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INRDUCTION 

Ini accordance with the agreement betw.,een the.Government ofiB2anladesh-, 
7(2BDG) and~the: USAID, a protocol w,.as signed stipulating the' reimbure 

~men bythelat~9'~ ~V~lnt~ry Steriliza­
cotsde
mett yth ate ofe th seece ofteBG ou
 

ton -(VS)%Program. Theprotocol als~o~po o nidpnetadt
 
2.22.2eylutinof the VS program. Accordinl ,~i~Mrhl8, 4 SAID, Dhaka, 

~appointed M/s. M. A. Quasem & Co. -aBagdeh Chree Acountants<~2 

firm-to conduct quarterly audits of the voluntary sterilization of BDG 
clnc..2 contract expired in December,,1984. Howeve r, another 'agree-2. 251. 

Sment signed between.USAID and M. A. Quasem and'Co. provided ,scope for 

conducting eight quarterly~evaluations of the VS program covering both ,
 
BDG and Non:Government Organization' (NGO)clnsb January­clincs'eginning'from 
March 1985 quarter. Under the given2objectives and approved methdolgy,
 

the first of the eight quarterly evaluations -has been completed and the
 
~2.report has already 2been submitted to the USAID, Dhaka.' 
 22-4 

The field survey of the first quarterly evaluation was carried out in, 
 2 

'22222 arch and April of 1985. It was conducted in 50 selected upzlsof the
 
44~22i2 

4 2 'country of which 17 upazilas were selected for evaluation2of both2BDG2224
 

adL0 clinics and-~the rest 33 upailas were selecte~d forBDG clinics.222224 
2 

j2i.*. only. Of the 17 upzlswhere bot B22 and 1 2swr eetd
 

fo evlutin,2222BagadshAsocatonfo2olntryStriiztin
 

cliic o2 rt n upazilas b.thAD anlctd AGO2clinicswereseetdinajpur 2'2"'2 

.1~ *2*1224 urhat Saar
~~adr, an.2 JoyV~U~L.Uk Naor Sadr P.LabL SteriN.Cr.LlUI 22.2 
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From tJ~qs se~J.~e~ted upazila~A"'. 

108' BAyS cl4ent~ were ~
 
surv~ey~.471~Dat~ were' co1~~ected~for those clients~fromThoth the clinics records ~
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A A AA, ~ -p AA~A3>33A3k A~A"~ AA*AA3Th~'A detailed methodology '-'A>andVthe~objectives of the evaluation are con 

~A. ~ 333" ~''~ A
tamed in the report~ of the of the VS program for 1985 ~J~nuary 

A '.A AMarch~quarter ~nd hence are not"'repe '3 ' ~-~'.-
A , ated~here. A 

~ %A AA.~ AA4 'A A 3, 
tabl~s,' AiA'A2~3-3,~A3 

'.<-A:According to the con1rac~, mis report, containing selected has 'A 

~ p"" A been prepared separately on-the findings of BAVS clinics A>only as~'para 
~>""'>'~" ~'l1el t~bfes' of the report of the first quarter of the evaluation A 

>3ttV'Ui 

vs 'p"ro'~r6xn 

~A -, 

and 

-' 
A 

A 

~A 3" the 

/3. 

are shown in'AAthe annexure. 
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ANNEXURE
 

Tables based only on
 

the BAVS clinics
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Table 1: Percentage distribution of clients by
 
status of locating the clients
 

',Categoriesof clients
Status of locating the clients ICtorisclint'tTubectomy: Vasectomy. 

Client located 94.6 90.4 

Client permanently left the address - 5.8 

Client temporarily 
address 

visiting the 
5.4 -

Address not found 1 - 3.8 

Total 

N 
100.0 

56 

100.0 

52 

"Address not round" includes both those clients who never
 
lived at the address indicated and clients whose listed
 
addresses did not exist.
 

Table 2: Percentage distribution of located clients
 
bv status of interviews
 

Interview status :Categories of clients
 

'Tubectomy' Vasectomy
 

Interviewed 96.2 72.3
 

Not interviewed 3.8 27.7
 

Total 100.0 100.0
 
N 53 47
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Table 3: Percentaqe distribution of the interviewed
 
clients by reported clinics
 

Reported clinic :Categories of clients 
Tubectcmy Vasectomy 

Recorded clinic i00.0 94.1 

Other than the recorded clinic - -

Sterilized twice
 

First operation not in the 
recorded clinic but the second 
in the recorded clinic 
 -	 5.9
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
N 51 34 

