91.0 92.1 87.5 95.1 

Kyrgyz Republic 2018 MICS 98.9 98.9 99.1 99.0 99.6 

Lao PDR 2017 MICS 73.0 67.0 88.9 54.8 94.4 

Maldives 2016-17 DHS 98.8 99.2 98.3 98.9 97.8 

Marshall Islands 2017 ICHNS 83.8 69.2 86.6 77.0 76.6 

Mongolia 2018 MICS 99.6 99.4 99.7 99.5 100.0 

Myanmar 2015-16 DHS 81.3 77.7 93.9 68.5 97.2 

Nepal 2019 MICS 77.2 79.3 76.1 79.9 74.1 

Pakistan 2017-18 DHS 42.2 33.6 60.3 9.3 76.0 

Papua New Guinea 2016-18 DHS 13.4 12.1 24.9 9.3 24.2 

Philippines 2017 DHS 91.8 90.4 93.7 83.1 97.7 

Samoa 2014 DHS 58.6 56.7 67.8 46.7 77.0 

Solomon Islands 2015 DHS 88.0 87.9 88.8 87.0 88.3 

Tajikistan 2017 DHS 95.8 95.6 96.7 93.9 97.6 

Thailand 2019 MICS 99.8 99.7 100.0 99.1 100.0 

Timor-Leste 2016 DHS 60.4 58.3 65.8 54.5 69.3 

Tonga 2019 MICS 97.7 97.8 97.3 95.2 98.5 

Turkey 2018 DHS 98.4 98.0 98.6 95.6 100.0 

Turkmenistan 2019 MICS 99.9 99.9 99.9 99.7 99.9 

Vanuatu 2013 DHS 75.5 75.7 75.1 79.2 80.8 

Vietnam 2014 MICS 96.1 95.8 96.7 90.5 98.2 

Source: ICF, 2015. The DHS Program STATcompiler. http://www.statcompiler.com. November 30 2020. 
UNICEF MICS Surveys list http://mics.unicef.org/surveys.  
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Thus, the total birth registration for a country can mask wide disparities. For example, in both 
Afghanistan and Pakistan, children from urban areas were nearly twice as likely to be registered as 
children from rural areas. The disparities between wealth quintiles can be even greater. For example, in 
Pakistan some 76 per cent of children in the highest wealth quintile were registered compared with 
fewer than one in 10 of children in the lowest wealth quintile. Since death, marriage and divorce 
registrations are usually lower than birth registration, the disparities are likely even greater, although 
little data exist.  

Additionally, gender can be a determinant of whether a vital event is registered5 and inequality 
assessments should take into account sex, both in terms of disaggregation of the registration of vital 
events by sex as well as analyzing with a gender lens.  

B. Inequality assessments 

The low visibility of some groups at the national level is why the Regional Action Framework on CRVS 
goes beyond the measurement of civil registration completeness at the national level and includes 
inequality assessment as one of its steps. These steps have been conceived as the essential tools for 
achieving universal and well-functioning civil registration systems. The implementation of inequality 
assessments should therefore be considered, even in countries with already functioning systems. They 
are especially important in the fight towards full inclusion, and these disparities can remain blind spots if 
not specifically and thoroughly examined. This step is also essential to the realization of the 2030 
Agenda considering the numbers of SDG indicators whose calculation can benefit from a universal CRVS 
system. As registration and identification also provides the cornerstone for the implementation of social 
protection, universal registration is also key to the achievement of SDGs where the indicator does not 
rely on data produced from civil registration systems.  
 
Even when countries are willing to undertake inequality assessments, they often struggle to understand 
how these should be undertaken, particularly where capacity is low. In particular, the assessment of 
death registration is weak compared with birth registration for which more information tends to be 
available. This impacts our understanding of COVID-19 in countries with the weakest systems and 
among the most vulnerable populations, and it is important ensure these systems are strengthened and 
improved to be able to better respond to any future pandemic, as well as a better understanding of 
mortality and morbidity overall. This Expert Group Meeting series seeks to help fill this gap by providing 
practical and clear guidance, with a focus on lower capacity countries in Asia and the Pacific.  
 
The first step to assess inequalities is to identify those groups with lower registration rates and the 
magnitude of the gap with the rest of the population. To render an objective overview of the situation, 
countries need to analyze data of the best quality. Depending on the situation, several options might be 
available. Census data is one of the best data sources if it addresses the question of civil registration, as 
it is relatively comprehensive. National surveys or DHS/MICS can also give insights on some of the gaps 
in universal registration. However, no matter which source is used, the most marginalized groups are 
often still excluded as they may be out of households or in geographic areas not fully enumerated. 
 

