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In. accordance with the agreement betwee the Government of Bangladesh> 
(BDG)and the USAID, a~protoLcol twas signed stipulating~the reimburse _ 

jmenby~te 1at~fthe selected costs of the BDG Voluntary Ster~i­
li~1zation (VS) Program. The protocraspridsfranid edet..* 

cadt/vlutoo acoprovdesfo n ndpndnauli/lvauaio -fthe VS program.. .,codngly,' n March 1983,
~USAiD Dhaka, apone;/.MA. Quasem and Co.:-aBnlaeh 

I 

~CharteredAcutn''~imtb'odc quarterly auisof'the vl~r 
steiiia~ton ofBDG61i~j~s~Theccntract expired in December, 1984.. 

S 

~ > 

Ho%..ever,4 

Co. provided-

-another 

scope 

agreemenit 

for 

signed 

conducting 

between 

eight 

USAID 

quarterly 

and M.A. 

evaluations~ 

Quasem 

of 

and~ 

the , 

VS 

March 

program 

1985 

covering 

quarter. 

both 

Under 

BDG 

the 

and NGO 

given 

clinics 

objectives 

beginning 

adapoe 

'from Jnury 

ehd 

logy, 

and the 

the first 

report 

'of 

has 

the% 

already 

eight quarterly 

been submitted 

evaluations 

to the 

has 

USAID, 

been.'completed 

Dhaka., 

f Te field survey 
1 

of the first quarterly evaluation was carried out in ?l1. 

7Mrhan 

the cuntryof 

BG_ and NG 

pi of 

which 

clinics 

1985. 

17 

'an 

It 

upazilas 

th 

was 

e 

conducted~ 

were selected 

33 upzlswere 

in 50,selected 

for eval uation 

selected'forBD 

upazilas 

of 

of 

both 

.>II~ 

c linics only. The selected NGO clinis csby upazilas 'are given below:" 

No-oermn Organzatio 

4~~~~~4 ' I ' .. A~. 4 ~ ~ ~ : I 44 ~ ' 4, ~ 
4,, .~ .. .4... 10. 



District/Upazila OtherBAVS FPAB Pathfinder CHCP RDRS local NGOs
 

Dinajpur
 
Sadar 
 x x
 

Nilphamari
 
Said pur 
 x 

F an pu r
 
Sad,!r 
 x x 

I alon i rh,sLt
 
Sad,r 


xx 
dOV-1 'u-LI
1:1 

Sadr x 

Nat"r a
 
Sadar 
 x 

Fabra
 
S adar 
 x x 

Khulna
 
S ada r 
 x 

Narail
 
Sadar x 

Fatuakhal i
 
Sadar 
 x 

Barisal
 
Sadar 
 x x
 

Firojpur
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x 

Gopalgonj
 
Kota lipara 
 x 

Nars ingdi 
Si -r 
 x 

S -1& 1: x x x 

S-iudan x x 

Chittagong 
Hfill Tracts 

Cl IaI id gijh ona 

N )te: BAVS - l3ang].adesh Associattiol for VolunLtary Steril ization
 
VPAB - Family Planning Association of Bang] adesh
 
CIiCP - Connunity llealtL 
 Ctre L'Poject (iormer Christian Health Care 

PIro jec t)RDRS - Rangpur-Din ijpur Pehal )iI itaLion Scie ty 
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From those selected upazilas, 216 NGO clients were selected for
 
field survey. Data were collected for those clients from both
 

the clinic records and from the clients directly through personal
 

interview.
 

The detailud methodology and the objectives of the evaluation 

are contained in the report of the evaluation of the "S program 

for 1985 January-March quarter and hence are not repeated here. 

Accordi ng t, the co)ntrlct, Lhi,; report, cf)nta i rii ng so Lected 
tables based on weighted client sample, h~is been prepared 

separately on the findings of NGO clinics only as 'parallel 

tables' of- the report of the first quarter of the evaluation 

of the VS program and are shown in the anMxure. 

iThe client sample came to 
390 when weighted.
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Table 1: 	Percentage distribution of clients by status
 
of locating the clients 

Status of locating the clients 	 :Categories of clients
 
STubectomy .Vasectomy
 

Client located 88.4 85.2 

Client permanently 
the address 

left 
5.0 8.1 

Client temporarily visiting 
t.e address 6.6 4.8 
Address not found 1 

- 1.9 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 181 109 

"Address 	 not found" includes both those clients who neverlived at the address indicated and clients whose listed 
addresses did not exist. 