Table 4: 	Percentage distribution of interviewed
 
clients by status of reported date of
 
operation
 

Status of date of operation 	 ,Categories of clients 
'Tubectomy :Vasectomy 

Within the quarter 	 100.0 94.1 

Before the quarter 

Sterilized twice
 

(First operation before the
 
quarter and second operation 
within the quarter) - 5.9 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
N 51 34
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Table 5: Percentage distribution of interviewed clients
 
by status of reported date of operation and by
 
status of reported clinic
 

Status of I Tubectomy i Vasectomy 
c) f ireported date i Within Within I t( Within Within 

oferationi quarteii quarter i quarter AllAll quarter 
StI and I andStatus Ibfr 

of reported I before before 
quarter jclinic 	 i quarter
 

Sterilized in recorded 
clinic 100.0 100.0 ­-	 94.1 94.1 

Sterilized twice
 

(Sterilized in recorded
 
clinic and other than 
recorded clillic) ­ - - 5.9 5.9 

Total 
 100.0 	 100.0 94.1 5.9 100.0 
51 34 

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

Status of informed consent form :Categories of clients
Tubectomy Vasectomy 

USAID-approved 

Signed I-, clients 	 100.0 94.2 

rot s igncd 1y cI i ent! 	 ­ -

No informed consent form 1 5.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 
N 56 52 

1 Infoned consent forms were not available in Pirojpur 

Sadar upazila 
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Table 7: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by types of informed consent forms and
 
status of signing 

Types of 	consent forms and :Categories of clients
 
status of signing 	 'Tubectomy! Vasectomy
 

USAID-approved
 

Signed by clients 	 100.0 100.0 

Not signed by clients 	 ­ -

No informed consent form - -

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
N 51 32 

Table 8: 	 Percentage distribution of actuilly sterilied clients 
by status of informed consent forms and status of 
receipt of surgical i)parel 

Status of informed 
consent form 

Status of receipt 
of surgical apparel 

:Categories 
:Tubectomy 

of clients 
Vasectomy 

USAID-approved informed Received 100.0 100.0 
consent forms signed by 
clients Did not receive - _ 

Sub-total 100.0 106.0 

Informed consent form Received 
not USAID--ipl)roved/ 
informed consent form 
USAID-approved but not 
signedI 1v cI ints/no Did not receive 
consent l, 

Sub-t,)tl 

Received 
 i00.0 100.0

All 

Did not receive 
Total 
 100.0 100.0
 

N 51 32
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Table 9: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients by amount reportedly received
 

Amount reportedly :Status of facilities received
 
received in TakaI rAll clients :Received any 'Received no
 

' facility ' facility
 

175.0 	 52.9 NA 
 NA
 

170.0 	 3.9 3.9 ­

163.0 	 2.0 
 2.0 	 ­

160.0 	 9.8 9.8 ­

159.0 	 2.0 2.0 ­

155.0 	 2.0 2.0 ­

150.0 	 21.5 21.5 ­

145.0 	 3.9 3.9 ­

140.0 	 2.0 2.0 -

Total 	 100.0 
 47.1 -

N = 51
 

Reported average amount: Tk.165.11
 

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 10: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
vasectomy clients by amount reportedly received
 

Amount reportedly 	 :Status of facilities received
 
received 	 in Taka All clients Received any : Received nofacility 
 ' facility
 

1.75.0 	 93.8 
 NA 	 NA
 

170.0 	 6.2 ­ 6.2 

Total 	 100.0 
 6.2 
N = 32 

Reported 	average amount: Tk.174.69
 

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

http:Tk.174.69
http:Tk.165.11
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Table 11: Percentage distribution of actuully sterilized tubectomy 
clients by recorded and reported referrers 

Recorded 

referrer 

ReportedReor e 

referrer 

III I I IFP field-I I I 
NO- F11 worker(not 'Registeredl Registered' General 
field- I ascertained! Dai Agent public 
worker I whether BDG I iR or NGO)I

I fI If 

I Not 
stated 

I 

All 

NGO FP fieldworker 60.8 - 3.9 7.8 2.0 74.5 

FP fieldworker 
(not ascertained 
whether BDG or NGO) - 3.9 - 3.9 

Registered Dai - - 2.0 - - 2.0 

Registered Agent - - 7.8 -- 7.8 

General public - - - 7.8 3.9 11.7 

Total 60.8 3.9 2.0 11.7 
N 

aPercentage total is less than 100 percent due to rounding error. 