 
5 https://getinthepicture.org/sites/default/files/resources/CRVS%20and%20Gender%20information%20note.pdf, 
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/bitstream/handle/10625/57774/IDL-57774.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y, 
https://crvssystems.ca/sites/default/files/assets/files/CRVS_Gender_3.3_COD_e_WEB.pdf   

https://getinthepicture.org/sites/default/files/resources/CRVS%20and%20Gender%20information%20note.pdf
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/bitstream/handle/10625/57774/IDL-57774.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://crvssystems.ca/sites/default/files/assets/files/CRVS_Gender_3.3_COD_e_WEB.pdf
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The CRVS system may be assessed through other tools such as the “WHO Assessment Framework for 
Improving the Quality and Use of Birth, Death and Cause of Death Information”, among others.6 This 
tool, for example, allows coverage to be partially assessed through access indicators which look at the 
proportion of people living in a census enumeration district that have at least one civil registration office 
to register vital events. But none of the available tools specifically or sufficiently address inequalities in 
the CRVS system. 
 
Further intelligence on the country’s CRVS system can be found in the related legislation or policies and 
from the country’s national registration authority. Researchers from academia and national or 
international organizations are also a great source of information, offering potential data reviews and 
discussions of the functioning of the system. As registration inequalities are rooted in many interwoven 
complex processes, it is important to fully understand the situation beyond what numbers can offer. 
This can be achieved by referring to studies on different mechanisms of civil registration in the country 
or elsewhere, or by conducting research on what appears to be blind spots. Civil society organizations 
working with marginalized communities are also an excellent source of information, having qualitative 
information on registration under-coverage and the reasons behind it. Additionally, qualitative studies 
can help overcome the limitations of the data used. 
 

An inequality assessment makes sense only if linked to actions and targets to reduce the gaps between 
the identified groups and the rest of the population. In countries where the assessment reveals 
significant variability in civil registration completeness or coverage by geography or level of social and 
economic development, it may be necessary to establish special procedures for civil registration to 
ensure that progress is inclusive and universal. These may include incentives and measures to alleviate 
barriers to civil registration, such as gender disparities, distance, costs, legal restrictions and cultural 
factors, and may involve utilizing existing infrastructure or public services, including social workers and 
community health workers, for notifying civil registration authorities of vital events. 
 
Since some of the groups of interest can represent small proportions of the population, their situation 
may be obscured by a national average. To monitor the effectiveness of their implemented actions, 
members and associate members are therefore encouraged to set separate national targets for different 
population groups, where appropriate, for civil registration coverage and completeness, provision of 
legal documentation and vital statistics. These targets should be supported by specific activities, ideally 
as part of a comprehensive multisectoral national CRVS strategy, to address the inequalities related to 
CRVS that these groups experience. 
 
Three areas where progress can be made to support inequality assessments have been identified:  

1. Qualitative Assessments for CRVS Systems  

Inequality assessments of the CRVS systems are encouraged by the Bali Process on People Smuggling, 
Trafficking in Persons and Related Transnational Crime to ensure that vulnerable groups are included 
and registered. To that end, a toolkit was developed to help States in assessing and improving the civil 
registration of births, deaths, and marriages of key populations (refugees, asylum-seekers, stateless 
persons and persons of undetermined nationality) that occur on their territory. The overall goal of the 

 
6 https://www.who.int/healthinfo/tool_cod_2010.pdf  

https://www.who.int/healthinfo/tool_cod_2010.pdf
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Toolkit7 is to enable better protection and contribute to durable solutions for key populations by 
increasing levels of civil registration and documentation completeness among these population groups. 
The toolkit contains a practical assessment methodology for States to identify gaps and barriers, as well 
as relevant technical and policy guidance based on international standards, recommendations and good 
practices, to support improvement efforts. 

While the Bali Process toolkit is being piloted in Thailand, Pakistan and Viet Nam, few countries have 
successfully performed specific studies on who is left behind. However, inequality assessments are 
crucial for understanding the coverage of CRVS systems for both birth and death registrations. The 
COVID-19 pandemic and the inequalities in its impact have highlighted the importance of death 
registration to be able to measure and report on this. Additionally, the Bali Process toolkit focuses on 
certain population groups while inequality assessments are required to assess differences in coverage 
and completeness by other characteristics such as sex and socioeconomic status and could draw on 
other materials such as that from the WHO Assessment Framework or bring in new measures such as 
that based on GIS mapping.  

