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I NTRODUCTI ON
 

In accordance with the agreement between the Government "f
 
Bangladesh (BUG) tL-e
.:Id USAlb, oco1 signeda L wi: stilm­

lating the reimbu.s: cme:., by the l,,tly of 
 the selected , t;t::
 

of the W;V Voluntar:v 
 .terh I i:,tioi (WS) Proyran. Accordinyly, 

in March 1983, USA[Ib, nhkika, appointed M/s. M.A. Quasem , Co. ­

, Bangladesh Cihartefe, Ac,'ouuntants firm to conduct quarterlyv
 

cldits o: the vol at:iry .terj i] ,atii , Bb; citiicn :, 'Inc
 
-,ntract -. nied 
 er, i04;... another 

ment si (. L twec: W<j.i. n( . 

in .r , -. evei, ayree­

. 1,fovid..L0 \' e c.....( )scope 

for concdutKnqc teL :.. u2vli,: the VS 

,overinq Lit BDG -wi . . clinic:; be inning from Jinuar.­
M*'arch 1945 iuarter. ' Icr the given objectives ,nd approved 
methodol, ,i,, tihe prtes:t report, tIe niineth of its kind, 

QV :;. of 1rogrm 

is 
the evaluation of the . jfuary' -March Il; 7 quarter of the VS 

pfogram of both BI, and NGO done [h:ough a national].ly 
representative sample survey. The lart :as already been 

submitted to the U-AIb, D.haka. 

The field survey of thu nineth quarterIy evaluation was 

carried out in Apri. and May, 1987. it was conducted in 

50 selected upazias of thu country oif wlich [2 upazilas 

were selected for ,:Uviw iii of NO clinics and the r 

38 upazis wer:e ':u.uc:W_ u f !w ,, lii:. only. Ti-, 

'selected n,. K in. i :,z., las .. , jiv.n ie low: 

Non-govur.,nmeti t 02. gH11i:.ait ion 

http:national].ly


District/pa~:ila BA~ 1PAI3 Others 

Bogra 
Sadar X 

Rangpur 
Sadar xx x 

Joypurha t 
Sadar x 

Dinajpur 
Sadar x X x 

Noakhal 
Sadar x 

Serajqon~ 
Saclar x 

Ku In 
Sadar X x 

Faridpu r 
Sadar x % 

Gazipur 
Tongi x 

Narshingdi 
Sadar x 

Kishorejon j 
SadarV 

Chandp ,:i 
Saciar 

BAVS 

F'PAB 

Ba3Lnladesh- Ass, cia tion for: ViolULat r'' 

- ]ianli lv PlI-iiii.,( A!-so,_iatJ~o i, ,i P.iri;] 

Sterl-iza'ti (ri 

cle_-: 
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From those selected uiaz i.l.as, 480 NGO clients were selected 
for field survey. D.:. w..'eTe col]ewted for those client: 

from bth th c iic -ec.rds and :4, the clienlts diret:]y 

throu;,. .er:.ona] i trvi(... 

The det.lIec methodmyd ia, sn, tLei, Aicuct.ives of the evauaution 

are contained in the report of the eva.uation of the VS program 

for January-March 19-7 quarter and hence are not repeated h re. 

Accordi:.j to the .: tr.< t, this report, containing selected 

tables based on wi.qn::cd client lc,.:: hn.: been ,reparoeiA 

separatel: ('1 t.e .:i:Ain;s of NG, <1]inics only as 'parallel 

tables' of theIIert W,:the nintCL quairter of the evalu -

tion of the VS -r jru: and firu s. '.' n in the annexu:e. 



A N E X E
 

NGO TAB LIS
 



Table 1: Percentage di;uributionl of tle SEI,LECTED CLIENTS by 
results of clients survey 

ResulZs of Cl i(AntSz Categories of clients
'ubectinyVasectomy A]l 

A. INTERVIEWED 7'.7 72.3 73. 

Sterilized with in the refer­
ence uuarter in the
 
recorded clinic 
 75.7 69.5 12.5 

Sterilized in the recorded
 
clinic but before the­
reference qluarter 
 - 04 0.2 

Sterilized beforet t! e
 
reference <:uartcr 
 iii other
 
than tie recorded (, in c ­ 1. 6 0.H 
Never .cteri I ize i - 0.-1 0.2 
Ste iI ::ed twi- 0.1 0.., 

