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INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the agreement between the Government of
 

Bangladesh (BDG) and the USAID, a protocol 
was signed stipu

lating the reimbursement by the latter of the selected costs 

of the BDG Voluntary Sterilization (VS) Program. Accordingly, 

in March 1983, USAID, Dhaka, appointed M/s M. A. Quasem & Co. 
a BangladeshiChartered Accountants firm to conduct quarterly 

audits of the voluntary sterilization of BDG clinics. The cont

ract expired in December, 1984. However, another agreement
 

signed between USAID and M. A. Quasem & Co. provided scope for 
conducting ten quarterly evaluations of the VS Program covering 

both BDG and NGO 1 clinics beginning from January - March 19P5 

quarter. Under the given objectives and approved methodology, 

the present report, the tenth of its kind, is the evaluation of 

the April-June 1987 quarter of the VS program of both BDG and 

NGO done through a nationally representative sample survey. The 

report has already been submitted to the USAID, Dhaka.
 

The field survey of the tenth quarterly evaluation was carried
 
out in June and July 1987. It was conducted in 50 selected
 

upazilas of the country of which 12 upazilas were selected for
 

evaluation of NGO clinics and the rest 38 upazilas were selec

teC for LDG clinics only. The selected NGO clinics by upazilas
 

are given below:
 

Non-government organisation 

./1... 

1



District/upazila 
 BAVS FPAB 
 Others
 

Rangpur
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Dinajpur 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Raj shahi
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x 
 x
 

Tangail
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Kushtia
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Jessore
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Ilvmen singh
 
S, idar x
 

Barisa I
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Faridpur 
Tongi 
 x 
 x
 

Patuakhali 
Sadar 
 x
 

Syllhet
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x
 

Chittagonq
 
Sadar 
 x 
 x 
 x
 

BAVS - Bangladesh Association for Voluntary Steriliza,-ion, 

FPAB - Family Planning Association of Bangladesh 
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From those selected upazilas, 480 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 detailed methodology and the objectives of the evaluation
 

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

for April-June 1987 quarter and hence are not repeated here. 

According to 
the contract, this report, containing selected
 

tables based on weighted client sample, 
 has been prepared 

separately on the findings of NGO clinics only as $parallel 

tables' of the report of the tenth quarter of the evaluation 

of the VS program and are shown in the annexure. 



ANNEX U RE 

NGO TABLES
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Table 1: 	Percentage distribution of the selected clients by
 
results of clients survey
 

Results of clients survey Categories of clients
 
'Tubectomy: Vasectomy: All
 

A. INTERVIEWED 
 79.0 51.7 
 66.0 

Sterilized within the 
reference quarter in
 
the recorded clinic 
 79.0 51.3 65.8
 

Sterilized in the recorded
 
clinic but before the
 
reference quarter 
 0.4 0.2
 

B. NOT INTERVIEWED 18.2 29.9 23.8 

Clients not available 7.5 18.4 12.7 

Client has permanently left 
the recorded address 
 ".4 7.0 
 5.7
 

Client was only tempora
rily visiting the recorded
 
address 
 6.3 3.5 
 5.0
 

Client died after the
 
reference quarter - 1.0 0.4 

C. ADDRESS NOT LOCATED 
 2.8 18,4 10.2 

Address does not exist/
 
not found 
 2.0 18.4 9.8
 

Not aLtemrpted 0.8 
 -	 0.4 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted 	N 
 252 228 480 

Estimated [,L]:;e* c ses for tubectomy 2.0 percent 
Es tima ted t~l * (asef; for ",,:Asectomny : 18.8 percent 

*False cases; means those clients who fiaLi under the category, 
'sterilized in the recorded 	 .:inic but before the reference 
quarter' 	 and 'address does not exis t/not found' 
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Table 2: Percentage distribution of all the selected
 
clients by type and status of informed
 
consent forms
 

Status of 
informed Categories of clients
 
consent 
form 'Tubectomy:Vasectomy 
'All
 

USAID-approved
 

Signed by clients 100.0 100.0 
 100.0 

Not signed by clients  - -

Not USAID-approved 

Signed by cli -its - _ _ 

Not signed by clients - _ _ 

No informed consent form - - _ 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 252 228 480 

