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INTRODUCTION
 

In accordance with the agreement between the Bal~gaaesh Govern­

ment (BPV ) 2id tha J:ALB, a protocol ."as siqned stipul]ting 

the reimi ursexent h.. the latter -: selected ,' ; t:;... 
 o:­
voluntary SterilVA:' n jrnr{ Th'e
Wt.,i(S) ]-mi. protocol:, i~s,
 

provides fur n i:,:,)eIjept audiLtL/ivlu tion of Le .'S proogram. 

Accordin IY, in MNrch Ln83, USAIl , h,.i , appoi-ntned M/s. M. A. 

,iuasem E Co. - a Vul:~g1adeshi Cartered AccountanIs f i.rm to 

conduct cua.rterly audit of voluntary sterilization of BD.;
 

clinics. The contrac t expi red in December, 1984. However, 

another igreement:.nined hctw,'ee, KVII,nd M.A. Qua:;em N Co. 

provided scope fur conducting te:n quarterly evaluation ,17
 

l
the VS rr.qram covering hot: BDQ anid NiI c inics beginning 

from Jai.ury-.iarc, 19H5 jurter. Uder tihe ivn oh 
ect ives 

,nd approved meth jloy,the presenL report, the nineth of 

its kini, is t:he . I oat in of the .nuar,,-March 19' quarter 

: the '7. 1 o ram 'P- k Val; nd 00, ,,. th rou l ,A: ation ,]., 

representtive smj: u ur ve. 
 The reot has alread, been 

submitte! to the n:.AI,, Dh.k . 

The field survey "f the nineth quarterly. evaluation was carried 

out in April and May 1987. It was conducted in 50 ;elected 

upazilas nf the cuuntiy n;f which : up,::i],; we: sulectud for 

evaluati n of linics theBDG cand -.;t lA upzi.ls '..re selected 

for NGC :- :.c(. !.. Fr the:;; P : :t-ed ii; ,as.i 1i:,, 15 O BD G 

clients : NI, ". ! .-:,-0 i,: :: .or, : e r fild ;ur'.y. 

Data wer, cW lect" 5 - ti,. e ci :T :; -u ,ti ti ,l it. 

records and from he uI iunt-; direct v th uqi perslonal interview. 

Non-gov,:nlment o, amiisatior, 



ii 

The detailed methodology and the objectives of tqe evaluatltion 

are contained in tne report of the evaluation of the VS program 

for January-March 1987 qu-rter and hence are not repeated here.
 

According to the contyncL, this repo!t, containing selected 

t:ables based on weigiited lI ian t samp le, has been pi.'ow rd 

separately in the i W.i..f u. BbK Ainics only n 'IxI alIe] 

tables' of t: report or the niuetk .. 1 ur .tr the ovaluti.on 

of the VS program Anc re shown in the "nnexure. 

http:ovaluti.on
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Table 1: 	 Percentage distribution ",f the SELECTED CI,1ENTS by
 
results f c]2ents survey
 

Results of cI Lent:; surve, Categories of clients
 
"Tubectomy 'Vasectomy, Al 1
 

A. INTERVIEWED 0.*1.2 74.3 

Sterilized witni:1 the reference
 
quarter in the re ded clinic 
 7..! 61.6 73.0 

Sterilized in che rcnried 
clinic but before the reference
 
quarter 
 0.7 0.6 0.6 

Steri ized before the reference
 
quarter in other tli,'n tlic
 
recorded clinic 
 - 0.7 0.3 

Sterilized twice (]'s;t uperation
 

before the quar tar i, o the r than
 
the r .n c A w 2nd
.Aed ,,i.: 