B. NOT [!:TEhVIv.E, 23. 0 17.9 20. 5 
Clien-t:; not iavt 1 J_- ,2 .;1 10.6 10.0 
Client has lpermnenti, left 
the recorded address 2.1 1.2 1.7 
Client was only temporarily
 
visitin<j the recorded
 
addr-es:; 
 11.5 5.7 8.C 
Client died within t1e
 
reference quarter 
 0.4 0.2 

C. ADDRESS NuT LOC,:tIi ].3 9.8 5.(, 

Addre :; doe:; not- x i.t/ 
not foaiid 1 .3 9. 8i 5. G 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Weic'hted; 

246 1 0 
l',stimjte~i fiI]';:e (c se : ,Y ttlt nIr, ] . b 2v el 

tt AIt t~(d I ; (d * C : ; , I e ' ,' . . .]. .' O C O ht 

' t e r i l :: . i n t h e . t l : [, 'l e t !Lle t C l ,
quirteLr'1, 1-,I: i !teri t ,i : rt-, 10.1Li otht i 

than thc !t:urded t I'i ,i" ii i t iv c e , iovei iittI i zed' 
aId 'Iddl, :;,; (1( 2! i,)t- (,:.: i t t 
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Table 2: 	 Percentage distribution of all the SELECTED
 
CLIENTS bv type and 
 stA tus o:f informud 
consent f, rm-i 

Status of infomc-i ,q;uo ries of cli ent:
 
consent forEm 
 TubT V.sectony i'Al 

USAIb-appruve 

Signed by CIisi. 100.u 100.0 100.0 

N,'t. si ,ned K,,, clients - - _ 

Not USAID-ppr jvcU 

Signed by c eOnt 	 ­ _ _ 

Not si: ed b : ! i ,-nt-s ­ - -

No informed co:.nset form - - _ 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 .100.0
 
Weigh ted 	N.; 2"16 	 480 

Table 3: 	 Percenit,1 ge di'-uributi" "f the ACTUALLY
 
STERILZED 
CINTS by t'ypes of informed 
:onsent forms and status of signing 

Type of consent [)riWs Citegories of clieqts
 
and status of ::ii: ubtumy 
 Vasectomy All 

USAID- approved 

Signed by cl iu:,t; 100.0 100.0 100.0 

NL~t igcnc y ck:unt;; 

Not M I 	 --I -pr,'.e& . 

S il ec by cHI -1,t .; ­ _ ­

14 ;t 1;] ,":' i(t:-;:ed iL, - -

No infri mC: o:;mnt form ­

'Tot, . 100.0 100.0 
________________,_ I / 1/1 34, ____ 
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Table 4: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized clients 
by status of in C T.ed consent f,-rm, and status of receipt 
of sui.gic l ipparel 

Status of informed Status ofconsent Categories of clientsform m receipt V Isurcc] mTubectomy' 
I 

Vasectony, All 

appare I 

USAID-apj)--ved Rece ived . 98. t.4 
informed -n sent 
fUrms siged by 
clients 
 Did not reccive 0.6 1.8 
 1..
 

S b-total 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Informed consent Received - _ _
 
form not USAID-approved/
 
informed consent for,
 
USAID-approved but not 
signed by clients/ 
no consent fori Did not receive ­

Sub-total 

Received 99.4 98.2 98.8 

Al 1 

Did not receive 0.6 1.8 1." 

Total 100.0 100.0 I00.3 
Weighted 177 171 34 
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Table 5: 	Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized 
tubectomy clients by amount reportedly received 

'Status of facilities received
recrivedly 11. 'Receivedreceived in T.tka Clients any Received no
 
facility 'fcility
 

175.00 	 71.8 NA 
 NA
 

170.00 
 0.C 0.6 ­

165.00 
 2.3 "1.3
 

162.00 	 1.1 
 l.h ­

161.00 	 0.6 
 0.6 ­

160.00 	 0.6 0.6 -

155.00 	 9.0 0.0 -

150.00 	 2,2 1.7 0.6
 

145.00 	 0.6 
 0.6 ­

135.00 
 0.6 0.6 
 -

130.00 	 0.5 
 0.5 ­

128.00 	 1.1 1.1 
 -


127.00 	 7.9 7.3 
 0.6
 

126.00 	 0.5 0.5 ­

125.00 	 0.5 
 0.5 -


Totdl 	 100.0 27.0 1.2 
Weighted N 177 

Repo(rtoi; 	 I:ver ige 2)L 

Estimatt .v,:.-aq(- 1111i1:.t r -iI0(_. tile 'ruceived ,any 
facilit'" cdItegov. r' e ti'( the 19 TL . d aj~r ,'cd drI:(u11t : . 1.7, 