Toble 2: 	 Percentage distribution of located clients by 
status of interviews 

Interview status 
 :Categories of clients
 
:Tubectomy :Vasectomy
 

Interviewed 98. 1 7S.1 

Not interviewed 1.9 21.9 

Total 100.0 100.0
Weiglieei N 160 178 
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Table 3: Percentage distribution of tile interviewed 

clients by reported clinics 

Reported clinic :Categories of clients 

'fTubectony :Vasectomy 
Recorded clinic 100.0 89.2 
Other than the recorded clinic - 1.4 

Sterilized twice 

Firs;t operdtion not in the 
recorded clinic but the 
second in the recorded clinic 6.5 

Never :;terilized 

Did not k<now, the recorded 
Ci.inic 2.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 157 139 

Table 4: Percentage distribution of interviewed clients 
by status of reported clite eW operatior 

Stratus of daIte I f Oper!It on :Categories of clients 

Tubectony ; Vasectomy 
Within the (cutI ter 100.0 90.6 

Before the cuarter 

Sterilized tv.,ice 

(oip;t iritioll before- tile 
quarter ,:id :;econd operation 

•.itlin thu {iirter) 6.5 

Never st:riliz-et 

Did not now the rec(,rded 
clinie 2.9 

Totali 100.0 100.0 
W-i_(jtCd : 157 139 
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Thblu 5: P~rc 1, L6 Ji~LiibuLjti f i UiLvi u'~~~d ciients by sttus of reporced 
date of oneration and h' status of rerted clinic 

Status < f____.........

reporte:dat Witin.;e Vasectomy
ih i 

I t. t I 
t Before ithin NeverStsof -qu-rter qu-rtcr quarter 
 steri- All cuarter quarter quarter steri- AllStsfi e eind
reported 
 before lized1:urtr buarter 

clinic 
 I II It, 

Sterilized in recorded
 
clinic 
 i00.0 
 100.0 89.2 
 89.2
 

eilied in other than
 
r cinic 
 - - 1.4 
 1.4
 

Sterilized twice 
(Sterilized in recorded 

-tiier than-nc 

eie clinic) 


6.5 
 - 6.5 

,;ever sterilized 
 - - - - 2.9 2.9 

Total 
 I00.0 
 100.0 90.6 ­ 6.5 2.9 100.0
 
Weichted N 


157 
 139
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Table 6: Percentage distribution of all selected clients
 
by type and status of informed consent forms
 

Status of informed consent form 	 ,Categories of clients 

'Tube ctomy ',Vasectomy 

USAID-approved
 

Signed by clients 100.0 96.7
 

Not 'signed by clients 
 - 0.9 

Not USAID-Lipproved 

Signed by clients - -

Not signed by clients - -

No informed consent form - 2.4 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted 1N I8I 200 

Table 7: Percentage distrilutinl of actually sterilized 

clients by types of informed consent forms and 
st~Itus of siJni*,g 

Types of colisent forms and :Categories of clients 
status of signinq Tubectomv 'Vasectomy
 

USAID-ipproved 

Signed by clients 100.0 100.0 

Not :igncd L' clients 	 ­ -

Not U 11- isrvud 

Signed b' c]ients 	 - -

Not , i(Jne b, clients 	 ­ _ 

No inrii consent form - -

Total 100.0 100.0 
WeiIhted N1 157 124 
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Table 8: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized clients
 
by status of informed consent forms and status of
 
receipt of surgical apparel 

Status of informed Status of receipt :Categories of clients 
consent form of surgical apparel :Tubectomy :Vasectomy 

USAID-approved Received 100.0 94.4 
informed consent 
forms si(Jgied by 
client Did not receive - 5.6 

Sub-tu ii100.0 100.0 

In~or-e( 0~cs1 C:orm Received 	 ­ _ 
~o t USA IL- appr:moe11/ 

L un o2:Iecd consen t iorm 
*JSA.Ii)-dppro'd but Did not receive 
:Iot signed by c:Iiunts/ 

" 110 C t f)os 

Sub- tota I 

Received 
 100.0 94.4
 
All
 

Did not receive - 5.6 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted 	 N 157 124 
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Table 9: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients by amount reportedly received
 

At AStatus of facilities received
Amout reortdly ll'Received 
 any:, Received no
received in Taka ' clients 	 Rac y e
facil ity facility
 

175.0 	 72.6 
 NA NA
 

170.0 	 5.3. 5.1
 

165.0 
 3.8 	 3.8 

163.0 	 1.3 1.3 ­

160.0 	 2.5 
 2.5 ­

155.0 	 1.9 1.9 ­

150.0 	 9.0 9.0 ­

145.0 	 2.5 2.5 -

140.0 	 1.3 1.3 -

Total 100.0 27.el _
 
Weighted N : 157
 

Reported 	 average amount: Tk. 170.00 

Estimated 	average amount considering the 'received any facility' 
category 	received the approved amount: Tk.175.0
 

Note: NA in this table stands for not applicable cases. 