oper tiwli : titi..' !1; , ter ii
 
the rec:ordud c i,: 0.4
-	 0.1 

Never steriliz, I - 0.9 0.3 

B. NC)1' INITERVIEWEI 	 17.8 28.4 21.6 

Clients not avaiiabie 	 10.0 21.6 14.1 

Client has permanently left 
the recorded address 0.5 2.1 1.1 

Client was only temporarily 
visiting the recorded address 7.3 4.5 6.3 

Client died within the
 
reference quarter 
 - 0. 2 0. 1 

C. ADDRIE: NOT LW>,.ATTI 2.2 7.4 '1.1 

Addre:;:; doues nt e.:ist/
 
not found 1.7 6.7 3.5
 
Not attempted 	 0.3 0.7 0.5 

lnconmqlte adds;s 	 0.! - .1 

Total 100.(10 1(2)).0 10j)(.0 
Weighted ". 	 1 ._0 

E stimtated al, e .* .; ; : V tu W . jt . p rcent 
i:stimi tid fa ;e* K:;K for v.l t ': ). i pe(c nt 

*False c,, neann t:l:, i.' e,' . I H in ern WeL .it nzy, 

'steriliud i n th. r," rde, clin~ic hut tMore t,, rw'eiiriw 
luartelr , ';te i1 iz.,l b fore tn i i e Ildrru i: in ctl thwn 
the rest; ud ,fin ' , ' . I 1iiz J .iW,' , 'Iovt toril izo,' ,'addre.,ss, 	 dues; A.'/! ininot W 	 St t found'.,l 
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Table 2: Percentage distribution o: 1 thu SLETEI; CLI ENITS 
by type ind ,tus of .inf,,rm.i consent form.; 

Status of informed'i Type of operation 
consent form i'ubectounv 'UVsectom.," 

USAID-approved 

Signed by clie.ts <9.6 99.6 99.6 

Not signed by client., 0.3 0.4 0.3 

Not USAID-apFroved 

Signed by clients 0.1. - 0.1 

Not i ned by 1 le ts - _ _ 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N W34 536 1520
 

Table 3: P'ercent r;e distribution of the ACTUALL' ST'RILI ZEI; 
CLIENTS b' types of informed con sent furms ndr 
status o! siqninq 

Types of consent forms Cteqories of clients 
and status of siqnnc 'TubectnmY 'Vasectomy All 

USAID-approved 

Signed by clients qq.5 99.7 99.5 

Not siqhud by "] 0.4Aiu.at 
 0.3 0.1
 

Not USAI D-ap;rove, 

Signed by c1ionh; 0.1 ­ 0. 1 

Not signed by Iients - _ _ 

Tota 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
W'eiqhte, 
 7n0 10 I 110 



el 

Tab.e 4: Fercnta,:, ti tril,.t-i, , ­ th -ictiu,,Ily .tLeorijin:w 
clienlts i7 :tun1 l .'" A1,0110 "O t f yh<a cnd:Kta t u s 0! 'iF .,, - .: l]: AM :a A r e 

Status Gf infaqeo status a Categoizcs of clients 
consent Lrn ~vreceiptt "C I Isurgi;a] Tubectony: Visectomy: All
 

USAID-app.vwed in:wried R'uce UL. . ,. ,. 
consent wrms sigJn!

by clients; Did nwL r;,.w''u~ 
 0.. .3.9 1.-,;
 

Sub-tot,,! 
 99, 977 99.f 

In formed cuins&nt : -in }eceived 0.4 0.3 0..; 
ntot USAID-IPpuved / 

informed c-,n. nt :, :,
 
:'SAID-ap :,roved but
 

:.0t signed 'yi . : tLs' 

.;ub-tot, ' 0.4 0.3 0..; 

M Ui v3(I 99. 96. 1 .' 

All
 

Did not receive 0.4 3.9 1., 

Total 
 I)0.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted 11 
 780 330 
 I110 



Table 5: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients bay 
amount reportedly received 

Amount rep)ortedly Aul All 'Status' -- of facilities received 
received in A] 1 [Received'faci li.tv 


175.00 
 92.7 NA 

170.00 	 1.5 0.K 


165.00 
 2.6 1.0 

164.00 
 0.2 (. I­

160.00 	 1.1 0.o 


155.00 	 1.1 0.3 


154.00 	 0.1 
 0.1 


135.00 
 0.1 ­

130.00 
 0.1 ­

100.00 	 0.1 0.1 


50.00 	 0.1 
 0.1. 