15.6 5.9 99.9 a 

51 



Table 12: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized vasectomy
 
clients by recorded and reported referrers
 

Reported 
 I 

referrer 
 BDG FP 	 NGO F-P? f 
field- field- Registered General Went alone Does not All
 

rerrde wworker Agent public kncw
 

BDG FP fieldworker 
 -	 3.2 ­ -	 3.1 

NGO FP fieldworker 
 59.4 - ­ 12.5 6.3 78.2
 

Registered Agent 	 15.6 
 3.1 
 - 18.7 

General public 
 - - - -

Total 	 ­ 75.0 3.1 3.1 
 12.5 6.3 100.0
 
N 

32
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Table 13: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients by reported age of client
 
and husband
 

Age group Age group of husband (in years)

of clients 	 r12-4 
 Total
Syes 120-241 25-29 130-34 135-39(in years) 	 1 40-44 1 45-49 1

I 
50-54 1I 	 I I I 

20-24 	 ­ 3.9 5.9 2.0 ­ 2.0 - 13.8 
25-29 - - 11.7 15.7 7.8 3.9 2.0 41.1 
30-34 ­ - - 9.8 15.7 - 3.9 29.4
 
35-39 
 - - - 5.9 7.8 2.0 15.7
 

Total 
 - 3.9 17.6 27.5 29.4 13./ 7.9 100.0
 
N = 51 

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

Age group I Age group of wife (in years) I
 
of client 
 I Total115-19 20-241 25-29:' 30-34 35-39i 40-44(in years)I I 1 I I I I 

i 45-49 III I 

15-19 

20 -2 4 ....... 

25-29 3.1 3.1 -.. .	 6.2 
30-34 
 - 9.4 21.9 - . . 31.3 
35-39 
 3.1 12.5 3.1 ­ - - 18.7 
40-44 
 - - - - - -
45-49 	 ­ - 3.1 3.1 9.4 - - 15.6 

50-54 
 - - 3.1 3.1 - ­ - 6.2 
55-59 ­ - - 3.1 6.3 3.1 6.3 18.8
 

60-64 	 ­ - - - - - -
65-69 ­ - - - - - 3.1 3.1 
Total 3.1 15.6 40.6 12.4 15.7 3.1 9.4 99. 9a 

N = 32 

aPercentage total is less than 100 percent due to rounding error. 



10 

Table 15: 	Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by reported number of living children
 

Reported number of :Categories of clients
 
living children Tubectomy, Vasectomy
 

1 - 3.1 

2 19.6 28.1 

3 27.5 18.8 

4 27.5 21.9 

5 11.8 12.5 

6 7.8 9.4 

7 3.9 -

8 1.9 6.2 

Total 	 100.0 100.0
 
N 	 51 32
 

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 21.6 25.0
 

Employed without cash 
earning 5.9 -

Not employed 	 72.5 75.0
 

Total 100.0 100.0
 
N 51 32
 



Table 17: Percentage distribution of actually ster.lized
 
clients by occupation of husband/wife
 

Occupation of husband/wife 


Agriculture 


Day labour 


Business 


Service 


Not empl ved 


Total 


N 


:Categories of clients
 
'cto o i
'Tubectomy :Vasectomy
 

15.7 25.0 

33.3 56.3 

23.5 12.5 

27.5 3.1 

- 3.1
 

100.0 	 100.0
 
51 32
 

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

Educational level 


No schooling 


No class passed 


Class I-IV 


Class V 


Class VI-IX 


Total 


N 


:Categories of clients
E 	Tubectomy 

'.Vasectomy
 

80.4 59.4
 

2.0 ­

13.6 25.0
 

2.0 9.4
 

2.0 6.2
 

100.0 	 100.0
 
51 32
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Table 19: Percentage distribution of actually sterilized
 
clients by religion
 

Religion 
 :Categories of clients
 
Tubectomy Vasectomy
 

Muslim 
 76.5 90.6
 

Hindu 
 21.6 9.4
 

Christian 
 1.9 -


Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
N 
 51 32
 

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

Status of land ownership :Categories of clients 
Tubectomy ' Vasectomy 

Owned land 25.5 31.3 
Did not own land 74.5 68.7 

Total 
 100.0 100.0
 
N 
 51 32
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Table 21: Estimated proportions of clients actually
 

sterilized by selected upazilas
 

I;i 

Upazilasi Sample size Proportion of actually
I 1
i sterilized cases
I II II 
II Tub.II Vas.I i AllI I Tub.II Vas. I AllI 

Dinajpur Sadar 4 - 4 1.00 - 1.00 

Rangpur Sadar 4 1 5 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Joypurhat Sadar 7 10 17 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Natore Sadar 10 - 10 1.00 - 1.00 

Pabna Sadar 3 7 10 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Narail Sadar 3 10 13 1.00 0.80 0.85 

Barisal Sadar 9 10 19 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Pirojpur Sadar 1 5 6 1.00 0.60 0.67 

Narsingdi Sadar 1 8 9 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Mymensingh 
Sadar 3 1 4 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Sylhet Sadar 11 - 11 1.00 - 1.00 

Total 
 56 52 108 1.00 0.92 0.96
 

1After field survey of clients, the clients excluding those 
falling under 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.
 