Table 3: Percentage distribution of the actually 
steLilized clients by types of informed
 
consent forms status ofand signing 

Type of consent forms Categories of clients
 
and status of sining !qhbectomyvVasectomyA 

USAID-approved
 

Signed by clients 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 

Not signed by clients  - _ 

Not USAID-appr.jved 

Signed by clients - _ 

Not signed by clients - _ 

No informed cunsent form -  _ 

Tota1. 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weightud N 199 117 316
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Table 4: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized
 

clients by status of informed consent form and
 

status of receipt of surgical apparel
 

Status of t 
Status of informed receipt of Categories of clients 

consent form surgical 

IIp rela pelI 

I 

omy 
I 

i 

Vasectomy1,
i 

All 

USAID-approved Received 100.0 100.0 100.0 

informed consent 

forms signed by 
clients Did not receive - - -

100.0 100.0 100.0
Sub-total 

---ReceivedInformed consent 
form not USAID ipproved/ 
informed consent form 

USA ID-approved but riot 
signed by clients/ 
no consent form Did not receive - - 

-
-
-

Sub-total 


100.0
100.0 100.0
Received 


All 

---Did not receive 

100.0 100.0 100.0

Total 

199 117 316Weighted U 
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Table 5: 
Percentage distributiun of the actually sterilized tubectomy
clients by recorded and reported helpers 

Rerorted I 1 1e per I iBAVS i Other DG BAVS Otherh el2p er IB1DG 
DeSfield salaried1 NG reIi s- Iregis-Recorded 	 IKGO Regis- Doesworker field- field- tered 
 tered regis-: tered not A 1 1
.' tier 	 : worke c '..ork:er Igent agent 	 tered Dai know 

agent 

BDG fieldworker 5.0 
- - 5.0 

BAVS salariedfieldworker - 2.5 1.5 0.5 1.0 
 - 0.5 6.0
 

Cther N.'GO
 ......rker 
 - 72.5  - 5.5 - 78.0 

BAVS registered

agent 


- 1.0  1.0
 

ither 'GO regis
tered agent 


- 8.5 
 - 8.5 

Registered Dai 

.
 1.5  1.5
 

Total 
 5.0 2.5 
 74.0 0.5 
 2.0 14.0 1.5 0.5 
 100.0
 
Weighted N = 199
 



Table 6: Percentage distribution of the .ictually sterilized vasectomy 

clients by recorded and reporLed helpers
 

Reported BDG BAVS c rAVS 
II 20G 

e
iper field- salaried ::O regis- Went Doesregi s_-
Recorded I worker field- el- ered alone not All 

I . tered 
heluer workerrI agent agent 'know 

BDG fieldworker 2.6 - 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.7 - 7.0 

BAVS salaried
 

fieldworker - 11.1 - - 1.7 - 4.3 17.1 

Other GO 
fieldworker - 0.9 35.8 3.4 - 3.4 43.5 

BAVS registered 

agent - - - 0.8 - 0.8 

Other NGO registered
 

agent - - - 19.7 - 6.8 5.1 31.6
 

Total 2.6 12.0 36.7 24.0 3.4 8.5 12.8 100.0
 

Weighted N = 117
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Table 7: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized
 
tubectomy clients by amount reportedly received
 

I r dStatus of facilities received
Amount reportedly i All i

received in Taka 
 c s Received any I Received no
 

faci]ity I facility 

175.00 
 96.0 
 NA NA
 
170.00 
 1.0 
 1.0
 

162.00 0.5 0.5 
160.00 
 1.0 
 0.5 
 0.5 
125.00 0.5 0.5 

120.00 
 0.5 
 0.5
 

1lC.00 0.5 0.5 
 -

Total 100.0 
 3.5 0.5 
Weighted N 199 

Reported average amount: Tk.173.88
 

Estimated average amount 
 considering the 'received any facility'
category received the approved amount : Tk.174.93 
NA in the table stands for not applicable cases. 

