Minuomavalitsus.ee:
Evaluation of the First Two Years

NOT FOR CIRCULATION

< Y @ THE WORLD BANK

IBRD « IDA | WORLD BANKGROUP

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE



Bureaucracy Labs

s 1 :
\ i f‘.‘\ nanﬂpvfejmlsm: )
A kil :ii;.m%ﬁi
I L\ Ea«j‘i'] IFIGIEAES 1 E!W e Experimental
U\ N \ st evidence on
\// \\\ B reforms ~captabla to raport unathical bahavior of a collaa)
=== o Ilniili!ailliliiliilil
Public Productivity /
employment i.
d . . a ss ess m e nts ‘ou joined the service your motivation
| a g n 0 St ICS /here would you say it is now? L
Integrated
System of Public
Employee oo
Surveys
A e
Global ST HRBA -
benchmarking S
data

" ]
Ranking of organisaion




Agenda for today: Stock take

Evaluating what happened in detail is a slightly different question






Minuomavalitsus.ee

Introduction to the dashboard
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Meie eesmark on paremad kohalikud teenused iile
Eesti. Sellele kaasa aitamiseks jagame veebilehel
sadade kriteeriumite kaudu siistematiseeritud
tlevaadet kohalike omavalitsuste teenuste olukorrast.

Veebileht voimaldab:

- saada lilevaadet iga omavalitsuse teenuste olukorrast ja

arenguvdimalustest, et selle pinnal juhtida kohalikku arengut;

= yorrelda omavalitsuse teenuste tasemeid, mis aitab kaasa
kogemuste jagamisele;

= suurendada ihiskondlikku teadlikkust omavalitsuste teenuste
korraldusest ning kodanike informeeritud kaasatust kohalike
prioriteetide lile kaasa réakimisel.
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The Dashboard ‘Production Function’
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The Dashboard ‘Measurement Function’

Baseline survey I.Randomiz.ing Targeted
of citizen intervention reporting f'md
satisfaction See LG C0n§ultat|9n
with LG using se55|on§ .Wlth
stratification LG officials

Updated beliefs and Updated policy Improved policy .
: ) S e Improved policy
behaviors: Endline priorities: Shift in outcomes: Progress on
" , ) ; outcomes: Budget
survey of citizens and agendas and topic of service delivery
; .. i ) changes
local public officials LG council meetings performance




Lessons from International
Experience

A perspective by a multiple dashboarder



Three Lessons for the Dashboard

1. Cautionary note for the dashboard: much of what drives organizational performance is tacit
in nature — the conversations people have and their own experience of the policy world

2. Supporting interpretation to find a way into ‘the conversation’:
 Making interpretation for specific management decisions easy; having a community of
practice to bridge between the dashboard and decision makers; and, generating an
‘ecosystem’ for results (Hoover et al. 2022)
 Get citizens talking by creating captivating ‘lenses’ into the data

3. What s the long-term plan?
1. Continuously building a community of practice (we’re here!)
2. Define clear objectives for impact, monitor them, and ensure continuous innovation
3. Support bridge building into local government practice



Countries currently do not exploit all opportunities for dissemination and
impact from data they collect

Australia Canada Colombia Ireland UK UusS

Information provided to central government

National results report

Dashboard for customized queries

Ad hoc analyses on topics of interest to central government

Survey results integrated in HR business intelligence platform or regular report with other HR data (e.g. turnover, mobility)

Information provided to government organizations

Results report for each agency

Dashboard with results of agency and internal compatisons

Ad hoc analyses on topics of interest to agency

Information provided to units inside government organizations

Results report for each unit within the agency

Dashboard with results of units and customized queries

Capacity to take action based on survey results

National results report contains recommendations for management improvements In accompanying reports In accompanying reports

Organizational reports include recommendations for improvement

Organizations receive action plan templates and methodologies to help them take actions based on survey findings

Results presentations/technical assistance to agencies to help them take action based on survey results