Note: NA: in the t ,I 	 11i,.: )tor I I )plica1b1e (:,;U ;. 
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Table 6: 	Percentaqe distribution of the actually
 
sterilized visectomy clients by amount 
reportedly received 

rpor---d.,, A 'StL tus of facilities receivedAmout 1.1 IC-eived any Received no
received 	 in 'i,.a clients , 

Lcility : facility 

175.00 98. 2 NA 	 NA 

140.00 	 0.6 
 -	 0.6 
130.00 	 0.6 
 -	 0.6 

100.00 	 0 

Total 	 100.0 
 0. 	 1.2 

Weiqhte 1 	 N 17] 

Reported 	 aver0ae *uL r: ':' Tk. 00 
Estimated iv k-r,,,moint :1)12;iier-ig the 'received otny
facility' cat.,gory r-eceiv .d t e aLiproved amount: Tk. 174.53 

Note: NA 	 in tzh t.,dlu ,tands ! ,: not alpplicable cases. 

Table 7: 	 Perc-nt,jc distribution of the ACTUALLY 
steri!ied clients by status of promise 
for uLIapproved items 

Status of promi se for , Categories of clients 
unapproved i tei; 'Tubectomyj"asectomy: All
 

Prcmisec 	 for u: : roved 

i t: 

No t pJ (o)nised I.­
un.:.pro<vd t T(.:,; 1 o. 
 10 OI 0.) 	 LOO.u 

To, I L0O. 0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 177 171 348 



____ 

Table 8: 	 Percentage distributiun of the actually
 
sterilized clients by whether they knew
 
before sterilization thait they could not
 
have ,ny child after acce}ptini sterilization 

StLItus -. ' 	 01 clientsf knof Ctgoles 
_'ub2ctom,[ VisecLomy . All 

Knew 100.0 100.(0 100.0 

Did not know 	 - _ _ 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 177 171 348
 

Tabl] e 9: 
Per :en.t'I; d stribu t i,,: ),,-th actua] I," 
steri xt:d cY)ien L .: tilu cellgth (A' time 
the.' ad seriusly tiouk;ht ihout liavinj 
the .teri:'.:tio:i JeoJ 

'r dCategories of clients 
o 
 Tubectomy :Vasectomy All
 

1 day to 	 7 diys. 2.3 11.7 6.9 

8 days Lc, 15 davs 2.3 ".2 5.2 

16 days to 2) ,lays 1.1 0.6 0.9 

1 month to 2 months 16.4 17.5 [6.9 

More than 2 months 
to 4 months 7.3 8.8 8.0 

More thai 4 .ion tiis 
to (I months 	 15.3 21.6 18.4 

More than 6 m, ti:s
 
to 12 riiothr 35.0 1").8 5.
 

More Lh't!, 	 :.,r3 15.83 18. 11 	 20. 

Tot. 1 100.0 100.0 100.o 
We.I Jted N 17/ 1V i14
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Table 10: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilized cli.ents b, .,tegories whether 
they had I,kd t ().had .1 Iredy 
hIad , t:-:1ti ,n ! , thei.r operation 

Whether tal.-ked 
 Categ ri e:: of clients
 
anyone or not 
 'Tubectoim, Vasectomy' ' All 

Talked 91.0 52.0 71.8 

Did not: tal.k 
 9.0 48.0 28.2
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 177 171 
 348
 

TableI11: 	Percentlcge ,istriflution of tie atually sterili0ed clients 
by the lengtn ,f tLime they had seriously thought about 
having the :;teri ization methiod and whether they had talked 
to anyone ,, had alrec.dy had s:teriIization before their 
operation 

Period 	 TPt e i of operationof i~ ' TubjecI'letn. tLuv Ihi Va sec toily1	 ' 
before steri. [ization 	 Did ' ' not •sctm ' VDi' Did not 

'la I ked ta~k 'Total 'Talked,' tazlk
'!' I' 	 ' 
talk ', 	 IK 
Total, o a
 

Less than 	30 days 3.4 2.3 5.7 4.7 15.8 20.')
 

I month to 0 months 36.2 2.8 39.0 32.7 15.8 48.5
 

More thmn C,mciitha 
to 1.2 month.: 2.2".0 35.0 
 8.2 7.0 1.. 