40.00 	 0.1 
 0.1 


NO pa,:ment 0.3 0.3 

Total 
 100.0 3.3 

Weighted N 780
 

Reported 	average amount: 
Tk.173.28 

Estimated average nmount considerinq thu 
facility' Pateqor" received 	 the ,Iwo'iuvd 

:ote: 	 ,
NA in te t .le ntndis for n 

any Received no
', facility
 

NA 

0.I
 

0.5
 

0.8
 

-


0.1
 

0.1
 

-


-


-


-


4.0
 

'received Any 
amount: TIk. 174.4() 

i I Cl su:. 

http:Tk.173.28


6 

Table 6: 	Percentage distribution of 
the actua lly sterilized
 
vasectomy clients by amouwnt rupurtedly received 

'otdAStatus of facilities receivedreceiv eirtedly Allt :Received any
received in Taka :clients Received n)
 
facil itv facility
 

175.00 	 92..4 
 NA 	 NA
 

171.00 	 0.n ­ 0.9 

170.00 	 1.2 0.3 	 0.9 

150.00 	 0.3 
 -	 C,3
 

140.00 
 0.3 ­ 0.3
 

130.00 	 0.6 
 0.6 	 ­

100.00 	 3.4 0.3 
 3.1
 

75.00 	 0.6 
 -	 0.6
 

70.00 
 0.3 
 -	 0.3 

Total 
 100.0 
 I. 2 6.4
 
weichted N 330
 

Reported 	average Anount: 
T. 1.71.0 

Estiamted average unount considering the 'received any

facility' category received the approved amount: 
Tk.171.54
 

Note: 
NA .inthe table stands for n)t apjlicable cases
 

Table 7: 	Percenta e di -tr-ibuti n , t.l,_ actually s ri1 ized 
clients i.' L[:; "f j,:;. , tna Va ALM:; 

Status of pr-mise for , C"LtugjFlru:; of c]ientus 

unapproved items 'ubect:t' m"VaSuctm' All 

Promised f7or" inappr vet,-I 
items 

Not promi,sed1for un a ppro(ved 
items 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Total. 
 1.00.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted 7HO 1() I l9Q 	 10 

http:Tk.171.54
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Table 8: 	Percantal, distrilution -f tihe Actually sterili::ed 
clients by whetiher thev kneyknw be:fore sterilization 
that the. could not have v. ii d After acvepL no 
sterilizition 

Status of know le d ge SdCateor1-iesOw ete of clients"'ie tom Vaasece tomv !' Al]I 

Knew 
 100.0 !(). U 100.0 

Did not kno t; 
 - -


Total 100.0 100.n0".
 
Weighted N 
 778d 330 
 1109 

aTwo not 	stated c .Ss ..rv not inAc d in: this tible ani 
in the :;iibse:uenr taae; of 0,10,1 1 ,n 1P. 

Table 9: 	Percpntnvu di:;tribution : t ,.pictu.l,,. sterilized
 
clients Q'2 the lenthL if tim, the'y 
had :;eriouslIy
 
thouqht ALout having the sterilization method
 

P e r i u 	 Cateqories of clients'Tubectomy f'Vasectomy .' All
 

I day to 	7 days 5.0 
 4.9 5.0
 

8 days to L5 days 	 4.4 7.0 5.1 

16 days to 29 days 	 0.5 0.6 0.) 

1 month to 2 months 10.4 14.8 11.7
 

MIore thin 2 m,,nth
 
to 4 monthl.: 
 7.8 1.3.6 9.(0
 

More than 4 months 
to 6 month:; 12.1 18.2 
 13.9
 

".More t ari , I ,,th,. 
to 12 mo',t-hs; 31.1 21.2 
 .8.
 