2. Using secondary sources to assess inequality in civil registration 

Potential secondary sources to assess inequalities include household surveys, population and housing 
censuses and administrative data such as from health information systems, health and demographic 
surveillance sites, and sample registration sites. These sources can either be used to directly assess 
registration levels where questions are asked about registration of vital events or where record linkage 
analysis can be conducted, or they can be used to estimate rates of vital statistics for subgroups which 
can then be compared with those derived from civil registration.  

A specially designed survey to measure completeness through questions over the registration of vital 
events would be the best way to estimate completeness and would allow oversampling in areas or 
among population groups where registration is lowest. However, these are expensive to run and very 
few countries have implemented them.  

General household surveys such as DHS and MICS and censuses can include specific self-disclosure 
questions regarding birth or death registration to ask whether these events have been registered (and 
whether there is a certificate). Depending on the survey, respondents may also be asked to produce 
documentation. The extent to which the data can be used to assess inequality depends on the sampling 
strategy, especially the sample size for the target groups, and their distribution in the population. 
Additionally, bias can be introduced due to recall bias and survivorship bias. Where this bias differs by 
population groups, it can impact upon the inequalities assessed thereof.  

Furthermore, surveys and censuses can include questions on births and deaths which can be used to 
estimate fertility, infant mortality and overall mortality. Birth rosters are particularly useful for assessing 
fertility and infant mortality from surveys and censuses. However, fertility can still be roughly estimated 
even without specific questions on births, such as from the child-woman ratio (the ratio of children 
under 5 years of age to women of childbearing age) conditional on the quality of the information 
provided by the person of reference. Mortality is more challenging to measure through surveys and 
censuses, especially adult mortality. Sibling or spouse survivorship is one such method which can be 

 
7 
https://www.baliprocess.net/UserFiles/baliprocess/File/Bali%20Process%20Civil%20Registration%20Assessment%
20Toolkit%20FINAL.pdf 

https://www.baliprocess.net/UserFiles/baliprocess/File/Bali%20Process%20Civil%20Registration%20Assessment%20Toolkit%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.baliprocess.net/UserFiles/baliprocess/File/Bali%20Process%20Civil%20Registration%20Assessment%20Toolkit%20FINAL.pdf
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used8 but subject to relatively high levels of inaccuracy due to recall bias and less certainty over 
reporting as the kinship distance increases, although sister survivorship is often used to estimate 
maternal mortality. An additional estimation method which may be derived from censuses is based on 
intercensal growth rate and census survival rates, although this makes some assumptions which may not 
hold, especially in the presence of substantial migration.  

Administrative data can also be used in inequality assessments. One way is to also estimate fertility and 
mortality rates, for example, looking at immunization records from health information systems, and 
another is to use the reverse survival method on children enrolled in primary and secondary school9. 
Some countries have sample registration sites which could be used to assess inequalities. Another 
possible data is from Health and Demographic Surveillance Sites. These monitor births, deaths, 
migration and other health and socioeconomic indicators within a defined population over time. While 
data from HDSS may not be nationally representative and also often use active case finding of vital 
events through specifically trained community workers,10 there could still be insights in terms of who 
has their events registered which could provide a comparator for other areas and can be used to 
validate and calibrate the statistics derived from the CRVS system.  

There is little global experience in forging functional linkages between HDSS and CRVS systems despite 
the potential, with the exception of the Agincourt HDSS in South Africa which did work with the national 
CRVS systems to assess the completeness and quality of routine data collected by the CRVS for the 
populations they both monitor.11 The Agincourt example highlighted inequalities in registration of vital 
events among very poor households and Mozambican refugees (births and deaths), births to 
adolescents, and in death of children under five, especially infants.12 Although the Agincourt HDSS is in a 
specific area with a specific ethnic composition, it was considered similar to the national average in 
terms of demographic and socioeconomic indicators and, thus, it is likely that there would be similar 
patterns of lower registration for the identified groups at the national level. Furthermore, a comparison 
of mortality estimates from HDSS and Demographic and Health Surveys in Ethiopia revealed comparable 
overall mortality patterns even through HDSSs are geographically localized.13  

It is clear that there are advantages and disadvantages of using the different data sources for assessing 
inequalities. This workstream will look at the criteria for determining which data sources might be used, 
evaluating their potential and including recommendations for improving these data sources to better 
enable them to be used in the future.  

