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PRLFACES

Famlily Planning ond the Poor

Gary D. London, M.D., Director, Health Services Office,
Comunity Action Program, Office of Economic Opportunity
(1067-69) .
Nearly five yeats ago the federal government, through the Office of
Economic Opportunity, made its first experimental graot (0 a fam
planning project. It was a modest grant ($8,000) to a falrly sma
community (Corpus Christi, Texas). But this little publicized, Brst
exploratory effort of OEO to bring what the United Nations has sub-
sequently defined as a “basic human right” to poos women in a small
Texas city o] the way for today’s federal investment of more
than $30 ir. in family planning services for the poor — nearly
half of it through the Offce of Economic Opportunity.

Today it Is genera'ly recognized that full and free accuss to
voluntary family plaoning services is one of the most effective
avenues for escape from ﬁovedy. as well a3 for improving the total
health of mothers and children, It is recognlzed not only by academ-
fcs, lawmakers snd govemment officlals, but — most tmportant — by
pooe people themnselves. Fur ft has been the initlative of the poor,
through their Jocal Comemunity Action A which has

peimarily responsible for the in the number of OEO’s family
states in' 1085, to over 230 in 43

planning projects from 14 In
states Puerto Rico today.

And It was the clear evidence that the poor wanted modern
family planning services and would use them effectively to achieve
thelr own desires mvo“l:ﬂydﬂdnnphmm mgﬂng that Jed
Congress to & a Spedi asls Program
olthoWumPovedymdahl;hpdo‘dty am [n maternal and
child health services of the Department of Heakth, Education and

Welfare. © :
Todsy, 1 am pleated to say, & numbec of federsl agencies are
inthe US.

supporting the developmeat of fenail

The Chn&en's Bureau of DHEWY liuphreoen! allocated soes $18
18 In 79 cities. In aadiic. DHEW
the Indian

g

OO is proud of its role in stimulating the inftiation of fedecally
funded services for pror women in many communities, just as we

dhvhgmed\helmmrehmi\-e neighbothood
centers (48 of them), the training and utilization of indigenous

g

heakh workers to reach out into proverty communiies, and the
genetsl involvement of poot people in g thelr awn decisions
about pograms involving thelr lives and heakh. A Presidential
Commitiee on Population and Family Planning recome.aded last
Yanaary that the feders] government tapidly increase Rs expenditures
fre B0, DHEW and othee - family sery.
fces until an aneaa] outlay of $150 million fs to smve fve

women. It declared that the of this goal

i

tequire “the active participatica of feivate physicians, hospl-

tals, health departments, voluntary agencies, anti-poverty programs
and weliare de ents,” and acknowledged that a variety of com.
plementary federal programs would be needed to activate these
diverse groups,

. Money, of course, is an essential ingredient in supplying volun-
tary famfly planning services to all who want and need them. But
there are o(ge: proglmu, too. Enthusiasm, for example, ‘might be
enough to sdvance & program carried out by s single agency In a
smal community serving a few hundred women. But there Is a
significant difference In scale —and complexity — when one talks
sbout a program designed t> serve some fve million women through-
out the countyy that will coordinate and enhance the effxtts of nu-
merous governmental and voluntary agencies and institutions on
nations), state, county and locel levels. Enthusiasm alone will not

The Centecr for Family Planning Program Development was
commissioned to undemkl:ythls study of nationz! family planning
Mm:oumdmmumtophflpmleu;l;ﬂamum&m
necessary for effective pro anning in today’s comp!
challenging situation. Sudnmhave been collected for each of the
country's 3,078 counties for the Rscdg'w 1068. Thirty-six cslegoties
of service, need, demographic, health and resource information are

bhsbedlnﬂ;em!nnb&ofmsnpm;mdmmymmmp\xb-

hed here for selected counties, cities, states or reglons. Such a study
s a vital first step toward Intelligent and implementation
of effective, eficient and coordinated fam li;nmngmm.

It is only, of course, a frst step. study Rtself uncovers
numerous Inconsistencles, duplications and lacunse in the service
dats currently beirg reported; therefore, for effective planning and
rrogam development, there must be established a national system
ot teporting service statistics which s consistent, accurate and
relevant,

Neatly two years ago, the OEO began to tavestigate wayt of
Ading systematic repoeting from the ft funded.
mmuy.ummmmmm 's Buteau,
the Health Services and Meata) Heakth Administration and Planned

Parenthood, ft was agreed! that a national system for servics
mtbuelmﬂbemedmd ted by the Na Ceater
mnm&amommm 'sbmupmjechu‘:.m
beﬁnlngto te in an gystern, anticipatin in.
stallation of a fully developed national system early in 1870 which
will Include most government-funded and voluntary agency family
planning clinics in the country.
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Timetable for Action
George Contis, M.D., Director, Family Planning Program
Office of Health Affairs, Office of Economic Opportunity

In his July 18, 1069 message to Congress on Population and Family
Planning, President Nixon clearly expressed his concern over the
population growth (n this mnlr{olnd abroad. He noted that though
the present U.S. growth rate of about one percent was not as great as
that of developing nations, it presented a serfous challenge for our
soclety. At a time when this nation is renewing its efforls to ensure
that its resources are avatlable to all its citizens, the President’s mes-
sage has particular significance.