Table 8: Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized 
vasectomy clients by amount reportedly received
 

Amount reportedly AueAStatus I
All 
 of facilities received
 
received in Taka Iclients Received 
 any Received no 

I facility facility
 

175.00 
 94.9 
 NA 
 NA
 
160.00 
 0.9 0.9 

130.00 
 0.9 
 - 0.9
 

125.00 
 0.9 
 - 0.9 

124.00 
 0.8 0.8 
100.00 
 0.8 
 - 0.8
 

40.00 
 0.8 0.8 -

Total 100.0 2.5 2.6 
Weighted N 117 

Reported average amount : Tk. 171.83 

Estimated average amount considering Lhe 'received any facility'
caLegory received the approved amount : Tk.173.55 
NA in the tIble sttands for not app]icaible cases. 

http:Tk.173.55
http:Tk.174.93
http:Tk.173.88


Table 9: 	Percentage distribution of the actually

sterilized clients by status of promise
 
for unapproved items
 

Status of pro;,ise for : Categories of clients 
unaFroved items 
 'Tubectomyl Vasectomy' All
 

Promised 	 for unapproved 
items
 

Not promised for
 
unapproved items 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total 
 100.0 109.0 100.0 
Weighted N 199 117 316 

Table 10: Percentage distribution of the actually
sterilized clients by how they spent 
the excess money 

oTubect m vHlow excess was spent : Categories of clientsvasectomy: All 

No excess money left 
 12.1 31.6 
 19.3
 
Spent on 	 food 83.4 60.7 75.0 
Purchased medicine 2.0 4.3 2.9 

Purchased goat/
 
chicken/goose 
 - 0.8 0.3
 
Purchased cloths 
 - 0.9 0.3
 
Invested in business 
 - 0.9 0.3 

Distributed to others 0.5  0.3 

Did not spend 	 2.0 0.8 1.6 

Totl 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wrighted 	 N 199 117 316 
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Table 11: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients according to whether
 
they would undergo sterilization opera
tion if there were no compensation fees
 

Whether they would
 

undergo steriliza- 'ubectomy: Vasectomy: All 
tion operation I I 

Would have done it at
 
that time 
 93.5 76.0 
 87.0
 

Would wait 
 4.0 	 12.0 7.0
 

Never would have done 
 2.5 	 12.0 6.0
 

Total 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 199 117 316
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Table 12: 	Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized clients
 
according to their knowledge of family planning methods and
 
knowledge of source of methods except sterilization
 

Tubectomv 'Vasectomy 

Knowledge of source I Knowledge of source 

Methods
 

-, U 1IU . 1 0 10 - -I 0 V Z0 I o 07/ 4 0 4 1-7I1 
11 4 I r- U I 0 I0: LO I1'I -1 " 4- 4 : IE1 C) rc1 II .< O I1I O 0 4 I : l- 0rZ 	 I 11 0 I Z ur" --31 -1 00 ::5I 71 	 2,~ 0 C 0 1 - v I :I I z: oi 	 I: 0 4--)Z: 1 I r I r-~ V U01 r-1Cr- 0 Oj 	 4 : '-vir I Z V-: U01 r crq01 Oi;: 