Accountability: information made available to public

National results report or table

Dashboard for customized queries

Institutional results reports/dashboards

Anonymized individual-level microdata published On request

Bottom-up and Top-Down Accountability for using survey results

Central government mechanism to hold organizations accountable for acting on survey results

Survey measures whether public servants perceive that their organization is taking action to address sutvey results

Legend
yes
no

Source: Schuster et al. (2023)
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Dashboards with differentiated user access can help showcase results in the
way that public, local governments, mayors and staff want

. R ) ] sor
[l Toumy boardof Ganacia: Sscrctanit du Consel duTrasor 2020 Public Service Employee Survey (PSES) Canad

Survey overview . The target line represents the overall public service. Y B7 e

Selected organization 16. Overall, 1 like my job. 51. 1 am satisfled with my department or 32. | have In the senior management of
my department or agency.

> ¢
81% 77%

Treasury Board of
Canada Secretariat

83%

Response rate

83%

76.6%
Number of respondents 14.1am ged to be or to take 1. | have the tools, gy and 49. Overall, my department or agency treats me
Initiative in my work. need to do my job. with respect.
1,838
71%
‘ 85%
78. I would describe my workplace as being 47. My department or agency implements 71. To what extenl is stress from the COVID-19
psychologically healthy. initiatives that promote anti-racism in the y il ing your ability to carry
workplace. out day-to-day work responsibilities?
68%
/ 75%
Note: Except when otherwise specified, multiple or no selection for the filter options will render incorrect results Reset filters
4 Survey Overview Profile of Respondents Results trend overview Comparison of organizations Comparison with public service Trend over time by organization

Source: Government of Canada 12



Help About Sign in Register Associated websites ¥

Improving services @
LG I nfo rm through information [ ooty comranie | Search all data and reports

Home Explore data Themed reporis Report builder @ Benchmarking clubs = Online training £ My LG Inffom @ ~

& Area insight
LG Inform is the local area benchmarking tool S B

from the Local Government Association & Compare areas
& Scrutiny

_ cwnc“ omr’ munc“hr l Other Iocal aumoriw user? ﬂgn_i“ = R_EGiswr m i a“ il featum _

:: Sign in to customise your dashboard

Peterborough compared to All English single tier local Search by area or posc...
authorities Quantiles dashboard

& Total recorded offences (excluding
& Percentage achieving 9-5 in English & & % of children under 16 in low income fraud) (offences per 1,000 population)
mathematics 2021/22 (academic) families 2020/21 2022 Q2 (12 months ending)




Dashboards can also help understand the situation of specific groups of local
governments, employees or target groups

2020 Public Service Employee Survey Results

Pe rso n S WIth a D Isa bl I Ity Believed their organization does a good job of

supporting employee career development:
In the 2020 PSES, 16,645 respondentsidentified as a person with a disability. _-

Indicated discrimination affected their career
progress to a small extent or not at all over the last

ENGAGEMENT AND EMPOWERMENT

12 months:
Y 7771 U N
60% Felt valued at work 57% Felt supporteq to Indicated accessibility or accommodation issues
° propose new ideas affected their career progress to a small extent or

not at all over the last 12 months:

] w%lex [
A 5%-points increase from 2019 A 5%-points increase from 2019

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND EQUIPMENT

Felt that every employee in their work unit is
acceptedas an equal member:

R 7773 T

Felt they have : : Felt their ideas and opinions are valued:
Felt their physical
the tools to ensure helrphy I T A
73% o their health and 71% [ environment is R
safety at work suitable FQ_Ifttheirorganization respectsindividual
differences:
A 4%-points increase from 2019 A 3%-points increase from 2019 --

Source: Government of Canada



Themed reports The LGA's Research and Information team, using data in LG Inform, have
written a series of ready-made reports on a range of topics to provide you with
an easy way to access a deeper level of information and intelligence about your

local area or community.