More than 	I 'ear 
 ['.2 	 1.1 20.3 6. .4,
 

Total 
 916.0 	 9.0 100.0 52.0 48.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 1.77 
 171
 

http:alrec.dy


Table 12: Percentage dist!-ibution of tile actully 
steriliZeo1 clients by categories whether 
they had suggesteci anyone for sterilization 
a fter icceptiinc sterilization method or 
whe tlr t-ie:0, vuld Su(gcest tu aiviyOlne in 
tile 1[utiure 

' Cate~i.s of clientsSuggestion i c-er f ie 
'i -'i'tbOet)ll ' Vasectomy' Al 1 

Gave suggest iil 76. 3 50.3 63.5 

Would sugge:ti in future 23.7 46.2 34. H 

Would not sug'fest in
 
future 
 3.5 1.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 1U0.0 
Weighted N 177 -71. 348 

Table 13: Percentage distL ibu tIn of the ,tctua.Jly sterilized tuhectomy
clients by recorded and reported helpers 

Reported BAVS Other BAVS Other I 
II 

I
helper BDG saIlar ied N1GO- regis- 1NGO regi!3-1kegis- Went I

Recorded field- field- field- tered I I AllIItered Itered a. , 1 ll 
helper r kcl- %.'orkerri.(r (jelt igent- ' a)i 

II I 

Bb. :ieldworker 11.3 11. 

BAVS-; salaried 
fiel wo.-roker - 35.6 0.6 6.2 ­ O.i ... 

flei'.'iker - 26.0 0.6 - 1.7 0.5 

BA'.'s registered 
agent 

- 10.7 - 0.6 -

Otier N(OO regis­
tei ec agent .- 4.5 ­ -

Regictered Dai ­ - - 1.1 - - -

TWt i 7.,t.c 356 "' 1 • 2.3 I.WeJ gnteci N:177 
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Table 15: 
Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized tubectomy
clients by reported age of client and husband
 

Age group I 
 Age qroup of husband (in years)
of clients I I I I 
 iI
( 30-34 : 35-39 40-44 1
(in years) i I 

45-49 1 50-54 55-59 60-64i Total
i i I i
 

-10 - 24 2.8 0.6 ... 

3.4
 

25 - 29 13.0 25 .4 
 1.7 1.1 1.1 1.1 ­ 43.4
 
30 - 34 - 13.6 15.8 7.3 0.6 0.6 1.1 39.0
 
35 - 39 ­ - 4.0 4.5 3.4 0.6 0.6 13.1 
40 - 44 ­ - 1.1 ­ - - i.1 

Total 15.8 3 2.5.. L 14.0 5.1 2.3 1.7 100.0 
Weighted N 1 177
 

Mean age of hiie tubectmy c] i.nt 30.7 yea 
 s 
I'e'!, age of tho . u:;band : ,0.: ,ears 

Table 16: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized vasectomy
clients by reported age of client and wife 

Age group _ S I 
 Age-- ~~ group of wife (in years)
of clients I I 
 I I
(in years) II I I
115-19 20-24 25-29 III 45
30-34 35-39 4 i,
40-44 45-19
II I 50 +I Tot
 

25 - 29 1.2 (*, - _
 
30 - 3 4 - 4 . 1 8Ai ­

5 - 39 
 -- 1. 21.r 4.1 ... - . 
10 - 444 
 7.6 6.5 2.3 ­ _ - 10.4 

45 - 49 - - 3.5 2.3 3.5 ­ _ 
50 - 54 - - 2.3 2., ­ - 5. 
55 - 59 - - 0.; 1.8 1.. I _ 

-o+ ..- 0. 1. 2.3 *. 

Total 1.2 1.1 4 .5 13.5 9 .9 4.7 1.8 2.3 10(>
Weighted N-- 171
 

Mean age of thie vasectomy clieit : 40." years
Mean age of the wile : 29.4 years 
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Table 17: Percentage distribution of the actually st.eri.lized 
clients iw reported number of living children 

Reported nunber Cate(uries of clients
 
living chiciden 
 A1to 

0 0.5 - u.3 

1 1.7 2.3 

2 13.5 26.3 19.8 
3 24.9 32.2 28.5 
4 24.9 10.5 17.3 
5 15.8 15.2 15.5 
6 10.2 7.6 8. 9 
7 4.0 4.1 4.0 

8 1.1 1.2 1.2 

9 2.3 0.6 1.4 

10 
 1.1 ­ 0.6 

Total 100.0 00.0 100.0 
Weighted N 177 171 345 

Mean number of
 
living children 
 4.1 3.6 3.9 

Table 18: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized 
clients by employment staitus of women 