:c1 1- -! i4 041-- n1 -t 0M Ir- I Ic 0 0 -:D0 H 1 

Pill 85.9 10.6 3.5 92.0 
 4.5 3.5  65.0 27.4 7.6 80.4 12.0 7.6
 

Condom 62.3 27.1 10.6 81.4 7.5 10.6 0.5 65.8 22.2 12.0 80.4 7.6 12.0 

Injection 41.7 28.1 3C.2 
 62.8 7.0 30.2 - 122.2 28.2 49.6 39.3 11.1 49.6 

IUD 50.3 28.6 21.1 71.4 7.5 21.1 - 6.0 27.4 66.6 24.8 8.6 66.6 

MR 20.1 22.6 57.3 41.2 1.5 57.3 - 2.6 17.9 79.5 9.4 11.1 79.5 

Others 8.5 11.6 79.9 17.6 2.0 79.9 0.5 2.6 12.8 84.6 5.1 8.6 84.6 1.7 

Weighted N = 199 
 Weighted N = 117 
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Table 13: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by whether they 
 knew
 
before sterilization that they could not 
have any child after accepting ster-lization
 

Status of knowledge Categories of clients 
:Tubectomy ' Vase:tomyl All 

Knew 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Did not know _ _
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 	 199 117 
 316
 

Table 14: 	Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized 
clients according to their view (reasons) for
 
undergoing sterilization operation 

Reasons for T ubectomy ' Vasectomy 
operation Primaryoreasc:i Seconda,reason Primary

reason 
Secondary

'reason 

To take care of 
children 9.1 35.7 23.9 41.9 

To protect health/
avoid pain )f birth 2.5 20.6 - 1.7 

To protect children's 
health - 13.1 - 2.6 

To receive cash/ 
saree/lungi 1.5 3.0 7.7 12.8 

Do not want children 86.4 12.6 65.0 28.2 

Othcrs 0.5 - 3.4 -

No reason - 15.0 - 12.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 199 199 117 117 
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Table 15: Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by the length of time
 
they had seriously thought about having
 
the sterilization method
 

I
 

Period 
 I Categories of clients
 
'Tubectomy 'Vasectomy All
 

1 day to 7 days 7.0 
 12.8 9.2
 

8 days to 15 days 3.0 7.7 4.7
 

16 " to 29 " 0.5 - 0.3 

1 month to 2 months 24.6 11.1 19.6
 

More than 2 months
 
to 4 months 11.6 12.0 11.7
 

More than 4 months 
to 6 months 
 10.1 26.5 
 16.1
 

More than 6 months 
to 12 months 20.1 21.4 20.6 

More than 1 year 22.6 8.5 17.4 

Not stated 
 0.5  0.3
 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 
 199 117 316 

Table 16: Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilized clients by categories whether 
they had talked to anyone who had already
had a sterilization before their operation 

Whether talked to Categories of clients 
anyone or not :Tubectomy Vasectomy All
 

Talked 85.4 65.0 77.9 

Did not talk 
 14.6 34.2 
 21.8
 

Not stated 
 - 0.8 0.3
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 
 199 117 
 316
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Table 17: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually sterilized
 
clients by the length of time they had seriously
 
thought about having the sterilization method and
 
whether they had talked to anyone who had already 
had a sterilization before their operation
 

Type of operation
 
Period of thinking ' Tubectomy Vasectomy
 
before sterilization ' 
 ' Did not' ' ' Did not' Not

Talked' talk TotalTalked, ,:stated':
, , talk ' ' Total 

Less Uhan 30 days 9.5 1.0 10.5 4.3 16.2 
 - 20.5 

1 month to 	6 months 39.2 7.1 46.3 
 37.6 11.1 0.8 49.5 

More than 6 months 
to 12 months 16.6 
 3.5 20.1 19.7 1.7 - 21.4
 

More than 1 year 19.6 3.0 22.6 3.4 5.2 
 - 8.6 

Not stated 	 0.5  0.5 - -  -

Total 	 85.4 14.6 
 100.0 65.0 	 0.8
34.2 100.0
 
Weighted N 199 177
 

Table 18: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by their satisfaction
 
with the operation
 

Satisfaction with
 
op2ration ' Tubectomy' Vasectomy' 
 A 1 1
 

Satisfied 98.0 93.2 96.2 

Not satisfied 2.0 6.0 3.5 

Others - 0.8 0.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 199 117 316 
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Table 19: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients according to their
 