‘ All our themed reports ‘

Our themed reports are based on requests from users and partners so if you
have an idea for a new report please email Iginform@Ilocal.gov.uk

Alternatively, you can 'Explore’ all the data in LG Inform to find indicators which
are of interest to you on a variety of topics including: housing, planning and
building control, environment and climate change, business and the economy,
children's and adults social care, public health, deprivation and poverty,
demographics and the Census.

Registered adult social care provider market in Summary of registered adult social care
Peterborough (Nov 2022) provision in Peterborough as reported through
the PIR

2 LGAResearch

& LGAResearch

Updated on a monthly basis this report presents data published by the Care
Quality Commiss '} on registered adult social care providers and This report provides councils an overview of the care market in their area.
racteristics, including the latest quality ratings. It is intended to Based on Provider Information Return (PIR) respon bmitted by
provide insight for councils on the registered care market provision in their registered care providers (residential and community based) in the last 12
area and is presented as a series of charts, tables and maps for ease of use. months to th *ommission (CQC). The PIR is a snapshot of
services at the time it is completed. A 12th of all providers respond each

View this report for your area month, so this report uses a rolling total of responses over the last 12
months to represent the whole sector.
View this report for your area




Results with recommendations or action plan templates can facilitate managerial
actions in response to results

TIME TO TAKE ACTION

INVESTIGATE FURTHER
CELEBRATE WITH OUR TEAMS OPPORTUNITIES

What things do we do well? Are there any other opportunities coming out Areas we need to focus on and turn into action
of the results that we want to explore further? plans:

THINK ABOUT HOW WE CAN BUILD ON OUR STRENGTHS AND LEARN FROM HOW COULD WE INVESTIGATE? THROUGH LOOKING AT THE DATA IN WHAT ARE THE KEY THINGS WE NEED TO IMPROVE TO MAKE WORKING

WHAT WE ARE GOOD AT. MORE DETAIL OR THROUGH DISCUSSIONS WITH STAFF? HERE BETTER?

o

USE THIS
PAGE TO 1
START YOUR
LOCAL
ACTION
PLANS 2

PRICRITISE 3 AREAS RESOURCES TARGET/SUCCESS
FOR ACTION TIMESCALES OWNER REQUIRED MEASURE

IDENTIFY AREAS TO
CELEBRATE,
OPPORTUNITIES FOR
IMPROVEMENT AMD
AREAS WHICH YOU NEED
TO INVESTIGATE 3
FURTHER.

PRIORITISE 3 AREAS TO
TAKE FORWARD

S employee census “AGE 25. 4 i Australion Goscenment
it

Source: Government of Australia
16



Monitoring actions in response to survey findings can incentivize
Improvements

Overview of initiatives in CSMB Departments/Offices in response to the 2017 CSEES APPENDIX 1 -

o w = o > [} a < o [} T = o < Z o %] =}
L =2 I a g -3 B B i B g g o
g =T 2 & -5 g a = 5 8 % o 3 = g g = £
. o [a]
Details
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I ] ] ] 1 1 1
VIV TV VY VYV VYTV VTV
| | | | | | | | I I I I I I | 1 1
| | | 1 1 1 1 1 I I I I | | | | |
Actions related to - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Innovative Climate
| | | | | | | | I I I I | | | | |
Actions related to - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - -
Performance Standards
| | I 1 1 1 1 1 I I I | | | | | |
Actions related ta - - - - - - - - - - - - - — - - -
Public Perception
| | | | | I | | I I I | | | | | |
staff on - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
findings
| | I 1 1 1 1 1 | I I | | | | | |
| | I | I I | | I I I | | | | | |
Initiatives related to - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Citizen Impact
| | I 1 1 1 1 1 I I I | | | | 1 |
Initiatives related to Leadership | B | | | | | | | | | | | | B | | | | = = = = = =
| | I | I 1 | 1 I | I | | | | | |
Initiatives related to L & D - - - = = - - - - - - - - - - - -
| | I 1 1 1 1 1 I I I I | | | 1 |
Use of CSEES findings in - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - -
internal HR Strategy
| | I 1 1 1 | 1 | | I | | | | 1 |
d to Career - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
| 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 I | I I | I | 1 |
ated to | - - - | = - | | | - | | - - - -
ent to Organisation
| | I 1 1 1 1 1 | | I | | | | 1 |