As President Nixon pointed ont, our social institutions must
keep pace with the demands of a steadily increasing population.
Program plmn‘i:g in the vital areas of education, housing, urban
develo ent,o‘ health must recelve lnmn]ed emphubmAs an
inte any health care am, family planning tnforma.
th:g:)d':::'icu m{m be made nmble to all tbfse whoswmt and
need them. The President has called for the accomplishment of this
task within the next five , recognizing family prmning as one of
the surest and least costly ways of breaking the poverty cycle.

1t is for this reason thet “Need for Subsidized Family Planning
Services: United States, Each State and County, 1968” is en espe-
clally tmportant report. For the first time, need for family planning
services on & county by county basis {s described. Health officials,
private organizations, and all those interested in this problem will
find the {nformation exmmem}mble in mapping a course of action
to bring family planning to thote among the who want ft. The
repott is a milestore in the family planning effort in this country.
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SECTION ), NrED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING
SERVICES: UNITED SYATES, EACH STATE AND COUNTY, 1968

INTRODUCTION

Federal support of family planning programs, administered by the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) and the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW), has three objectives: To
improve the health of the American poople, to assist families to
escape from poverty, and *o provide parents with freedom of cholce
in determining the number and spacing of their children. Since pub-
lic policy on family planning began to shift i the early 1660s, the
number of governmental and private sector Lealth agencies Involved
in the family planning Beld has increased rapidly. In 1087 family
planning was articulated as nationa] policy when Congress adopted
the Economic Opportunity Amendments designating family planning
as a “special emphasis”™ comporient of the anti-poverty program.*
Congress also umended the Child Health Act of 1967 to earmark for
family planning service projects not less than six percent of the funds
appropristed for materna) and child health programs administered
by the Children's Burcau, DHEW, to tequire the states to extend

fanilly planning services fvely throughout their ictions
by 1975, and to require the states to offer and provide (a nily plan-
ning services to all & riste public assistance « sciplents.*® These

enactments made explicit for the first time the national commitment
to provide modemn voluntary family planning services to all Amer-
cans who need and want them, partikulatly to those who cannot
wfford private medical care.

‘Fo achieve these objectives of national policy, federa), state and
local health agencies, public and private, have a need foe basic in-
formation for use In program planning. Sach information should esti-
mate the size of the population In need of subsidized family phn;:dl:g
services, approximate the level of services currently being prov
and identifly existing health and related resources which might par-
licipate in an 3 program. This report, based on all available
information, seeks to provide such estimates fot fiscal year 1968
{July ), 1967 - June 30, 1068). It Is one of a serfes produced by the
Center for Family Planning am Development, the Technical
Assistance Divhion of Flanned Parenthood-Wotld Population, to pro-
vida program planning information useful for the expansion of family
planning seevices. The study on which it Is based is supported by o
contract from the Office of Economic Opprtunity (No. B §9-4583).

A substaitial hody of information was assembled for each of the
3,072 U.S. counties. data Include: Population estimates; Income
levels; health, demographic and social indices {such as infant mor-
tality rates, numbers of infant deaths, births, birth rates, and fertility
rates); existing health resources; available fedetal programs; and
current family planning servic: levels. (For definitions, sources and
limitations of data included in this report, see Section 111.)

In sdditicn to collecting eatsting information from & variety of
public and peofessional sources and organizing @t to facilitate o sum-
mary assessment of the situation in each county, the Ceater con-
dacted sutveyt tarly 10 1009 of all identiiable organized family plan-
ning progreras data on numbert of patients senved. Pro-

grams surveyed clinkcs operated by public heakth depast-
ments, ',undwhn! lk,lo(:,{

groups afilisted with
Planned Parenthood-\World Population and othet apencies. The am-
pletion rate Fot these surveys was clote to 100 percent, akhough there
was wide variation in the quality of data recetved. (See Section 1iI-
D.) A broadet array of information relevant to family planning needs,
m'lcehekmgmmlmdpolmhlmhrmfanl
courvies and states and for the nation &3 & whole has thes been

assernbled then has heretofore been availalle.