More t'. : 1 y"ir 2 .7 19.7 


T',i 1 100.0 160. j 0 ((9 
We.ightu.: 77 -. 1) 1 L0i 

26.0 



Table 10: 	 Percentngc distribution of the actually sterilized
 
clients by categories whether they had talked to
 
anyone who had alrea.dy had1 a sterilization before
 
their operation
 

Whether talked to ' Cate uries of clients
 
anyone or not '.'asectumy
,Tubectomy : W 

Talked 	 83.9 P9.4 	 7n.6 

Did not talk 	 16.. A(,. 20.4 

Total 100.0 .100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 778 
 330 1108 

Table 11: 	Percent Ji s riL uti , V tI, ,,:tu ll'; sttrilized
 
clients h' the Iesjth , ti:u they had seiousl.'
 
thought IDut 1-.'iv; t.o. tuili:v,:tion me thocd and
 
whether the, had talked t. ,ne v.who had ,already 
had a st.eriLizatiwn before t Ii: eration 

Period of 	 thinking 'ype of operation 
be f or e s t e r i b Tubec tomy Vasectomyi z a t i u 	 1 . i n tkd:Iid hr no{t' ' ' Dididnot'n t 

PaL ted 'Total 'Talked' :Totalv I 	 , talIk f 

Less thn days J 4.0 9.930 5. 	 ,.7 , 12.0-; 

1 month to 6 months 24.9 5.4 30.3 32.7 13.9 46.6 

More than 6 months 
to 12 months 28.1 3.0 31.1 15.2 6.1 21.3 

More than 	I ''ear 25.0 3.7 28.7 14.8 4.5 
 19.3
 

Total 	 ' . I,,. I 	 .. 6'. , 3W. 100.AU 
Weiqhted N '". 	 330 

http:alrea.dy


Table 12: Percent dj.
:istribution of 
the actual ly sterilized 
clients P*, (ategories '..'hether the- had su-'clestud 
anyone 'or erIlization after acceti ng :;ter I ia­
tion method ,r .,hethe:- they v,')uld :;ugqust to anyune 
in the future
 

Suggestion by clients I Categories of clients
Ctorie ociTubectomyVasectomy I ll 

Gave suggestion 
 65. (,.7 65. 

Would suggest in future 34. 
 2..2 32.3
 
Would not sugges C in 
future 
 0.7 5.1 
 2.1
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 77S 
 330 1108
 

Table 13: V-eicentqu distribution of 
the actually sterilized
 
tubectony ci en s by -e(:rdedand reported heI pers
 

Reported I j
h 

1,
helper .4 I, C-C 

Recorded (D 0) 41A U W V M
 
helper " 

a) r Q Q) M H. . U) o 
Q 0 4Js (1 C) 4~J~-- UC)) 

M1G fieldworker 53.0 0.5 14.0 ­ q. 0.4 0.4 73.0
 

Other NGC3"field­
worker 
 0.4 6.3 3.3 ­ - 0.1 0.3 10.9
 

BKQ registered
 
agent 
 37.- - 0.1 - - 8.8 

Other NGO registered
 
agent 
 0.1 ­ - - 0.1 

iRegistered Dai 
 - - 0.% ­0.1 

Weighted N =7-0
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Table 16: Percentage distribution of the ,ctuaj1lv sterilized 
vasectomy clients by reported iqe of cl ient and wife 

Age group 	 Age group of wife (in years)
 
of clients 
 , I I I I I
 
(in years) 
 - 0 "5 ' 9_9 'i04,' 45-4w 50+ ' 