Manger Behaviour - Focus Group

Source: Government of Ireland



Creating and publicizing a ‘Great place to work’ index based on results can
incentivize improvements

Large Agencies Midsize Agencies Small Agencies Agency Subcomponents
Rank * Agency 2020 2019
1 National Aeronautics and Space Administration 86.6 81.5

2 Intelligence Community 76.7
3 Department of Transportation 76.1
4 Department of Health and Human Services 75.3
5 Department of Commerce 74.9

6 Department of the Treasury 725

Source: US Partnership for Public Service (2021)
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Changing the Activities of Key Actors
in Local Governments: Context

Results from the MoF Citizens Satisfaction Survey (2020), Council Minutes, and
Bureaucracy Lab Local Citizens survey on Public administration (2021)



Citizen satisfaction with life in their local government varies

How satisfied are you with your local
government as a place to live?

% rather or very satisfied

20.35 to 60.00
60.00 to 70.00
70.00 to 80.00

80.00 to 90.00
90.00 to 90.43
Missing

Source: MoF Citizens
Satisfaction Survey (2020)



At the same time, service delivery levels vary

Service quality across munipalities
Mean score for 16 indicators in 2020
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... and the quality of services is a predictor of satisfaction

Relationship between LG-level service quality
and citizen satisfaction (by region)

. Central Estonia . Northeastern Estonia . Northern Estonia O Southern Estonia O Western Estonia

0]
©
O o9 O
. O @ O
75% OO. OO
©)

o

Share of respondents satisfied with their
local governments as a place to live (2021)

0,
0% 3 4 5

Service quality score (2020 LG-level mean)

Size of dots represents size of LG population in 2020.

Line of best fit estimated using LOESS (Locally Weighted Scatterplot Smoothing).
Service quality score measured on 0-9 discrete scale across 16 service areas.
Municipalities classified by region according to divisions employed by Eesti Statistika.

Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Citizens survey on Public administration (2021) and Minuomavalitsus.ee (2021)



So what is it that matters most to citizens?

General survey

Pre-school education
Basic education

Culture

Waste management
Sport
Child protection

Pub. health & security
Mobility

Youth work

Library

Social services adults

Water economy

Housing & heating

Crisis management

Museum

Governance

0.0 0.4 0.8 1.2

Average number of votes

Student survey

Mobility

Basic education
Culture

Pub. health & security
Child protection
Pre-school education
Sport
Waste management
Youth work

Crisis management

Water economy

Housing & heating

Library

Social services adults

Governance

Museum

0.0 0.3 0.6

Average number of votes

0.9

B O N 0 C0 =2 =3

Culture, sport & leisure
Education
Governance

Health & security
Housing & utilities
Mobility

Social protection

Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Citizens survey on Public administration (2021) and Student survey (2022)



The Dashboard ‘Production Function’
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Citizens vary substantially in their interactions with officials...

During the past 12 months, did you contact
any city employee, official or department
to seek service or information, or to make a
complaint?

% making contact at least once

21.43 to 40.00
40.00 to 50.00
50.00 to 60.00

60.00 to 66.02
Missing

Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Citizens survey on Public administration (2021)



.and how well they know their local officials

How many of the councillors of your local
government can you name out loud?

% knowing at least one

37.78 to 60.00
60.00 to 70.00
70.00 to 80.00

80.00 to 82.46
Missing

Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Citizens survey on Public administration (2021)



Discussions in municipal councils are dominated by housing and heating

Human classification of top categories
for each paragraph

The 'problem' is that citizen's interactions with
public policy substantially prioritize those areas
27% of greatest practical need (housing and heating).

Housing and heating

Governance

Stimulating discussion on other topics (from a
very low base) and how public officials should
Mobility [ 2.8% tradeoff investments in the different realms of
1.9% work requires greater engagement.