Table ±0: 	 Percentage distribution of actually sterilized 
vasectomy clients by amount reportedly received 

received 	inAlak t ':Status of facilities received
clents ,Received any: Received no
'facility 
' facility 

175.0 92.0 	 NA 
 NA
 

170.0 	 0.x ­ 0.8 

120.0 	 4.0 ­ 4.0 

100.0 	 1.6 -	 1.6 

50.0 	 1.6 
 - 1.6
 

Total 
 100.0 
 -	 8.0 
Weighted 	 H= 124 

Reported average amount: Tk.169.56 

Note: NA in this table stands for not applicable cases. 

http:Tk.169.56
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Table 11: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized tubectomy
 
clients by recorded and reported referrers
 

I Ite 	 I I I FP fi e IIi IIII 
r BDG FP I NGO FP'field 	 ork e ( Regis- Regis--I field field 	 General! Went ,Does aoV er (inot tered tered public 1alone inot
Recorded 	 : Allworker worker ItLI i Agent 1 Iknow


referrer i whether BDG
 
!_ __ _ or NGO) 
 ' 	 ' 

BDG FP fieldworker 2.5 ­ - 2.5 ­ - 5.0 

GO -ieldworker 52.9 4.5 4.5 1.3 3.2 66.4 

P lfeldvlork-er 
(not ascertained
 
whether BDG or NGO) ­ 3.2 - 1.9 5.1 

Registered Dcii - - 3.8 ­ 3.8 

Registered Agent 
 - - 5.7 ­ - 1.3 7.0 

General public --
 8.9 1.3 2.5 12.7
 

Total 
 2.5 52.9 3.2 
 3.8 12.1 15.9 2.6 
 7.0 100.0
Weighted N 
157 
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Table 12: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
vasectomy clients Lbv recorded ond reported referrers 

Reported ' BDG FP NGO Registered Registered General' Went ' Does. VP I 
reere fil
' field freferrerfield Dai Agent I Allpublic I alone' not I
Recorded " Rworker worker I knowkno
 

referrer 
 ,'' 

BDG FP fieldworker 0.8 ­ 0.8 - ­ 1.6
 

NGO FP fieldworker 0.8 33.9 
 -
 - 7.3 2.4 44.4 

Registered Dai - 1.6 ­ - - - 1.6 

Registered Agent 6.3 ­ 8.9 1.6 - 17.0 

General public ­ 4.8 ­ 28.2 - 2.4 35.4 

Total 1.6 45.2 
 1.6 8.9 30.6 7.3 4.8 100.0
 
Weighted N 


124
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Table 13: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients by reported age of client and
 
husband
 

Age group I Age (iroup of husband(iij years)
of client I I I I 115-19-120-24'25-29 '30-34 '35-39 '40-4145-49 '50-541 155-59 160-64(in years) 	 1 TotalI I I I I I 

15-19 
 - 1.3 -1.3 

20-24 
 - 1.3 6.4 3.2 ­ 1.9 - 0.6 ­ 13.4
 

25-29 
 - 1.3 9.6 12.7 10.2 2.5 0.6 - 1.9 38.8
 

30-34 
 - - 8.3 21.0 4.5 2.5 0.6 - 36.9 

35-39 
 - - - 3.2 4.5 1.9 - - 9.6 

Total - 1.3 	 2.6 16.0 24.2 34.4 13.4 5.0 1.2 1.9 100.0 
Weighted N = 157 



Table 14: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized clients
 
by reported age of client and wife
 

Age groupI 
 Age group 	of wife(in years)
 
of client 
 i140441

1 15-191 	 , 'S Total(in years) 	I i 20-241i 25-291 30-341 35-39140-44145-49, 50-54 55-59160-64 NSI I I 