recommendation to anyone for undergoing
 
the sterilization operation
 

Recommendation ' Tubectomy : Vasectomy A 1
 

Already recoiunended 7,.9 38.5 62.7 

Would reconmmend in 
future 	 21.1 47.9 31.0
 

Neither recommended nor
 
would recommend in future 2.0 12.8 
 6.0 

Not stated - 0.8 0.3 

Total 
 100.0 	 100.0 
 100.0
 
Weighted N 	 )9 117 316 

Table 20: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by status of their
 
post operation conjugal life
 

Status 	 , Tubectomy Vasectomy A 1 

As before operation 78.4 65.8 73.7
 

Improved 18.6 23.9 20.6
 

Deteriorated 
 3.0 10.3 5.7
 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N 199 
 117 316
 

Table 21: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by period after the
 
operation normal work resumed 

P e r i o d 	 Tubectomy Vasectov ' A 1 

Within 7 	 days 18.1 24.8 20.6 

8-15 days 	 53.8 17.0 51.3 

16 days and above 28.1 28.2 28.1 

Total 
 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weighted N I1. .117 316 
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Table 22: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized tubectomy clients by reported
 
age of client and husband
 

Age group I Age group 	of husband (in years)

of clients 30-34: 35-391 40-44, 45-491 50-541 Total
 
(in years) I I I I
 

20 
- 24 1.5 6.1 3.0 -  - 10.6 

25 - 29 1.0 23.1 26.1 2.5 2.0 0.5 55.2
 
30 - 34  0.3 7.5 14.6 ].0 - 23.6 

35 - 39  - - 4.0 5.1 1.0 10.1 
40 - 44  - - - 0.5 - 0.5 

Total 2.5 29.7 36.6 21.1 8.6 1.5 
 100.0
 
Weighted N = 199
 

Mean age of the tubectomy client: 29.2 years 
Mean age of the husband : 37.6 years 

Table 23: 	Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilized vasectomy clients by reported 
age of client and wife 

Age group 
 I Age group of wife (in years)
 
of clients I I I I I
120-24 1 25-291 30-34 1 35-39, 40-441 45-491 50+1 

I 
Total(in years) I 

25 - 29 1.7 ..... . 1.7
 
30 - 34 8.5 7.7 


- - 16.2
 

35 - 39 
 3.4 15.4 .-
 - 18.8 

40 - 44 - 6.8 3.4 6.0 - - - 16.2 
45 - 49 - 0.9 8.6 5.1 - - - 14.6 

50 - 54  - 4.3 10.3 2.6 0.8 - 18.0 
55 - 59 - 0.8 0.8 - 3.4 - - 5.0 

60+  - - 2.6 1.7 2.6 2.6 9.5 

Total 13.6 31.6 17.1 24.0 7.7 3.4 2.6 100.0 
Weighted N = 117 

Mean age of the vasectomy client: 45.1 years
Mean age of the wife : 32.6 years 
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Table 24: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by reported number of
 
living children
 

Reported number : Categories of clients
 
of living children :Tubectomy 'Vasectomy 
 All
 

1 
 3.5 	 2.6 3.2
 

2 	 16.6 19.7 
 17.7
 

3 	 35.7 23.1 
 31.0
 

4 
 21.6 	 14.5 19.0
 

5 
 10.1 	 14.5 
 11.7
 

6 
 6.0 10.3 7.6
 

7 
 4.5 10.3 6.7
 

8 
 0.5 	 0.8 0.6
 

9 
 1.0 	 2.6 1.6
 

10+ 
 0.5 	 1.6 0.9 

Total 
 100.0 	 100.0 100.0
 
Weiqhted N PJI 117 316
 

Mean number of
 
living children 3.7 4.2 
 3.9
 

Table 25: 	Percentage distribution of uhe actually
 
sterilized clients by employment status
 
o f women
 

Employment status , Catego.-ies of clients
 
of wife/clienL '""-bectmy 'Vasectomy AllI 

Employed with cj ;}
earning 8.0 	 5.1 7.0 

Employed '..' it1 ut 
c::,t:;S r-ling 0.5 	 0.9 0.6 

Not crnp ved 
 91.0 	 9'4.0 92.1 

Not .;talted 
 0.5  0.3
 

Totl 
 100 0 	 100.0 100.0
 
wcighted N 
 199 	 117 
 316
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Table 26: Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by occupation of
 