25 - 29 0.6 	 , 0. -. 7.6 

30 - 34 0.3 6.4 7.6 .... . 11.3 

35 - 39 ­ 2.4 14.5 4.2 0.6 - ­ - 2:.7 

40 - 44 0.6 0.6 6.7 10.9 
 3.3 - - - 22.1 

45 - 49 - 0.3 0.6 7.3 6.7 1.2 - - 1.i 

50 - 54 ­ - - 2.. 1 3.4 2.7 - - r.2 

55 - 59 - 0.6 - 1.5 1.8 1.2 0.9 - 6.0 

60 ­ 64 - - - 0.3 - 0.3 ­0.3 0.9 

65 - 69 ­ - - 0.3 - 0.6 0.9 - 1.8 

70 - 74 ­ - - - - - 0.4 0.9 L.3 

Total 1.5 16.4 30.3 2 C, . 15.8 6.0 2.5 0.9 1])0.0 
Weighted N 330 

Mean age (in years) 	 Client: 42. 
Wife : 31 . I 
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Table 17: Peroentige distribution o)f th:e actuall.., steri! i::ud 
clients by reported number of I ivinq c'lii Iren 

Reported number of ' Cdtegou-i. o: c] vents 
living childrun 'Tubectomy :Vasectomy ' All 

0 	 0.5 - 9.4 
1 	 .2.8 0*., . 

2 	 23. u 1). 1 22.0 

3 	 30.1 27. j 5 

4 	 19.8 24.9 2.3 

5 	 12.6 13.0 12.7 

6 	 5.9 7.3 6.3 

7 	 2.8 4.2 3.2 

8 	 1.8 2.1 . 9 

9 	 1.4 0. 1.4 

10+ 	 0.1 - 0. 

Total 	 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 780 330 	 1.110
 

Mean number of
 
living children 
 3.6 	 3.8 3.(!
 

Table 18: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually 
steril i;ed clients by employment status 
of women
 

Employment status ' Cate'r of c] i(e1ts 
of wife/'cl enit: 'ATlectin,' , A l 

Employed .,,ith ca!-. 
earning I..0 ::4. is. s 

EmpI oC,7 ',.: t;, ut 

cash er, V n :2. 1., 2.( 

Not enpl ,.'ed 84 . 73.- 81. 0, 

Not st, e! (,.4 - 0. 

Total 100.0 10. 0 100.0 
eighted N 780 330 1110 
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Table 19: 	Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilized clients by occupation of 
husband/wi fe 

Occupation of Categoric; "f cl.ients 
husband/wife Tubectomy .'atomvAll 

Agriculture 	 25.4 I. . 

Day labour 	 49.4 60. 3 52.6 

Business 	 18.6 14.9 17.5 

Service 	 5.2 ?.7 4.5 

Not employed 	 0.; 0.0 0.7
 

Othera, 	 0.(, 2.4 I 

W Il 1(. 5,.; 100.0 
Weigi t ui 7:'W "4,( 1110 

Table WC: 	PerceNt..ge distribution V,1the actually 
sterilized cI ein ts: tbe1 r educational 
level 

Educational Cateqories of clients 
level ' ;vsectomyTubectomy 	 All 

No schooling 84.6 6.7 71).3
 

Nu c :J p.; ;seci 0.-.
 

Clasw L - I' .. " 1.
 

Class V 4.
 

Clas: .,!1. - X ,
 

SSC A:, HK. 0.!
uIN 	 I.. 

Total 	 100.0 0(). 1 
Weighte d " 7"(, 3, 
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Table 21: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by religion
 

Religion , Categories of clients
 
'Tubectomy :Vasectomy ' All
 

Muslim 	 81.8 86.1 83.1 

Hindu 	 17.7 13.9 16.6
 

Christian 0.3 - 0.2 

Others 	 0.2 - 0.1 

Total 100 0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 780 330 1110
 

Table 22: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by ownership of land
 

Status of land Categories of clients 
ownership Tubectomy : Vasectomy All 

Owner! land 40.8 30.0 37.6 

Did not own land 59.1 69.4 62.2 

Not : tatu.i 0.1 0.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weigclted N 780 330 1110 

0.2 
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Table 23: 	Percentage distribution of the service
 
providers/helpers by status of interview
 

:Categories of service providers/

Interview statu: :helpers
 

:Physician :Clinic staff 'Helpers
 

Interviewed 
 77.8 76.0 
 75.8
 

Not interviewed 22.2 
 24.0 24.2
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 90 104 306
 