Pre school education

Water economy

Sport

Unknown{—0.3%

Public health and security—0:3%

Library| 0.3%

Child protectionf 0.3%

Museum{—0-2%

Crisis management| 0.2% Source: Meeting minutes documents of local
Don't Know| 0.1% government council meetings (official LG websites and
0 200 400 600 document registries)



Changing the Activities of Key
Actors in Local Governments:
Engagement



How much has the dashboard been used?

Citizens

* Unique IP addresses at 'launch': 1,022 (561 per week)

* Unique IP addresses for 6 months after launch: 761 (26 per week)

 'Bump' from social media advertising (March-May 2021): 1,432 (136 per week)

Public Officials

* 76% of officials state they have used the Minuomavalitsus dashboard to obtain
information on the performance of their municipality in the last year

* 37% state that they use it multiple times a month

* In qualitative discussions, officials who are provided with a clear 'bridge’
between the dashboard and management decisions capitalize on the results



Facebook advertising led to increased online traffic on the dashboard

Weekly mean number of unique IPs

Treatment = Both wm  Officials m Citizens Control
| I
| |Dashboard launch| [Facebook advert launch|
» @ 20
as
0
S o
Co
=N =)
(3=
g %510 /\
Qg
E ~
5 x \
c
Q .
c 5
S = 3
Oata\
S c | \
= WQ\V?“ SN =i \\
N N N N N N N N N N
Q’ Q’ Q’ Q’ Q‘ \0 \' \0 \0 \I
vV v Ui U 1% v v v v vV
S U G G S A O
Date

Source: Google Analytics (2021)



Geographic variation in interest

In red are highlighted the municipalities, which were targeted with Facebook advertising campaign
Source: Google Analytics



Most officials use the dashboard regularly
Dashboard

How frequently during the last 12 months do you use the Minuomavalitsus
dashboard to obtain information about the performance of your municipality?

12

53%

10

Déily Multiple' times a Once a week Multiple times a Multiple times a Once ayearorless Do not use dashboard
week month year for this information

Based on pilot results (N=25)

Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Public Officials survey (2022)



Changing the Activities of Key
Actors in Local Governments: Policy
Making



The majority of officials find the dashboard useful

Dashboard

To what extent do you find the Minuomavalitsus
dashboard useful for your job?

44%

Very useful Slightly useful Not very useful Not useful at all Never used

Based on pilot results (N=25)
Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Public Officials survey (2022)
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If more than 1 indicator achieved the lowest score, all such indicators are included in the calculations.

Minuomavalitsus.ee (2021)



However, the impact isn't through budgeting

Dashboard

To what extent do you agree that the Minuomavalitsus dashboard affected
budgetary decisions in <Sector1> in your municipality?

8
50%
6.
z, 29%
21%
2.
O Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor Agi’ee StrongI'y agree
disagree

Based on pilot results (N=25)
e Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Public Officials survey (2022)



Budgets do not respond to the ranking of sectors

on

Social Protecti
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Changing the Relationship between
Citizens and Officials

Insights from Administrative Data and a Survey of Public Officials



Few citizens explicitly use the dashboard as an advocacy tool

Dashboard

What porportion of your discussions with citizens
mentioned the Minuomavalitsus dashbaord?

58%

5%

0- None 1-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100% Have not had
discussions with
citizens

Based on pilot results (N=25
ased onplotresuls (N=29) Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Public Officials survey (2022)



Perception of information flow could be strengthened

Dashboard

To what extent do you agree with the following statement: The
Minuomavalitsus dashbaord has improved the flow of information between
municipalities and citizens?

10

50%

38

6 o

. 31%
4
, 12%
6%

O Strongly disagree Disa'gree Neither agree nor Agree Strongly agree

disagree

Based on pilot results (N=25)
Source: Bureaucracy Lab Local Public Officials survey (2022)



The Road Ahead



Core Lessons from the Evaluation

Minuomavalitsus.ee has brought together data on service delivery in Estonia in a way

that has never been done before
o A range of public officials report that this is useful along multiple margins

Many dashboards simply whither and die if they are not curated, interpreted and

evolving
* Refine community of practice ('bridge the conversations')
e Strengthen production for tailored reports? [What does this audience want?]
* Learn from the set of local governments that responded strongly
* Whatis a 'lens' that captures the interest of non-government actors?