15-19
 

20-24
 

25-29 2.4 - ­ -- 2.4 

30-34 - 5.7 7.3 - - - --	 - - - 13.0 

35-39 
 2.4 4.0 13.7 3.2 -- - - - 23.3 

40-44 - 1.6 1.6 
 5.7 - ­ - - - - - 8.9 

45-49 - - 2.4 5.7 4.0 ­ - - - - - 12.1 

50-54 ­ - 1.6 1.6 7.3 5.7 ­ - - - - 16.2 

55-59 ­ - - 1.6 3.2 2.4 7.3 ­ - - - 14.5 

60-64 ­ - - - - 4.0 0.8 ­ - - 2.4 7.2 

65-69 ­ - - - - - 2.4 - ­ - - 2.4 

Total 4.8 11.3 26.6 17.8 14.5 12.1 10.5 - ­ - 2.4 	 100.0 
Weighted N 124
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Table 15: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by reported number of living children
 

Reported number of 
 ,Categoriesof clients
 
living children Tubectomy: Vasectomy
 

0
 

1 
 - 1.6 

2 16.6 16.1 

3 23.6 25.0
 
4 
 35.7 14.5
 

5 
 14.6 21.0
 
6 
 5.1 10.5
 

7 
 3.8 6.5
 
8 
 0.6 4.8
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 157 124
 

Table 16: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by employment status of women
 

Employment status 
 ,Categories of clients
 
of wife/client 
 :Tubectomy :Vasectomy
 

Employed with cash earning 18.5 22.6 

Employed 
earning 

without cash 
5.1 -

Not employed 76.4 77.4 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 157 124
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Table 17: Perccntage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by occupation of husband/client
 

Occupation of husband/client :Categories of clients 
:Tubectomy, Vasectomy 

Agriculture 17.2 8.9 

Day labour 37.6 71.8 

Business 18.4 12.9 

Service 26.8 4.8 

Not employed - 1.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 157 124 

Table 18: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by their educational level
 

Educational level 	 :Categories of clients
 
Tubectomy Vasectomy 

No schooling 
 70.7 74.2
 

No class passed 1.9 -


Class I-IV 
 16.6 15.3
 

Class V 
 6.4 5.7
 

Class VI-IX 
 3.2 4.8
 

SSC and USC 1.2 -

Total 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 152 124 
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Table 19: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 

clients by reljqion
 

Religion :Categories of clients 
TubectomyI Vasectomy 

Muslim 76.4 95.2 

Hindu 22.3 3.2 

Christian 1.3 1.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 157 124 

Table 20: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by ownership of land
 

Status of land ownership :Categories of clients
 
Statuandofwnerhip 
 Tubectomy I Vasectomy
 

Owned land 24.2 21.0 

Did not own land 75.8 79.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 157 124 
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Table 21: 	Distribution of actual number of informed
 
consent forms by categories and by selected
 
upazilas 

i Categories of informed
 
Upazilas consent forms 

:Not signed by
I clients 

-

i 
II 

No forms 

Mymensingh Sadar 1 

Pirojpur Sadar 
 3 

Total 
 1 	 3
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Table 22: Estimated proportion of clients actually
 
sterilized by selected upazilas
 

Upzias Wighed sample sz
I gSsterilized
I ! 

__ Vas. Tub. All 
t
I 

Proportion of actually 
cases 1 

Vas. Tub. All 
iiII I I 

Saidpur 1 - 1 1.00 - 1.00 

Lalmonirhat 
Sadar - 4 4 - 1.00 1.00 

Natore Sadar - 10 10 - 1.00 1.00 

Rangpur Sadar 33 8 41 0.91 1.00 0.93 

Joypurhat Sadar 4 3 7 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Dinajpur Sadar 2 28 30 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Kotalipara - 10 10 - 1.00 1.00 

Patuakha Ii 
Sadar 17 16 33 0.88 1.00 0.94 

Narail Sadar 16 5 21 0.81 1.00 0.86 

Khulna Sadar 2 6 8 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Pirojpur Sadar 8 2 10 0.63 1.00 0.70 

Barisal Sadar 33 27 60 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Sylhet Sadar 4 15 19 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Mymens ingh 
Sadar 18 33 51 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Pabna Sadar 58 12 70 0.90 1.00 0.91 

Narsingdi Sadar 13 2 15 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Total 209 181 
 390 0.92 1.00 0.96
 

iAfter field survey of clients, the clients excluding those falling
 
undeL the category, 'address not found', 
'never sterilized clients',
 
'operations not done in the quarter', 
'operations not done in recorded 
clinic', and 'double operations', have been considered as actually 
sterilized. 