hus2and/client
 

Occupation of Categories of clients 
husband/client :Thbectomy 'Vasectomy: All 

AgriculLure 10.6 ,J6.5 16.4 

Day lab ur 3) . 2 50.4 43.4 

Business 25.6 12.0 20.6 

Service 23.1 10.3 18.4 

Not emI loved 1.0 0. 8 0.9 

Others 0.5 - 0.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N, 199 1 17 316 

Table 27: 	Percentage distribution of the actually
 
sterilized clients by their educational
 
level
 

Educational level Categories of clients
 
,Tubectomy Vasectomy' All
 

No schooling 58.8 61.5 59.8 

No class passed 9.5 1.7 6.7
 

Class I - IV 13.6 19.7 15.8 

Class \_% 10.1 6.0 8.6 

Clas; V - IX 5.5 7.7 	 6.3 
SSC and ,Lbove ",.5 . "2.5 

Not stated -	 0.8 0.3
 

Tota 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weigh ted N 	 lJ'J IL7 	 31 
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Table 28: 	 Percentage distribution of the actually 
sterilized clients by religion 

Religion , Cateqories of clients.lo,Tubec tomy 'Vasectomy' All 

Muslim 	 81.9 85.5 83.2
 

Hindu 	 18.1 14.5 16.8
 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Weiqhted N L99 117 316
 

Table 29: 	 Percentaqe distribution of the actually 
sterilized clients h' ownership of land 

Status of land Catuq, -ij-s of client:; 
ownership 'Tuhectomy Vsec tomy; All 

Owned land 28.1 42.7 33.5 

Did not own land 71.9 57.3 66.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
 
Weiqhted N 199 117 316
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Table 30: 	Percentage distribution of the service
 
providers/helpers by status of interview 

'Categories of
Interview status lpr service providers/
,helipers 

'Phvsician' Clinic staff: Helpers 

Interviewed 67.6 H1.0 58.3 

Not interviewed 32.4 19.0 41.7 

Total 	 100.0 
 100.0 100.0
 
Weiqhted N 
 34 4-1 103 

Table 31: 	 Percentage distributi 'IA of the clients
 
whose help-ers wore interviewed by status
 
of receipt of iielper fee
 

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

Received 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Did not receive 	  - -

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Weighted N 60 	 45 105 
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Table 32: Estimated proportion of clients actually
 
sterilized by selected upazilas 

Distiettedasample si' Proportion of actually steri

District/upazi] a 'lized 
Tub. Vas. A.I I Tub. 

cases for the sample 
Vas. All 

Rang pur 
Sadar 20 20 40 1.00 0.30 0.65 

Dinajpur 
Sadar 22 18 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Ra j shah i 
Sada r 29 11 40 1.00 0.18 0.78 

Tanqai1 
Sadar 12 28 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Kush tia 
Sadar 32 8 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Jessore 
Sadar 11 29 40 0.91 0.90 0.90 

Mymensinqh 
Sadar 26 14 40 0.96 1.00 0.98 

Barisal 
Sadar 14 26 40 0.93 0.85 0.88 

Faridpur 
Sadar 23 17 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Patuakhali 
Sadar 10 30 40 1.00 0.97 0.98 

Sylhet 
Sadir 17 23 40 0.76 0.74 0.75 

Ch i t taoq(irq 
Sadar 27 13 40 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Total 243 237 480 0.97 0.84 0. 1 