Implement ongoing measurement of success
* Integrate evaluation toolkit into ongoing assessment
* Annual reflection/evolution point



Lessons from the Evaluation:

1. Cyclical performance reports for local government officials
e Dashboard measures over 300 sub-indicators across 79 local governments and 6
years, which might prevent time-constrained LG officials from exploring it fully
 Reports highlight key conclusions, areas for improvement and recommendations
on how to achieve it
 They can be created automatically and come in short (2 pages) and long version
(10-20 pages), making the numbers more accessible to the LG officials

2. Regular workshops ensure ongoing conversations
e MoF-conducted workshops on the dashboard for interested local government
officials welcomed, but now move from understanding to management
* Role of separate consultations?



Lessons from the Evaluation:

1. Continued promotion of the dashboard among citizens

Despite the advertisement campaigns during the intervention, the survey data
indicates low awareness of citizens about the dashboard

High level of digital literacy in Estonia allows for cost-efficient and scalable
promotion of the dashboard, be it on official government websites or social media
The breadth of the dashboard data allows to create engaging and varied visual
promotional materials (graphs, maps, infographics)

2. Citizen engagement module in reports/workshops for local public officials

Engaging citizens in discussions and reforms based on the dashboard has a clear
democratic, but also practical dividends

The needs for citizens input could be highlighted for the local public officials in the
dashboard reports/workshops that they receive from MoF



Lessons from the Evaluation:

1. Continue expanding the dashboard scope

In 2022 version, the dashboard was expanded by two new indicators
(Environment Climate; Accessibility), which is a testament to the commitment to
making it fully comprehensible and responding to identified needs

What is the next big shock that the dashboard could be flexible to respond to?
(e.g. Covdi-19, local government reform like the one in 20167?)

2. Maintain regular assessment of engagement with the dashboard

Monitor the online dashboard traffic to identify any areas that might still
underutilize the dashboard

Automatically collect and analyze the policy priorities of local government using
meeting minutes documents



Thank you C'Z'

TRANSFORM DEVELOPMENT



Fvaluation details

MoF’s collaboration with the Development Impact Evaluation Research Department
of the World Bank



Evaluation overview

WB/Columbia research team has worked with
MoF to test the effects of creating a
comprehensive performance dashboard of local
governments and supporting its rollout

Methodology:

Vary support of local governments in their
interactions with the dashboard, varying
activities targeting LG public officials, citizens,
or both

Investigate changes in beliefs and policy
priorities using qualitative survey evidence
Ascertain policy impact quantitative by
measuring policy agenda and budgetary
changes

@e Emi i

Surveys of citizens and public officials
in local governments

Tracking online engagement with the
dashboard

Targeted reports and consultations for
local public officials and advertising
campaigns for citizens

Use text analysis to measure changes
in policy agenda and quantitative
analysis to gauge budgetary changes
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Which local governments are we evaluating?

We undertook a ‘stratified’ randomization of 74 local governments across Estonia

Randomization

 LGs grouped into 8 strata (or groups) based on the values of population, baseline satisfaction
level, and budget spending

* Within each strata LGs randomly assigned to one of 3 treatment arms or to the control group with
equal probability

* No attrition, albeit differential level of engagement with the intervention

e Consultations in how many LGs?

Excluded

 Kihnu vald, Ruhnu vald, and Vormsi vald — due to their small size of population and a
corresponding lack of data on those citizens, such as a baseline citizen satisfaction survey

* Tallinn and Tartu linn — their size and a different structure of local government precluded
meaningful comparisons with other LGs

Thus, what we assess today can be seen as causal, but not fully representative of Estonia’s local
government