Employmenit status of C,ite-.ories of clients 
wife/client 'Tubectoin Vsectiny IAl 

1EployeI -.ith casih 
earning 4.5 10.5: 7.5 

Employed ..i tihout 
cash earni-ng "2. 3 ­ 1.1 
Not emp,,:d 92.7 89.5 1.1 
Jot st.te 0.5 ­ J.3 

Total. 100.0 100.0 1()0.0
Weiqhted.N 177 171 18
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Table 19: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterili.z.ed A]icnts occ:upationby of 
husband,'c Iieit 

Occupation of, 	 K, teq es ,I[ ients
 
husband/client ,' ec,,
I 	 cc ' ::ecton,,' All 

Agriculture 	 114.1 13.5 13.8 

Day labour 46.9 69.6 58. 0 

Business 
 20.3 12.9 16.7 
Service 	 17.0 3.5 ]0.3 

Not employed 	 1.1 
 0.5 	 0.9 

Not stated 0.6 
 - 0.3 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 177 171 	 318
 

Table 20: 	 Percenttge distribution of the actually
 
sterilizc, clients by their educational
 
level
 

Educational level :_C'tTubectonvitegorJes o:f clientsVa;ectorny All 

No school ilil 	 73.5 " 75.0 

No class nas;ed - _ 

Class 1 -	 IV 9.0 	 11.7 10.4 

Class V .79 	 5.73.5 

Class V -	 LX 8.5 5.3 '.9 

SSC and Jove ...1 	 2.I 0 

Total 100.0 ]00.0 100.0 
eightei j 177 171 3485 

http:sterili.z.ed


14
 

Table 21: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilileed clients b: rejiqion 

Religionl eiCatecjorie; of clients 
To~ectoniy VasOctorny' All 

Nus I im 	 80.3 5.9 92.5 

Hindu 10.2 .. 7..2 

Christiari 0.5 - 0.3 

Tot ] 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weic;Ited I: 177 171 34,.. 

Table 22: 	 Pert-ent.,ge distribnti(on o1 the actual i 
steri '.:izcd c l.ents bh ownership of land 

Status of land Categories of clients 
ownership iTubectomy , Vasectomy All 

Owned land 32.8 22.2 27.6 

Did not own .und 67.2 77.8 72.4 

Total 100.0 I 00.0 100.0 

qeightcd ,~1 7 1", 
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Table 23: PercentL,,e distribution of the service
 
provi les/helpers by status of interview
 

,Cit(cgories of service provideIs/ 
Interview -tat. :helpers 

P sician 'Clinic stjff: HIehper-; 

Interviewed 73. i 
 95.) 6,. L
 

Not intervi ewc 26.9 5.0 3;. ) 

Total i00.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 26 
 40 95
 

Table 24: 	Per, ,t.je diStributi an of the cli unts 
whos , h Ipers were interviewed by status 
of r e ipt of helper fee 

Status of 	 recel, t Number of 	 clients whose helpers 
of helper fee were interviewed 
reported by hoe] ers Tubectomy : Vasectomy : Ail 

Received 	 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Did not receiv-


Total I00.0 100.0 ]0.0 
Weighted 4'8 21 77 
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Table 2-: Estima.ted Pro}>rt'io0s o f clien ts actth]]V 
steril1i;::e,. bv. solected wi,,i:: I I 

, ) , r L. )Irtfio cf i tictu,' Iv steri­
::istrict/u, Qi I ' ,,,I']c , 2 2 1:]'§ e. 0i.f,. 

I "" I I I " 

i i'. t ]1U1 

, !).;U 27 4I 1.0 0.81 0 

i\ 1;.pur 
SjdI.7 9 31 40 1.0C 0.77 0.83 

'2 18 410 1.00 0. 94 0.98 

Sad r 25 15 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

.3(2 I J(IIj 
I:,dr 24 16 40 1.00 1.01) 1.00 

"Ad, 7 33 40 1.00 0.97 0.98 

.r i ipu r 
SIdIr 9 31 40 1.00 0.q 4 0.88 

Tonqi 35 5 10 0.91 1.00 0.93 

.Vishoregonj 
Sadar 37 3 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Chandtpur 

.IC': r 35 5 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

, 33 4 0 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . jO 

8 10 0 ."37 0 .7' - .' 3 

,t 276 200 HO 0. P), 0.(90 G. 95 