Table 24: 	 Percentage distribution of the clients whose 
helpers were interviewed by status of receipt 
of helper 	 fee 

Status of receipt :Number of clients whose helpers
 
of helper fee 
 :were interviewed 
reported by helpers 'Tubectomy : Vasectomy : All 

Received 
 99.6 100.0 99.7
 

Did not receive 
 0.4 ­ 0.3
 

Total 	 i00.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 230 70 300 
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Table 25: Estimated proportions of clients actually
 
sterilized by selected upazilas
 

District/upazila 'z' Selected sample size :Proportion of actually steri­'lized cases for the sample 

Tub ' Vas. All ' Tub. Vas. All 

Dinajpur 
Parbotipur 5 35 40 1.00 -"00 1.00 

Thakurgao:, 
Sadar 
Pirgonj 
Horipur 

30 
3 

19 

10 
37 
21 

40 
40 
40 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

0.70 
0.92 
1.00 

0.93 
0.93 
1.00 

Ni lphamari 
Domar 40 - 40 1.00 - 1.00 

Rangpur
Kawnia 
Mithapukur 

14 
35 

26 
5 

40 
40 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

Kuri ram 
Ulipur 38 2 40 0.97 1.00 0.98 

Naogaon 
Sadar 
Manda 

34 
38 

6 
2 

40 
40 

0.97 
1.00 

0.83 
1.00 

0.95 
1.00 

Rajshahi 
Mohonpur 32 8 40 0.69 0.75 0.70 

Sera onj
Kazipur 28 12 40 0.93 0.92 0.93 

Kushtia 
Sadar 40 - 40 1.00 - 1.00 

Meherpur 
Sadar 34 6 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Magura
Sadar 15 25 40 1.00 0.56 0.73 

Jessore 
Sadar 13 27 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Bagerhat 
Sadar 
Rampal 
Kachua 

12 
4 
4 

28 
36 
36 

40 
40 
40 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

0.96 
0.97 
0.67 

0.98 
0.98 
0.70 

Barisal 
Bakergon 5 35 40 1.00 L.00 1.00 

Gouripur
Kaliakoir 40 - 40 1.00 - 1.00 

Narshingdi
Shibpur 
Raypura 

36 
40 

,1 
-

40 
40 

0.94 
0.95 

1.00 
-

0.95 
0.95 



District/upazila 


Tangail
 
Nagorpur 


Delduar 

Ghatail 


Jamalpur
 
Madargonj 


Mymensi nqh 
Fulbari, 

Fulpur 

Muktagacha 

Kishoreyonj
 
Tarail 


Netrokona
 
Mohongonj 

Sadar 
Kendua 


Brahmanbaria 
Sarail 


Noakhali
 
Begumgonj 


Lakshmiur 
Ramgoti 

Chittagong
 
Patiya 


Total 


isize 


'Selected sample size 
, 


Tub. Vas. 'All 


40 - 40 

39 1 40 

37 3 40 


40 - 40 

38 2 40 

38 2 40 

38 2 40 


39 1 40 


20 20 40 

21 9 40 

35 5 40 


34 6 40 


37 3 40 


37 3 40 


40 - 40 


1102 418 1520 


Proportion of actually steri­

csepor the s erle
:lized cases for the sample 

Tub. ' Vas. ' All 

1.00 - 1.00
 
1.00 1.00 1.00
 
1.00 1.00 1.00
 

1.00 - 1.00 

1.00 1.00 1.00
 
1.00 0.00 0.95
 
0.97 1.00 0.98
 

1.00 1.00 1.00
 

0.90 0,85 0.88
 
0.97 1.00 0.98 
0.91 1.00 0.93
 

0.97 1.00 0.98
 

1.00 1.00 1.00
 

1.00 1.00 1.00 

1.00 - 1.00
 

0.98 0.90 0.96
 