3. Guidance on using indirect demographic methods for measuring completeness and coverage in 
inequality assessments  

Assessing the completeness of registration of vital events, including for subnational groups, is essential 
to be able to conduct a quantitative inequality assessment. In particular, for countries with low 
registration rates, it is imperative to assess the completeness but more challenging to do so.  An Expert 
Group Meeting was held by the UN Population Division in 201614 to discuss lessons learned and 

 
8 https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/technical/TP2011-
2_MortEstMajorSampSurv.pdf 
9 http://demographicestimation.iussp.org/content/estimation-fertility-reverse-survival  
10 https://www.who.int/healthinfo/CRVS_ResourceKit_2012.pdf  
11 https://crvsgateway.info/file/16947/2104  
12 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5081031/  
13 https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2458-12-741  
14 https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/events/expert-group-meeting-methodology-and-lessons-learned-
evaluate-completeness-and-quality-vital 

http://demographicestimation.iussp.org/content/estimation-fertility-reverse-survival
https://www.who.int/healthinfo/CRVS_ResourceKit_2012.pdf
https://crvsgateway.info/file/16947/2104
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5081031/
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2458-12-741
https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/events/expert-group-meeting-methodology-and-lessons-learned-evaluate-completeness-and-quality-vital
https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/events/expert-group-meeting-methodology-and-lessons-learned-evaluate-completeness-and-quality-vital
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methodologies for assessing the completeness and quality of vital statistics data from CRVS systems. 
Some of the methods presented in the meeting will be used as the basis for furthering inequality 
assessments, especially around subgroups at the national level, such as disaggregation by sex, a basic 
demographic characteristic but one for which lower capacity countries are not able to assess 
differentials. 

For many countries, there is no comparable source for assessing the expected number of vital events, 
especially deaths. Direct surveys or measures of registration completeness can be prohibitively 
expensive if not already included in an existing household survey or census. Thus, indirect demographic 
methods for measuring completeness are often the only remaining approach for countries. Broadly, 
these methods compare with an expected distribution of the events by age but they do vary in the 
assumptions they make and the extent of the data they require. A useful review of some indirect 
demographic techniques was conducted by Data for Health, focused on death registration.15 However, 
these methods can be complicated and require demographic expertise. Therefore, it is important to 
develop clear guidance and recommendations which will enable lower capacity countries to implement 
indirect methods for assessing completeness.  

 

C. Objectives 

1. To assess existing tools available to assess completeness and coverage of birth and death 

registration with disaggregation for use in inequality assessments for lower capacity countries 

2. To develop targeted guidance for countries on completeness and coverage of birth and death 

registration with disaggregation by sub-group, building on existing work (e.g. Bali Process 

Toolkit, WHO CRVS assessments, UN Population Division EGM on the Methodology and Lessons 

Learned to Evaluate the Completeness and Quality of Vital Statistics Data) 

  

 
15 https://www.vitalstrategies.org/wp-content/uploads/Estimating-Completeness-of-Birth-and-Death-
Registration.pdf  

https://www.vitalstrategies.org/wp-content/uploads/Estimating-Completeness-of-Birth-and-Death-Registration.pdf
https://www.vitalstrategies.org/wp-content/uploads/Estimating-Completeness-of-Birth-and-Death-Registration.pdf
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D. Deliverables  

1. Feedback of experience of Thailand, Pakistan and Viet Nam in piloting the Bali Process toolkit  

2. Evaluation of gaps in the Bali Process toolkit in applying to general inequality assessments and 

the identification of marginalized groups for death registration and revision to include additional 

tools where relevant 

3. Assessment of potential for using different secondary data sources in Asia and the Pacific to 

identify gaps in completeness and coverage in birth and death registration and 

recommendations for their improvement 

4. Recommendations for improvements needed for implementing indirect methods for assessing 

birth and death completeness, including potential for disaggregation by subgroups  

5. Specify further research and inputs needed to meet country needs to produce inequality 

assessments, especially with respect to death registration.  

 

E. Format 

The meeting will be virtual for social distancing reasons and due to travel restrictions. 

The meeting will be first be preceded by a series of three webinars of 90 minutes. These webinars will 

be open to all participants, with a focus on country participation. They will be conducted with partners 

and each one will address the three main topics of the EGM: 

1. Feedback on the Bali Process Toolkit pilots and review of existing tools for qualitative 

assessment  

2. Assessment and evaluation of secondary data sources – how can we use them for understanding 

issues of completeness and coverage?  

3. Indirect methods for estimating birth and death completeness -what guidance 

recommendations can help improve implementation and use of these methods?   

 

The webinars, each lasting about 90 minutes, will provide an opportunity to present material and 

receive feedback from a wide range of stakeholders.  

Following the webinars, Expert Group Meetings will be held with a targeted number of experts on each 

of the three topics, with the focus to synthesize and develop the material and discussions from the 

webinars to clear and practical guidance to countries on how to better assess completeness and 

coverage, including disaggregation for subgroups to inform inequality assessments. Each meeting will 

consist of one or two half days sessions of three hours, also conducted together with partners.  