The report presents and analyzes service dala as reported di-
zectly to the Center for Family Planning Program Development by
hospitals, Planned Parenthood Affiliates and other service agencies;
state health departments reported service data for the county heat h
units under their jurisdistion. These data are approximations whica
are ac accurate as the state of local recordkeeping will permit at this
time. Wherever possible, the figure reported by the service agency
wis accepled and entered Into the fle; follow.up querles clarified
sonie ambiguities. Many of te senvice agencies do not keep records
which enable them to distinguish numbers of patients served from
clinle visits; thelr estimates of patients served, thercfore, were gen-
crally recorded, although, in some cases, It was necessary 1o translate
the visit date supplied into an approximate number of patients.

All service reports, clinfc locations and sponsorships for each
county were entered on a county worksheet which facilitated sorting
out of obvious reporting duplication. Such duplication sumetimes
occurred when mote than one agency (e.g., & bealth department and
hos;iiulj shared respotasibility for providing the service at o par-
ticular location, and both reported the patients seived st that Joce-
tion. While it was possible o deduct apparert duplications from
each county’s service total, the information available was not ruf-
cient to determing which agency was primarily responsible for peo-
viding the services. Thus the county’s overall service Rigure was
cotrected but the duplicated patients were not ascribed to one or
another of the service agencies. [nstead, ec © agency’s column In the
fiks shows the number of patients claimed by e agency in its report.

Less obv ous duplication, however, could not be eliminated. Not
did the data permit cﬁsslﬁut’.on of patients served by agencies other
than Plunned Patenthood according to medica) indigency status.
For these reasons, the numbet of medically Indigent family planning
patients reported as served by organized clinics in FY 1968 Is peob-
ably overestimated. (For a discussion of the methods employed to
analyze and lnlerl.:: the survey responses, see Section 111-D}.

The repott oot attempt to estimate how many bow-income
women received family planning care in FY 1068 through private
physicians, either at no charge, financed ‘with their own funds or
througli such public programs as Medicaid. No systematic data exist
with which to estimate this number nationally, inuch less for each
county; fragmentary dats from Medicaid programs in several states
suggest that less than ten petcent of Jow-income women may have
efective sccess to private physicians for family planning care. (See
discussion below.)

Not does the report attempt to deal with the fssue of the quality
of services rendered in existing programs, ot of continuity of care and
of fertility control practice. These related questions a.e of consid-
erable signiicance in assessing the impact of any family planning
program. In the light of the cutrent state of recordkeeping in the
field, it is virtually impossible to secure national data rebivant to
thes » issues from the diverse family planning secvice ageacies. Until
ther 2 is a more uniform national i mdretc:\hgqﬂm.
quality and continuity of care will more feasibly be assessed in
special Tocal studies. A national study of this kind can presently
estimate only the extent to which programs have been ruccesstel k.
at least ensolling the population in need. This is o necessary Bint
step towan] systesnatic svahuation of any program,

Fectitity Control and tha Poot

Demographic studies ifustrate Lo assects of the fertility behavior
of the poct: 1) They appeat to be considerably less successful than
highee-income couples in having only the number of children they
wart; 2) many skready use some methods of fetiiy comtrol, but
T b diparky bevmien Mgh and o iceme coule n ety

¥ between 8 -income in

control has been amply documented. Dusplite the expressed prefes-
ences of both groups for an average of three children, the non-poot
had an average aneraal Fertilty rate tn 1900-68 of 8% U births per

i



1,000 women aged 15-44, while the poor and near-poor had a rate of
152.5 —~ a rate 55 percent higher.® The effects of this disparity can be
seen In the profile of U.S. poverly: Nearly half of the children in
poverty in 1066 were growing up in families with five or more chil-
dren under 18; and the risk of poverty increased rapidly from nine
percent for one-child fumilies (o 42 percent for famfifes with six or
more chidren.*® -

Even these recent high fertility retes of the poor, huwever, are
considerably lower than the rales that would be expected if the poor
made no effort to control fertility. Nationa! studies®®® demonstrate
that many low-income couples attempt to practice fertility control,
but most of them have ta rely heavily on the least effective non.
medical techniques. From sidies of medical care for the poor, it
seems probable that even those who o use the m.ore effective meth.
ods have had inadequate medical consultation and tnstruction and
continue to have only sporadic contact with qualified physictans. The
55 percent difference In fertility rates betvreen poor and non-poor
seems to stem largely from this considerable difference in the means
of fertility control to which the poor have had access.

The objective of national policy {s to remedy this Inequtm
pmvidh&ow-imm couples with effective accets to the saune

methede of fertility control which higher income Americans
enjoy. The reed for family planning assistance among low-Income
couples v ho are already attemptirg to control thelr fertility may
:{p«t less absolute than for those who do not yet practice any form

famQy limftation and spacing. These couples, however, must be
considerad as part of the vaiverse of need since they require either
access to the more effective medical techniques or more sdequate
medical supervision to Insure safety and eficacy. To do otherase
would be to perpetuate tneffective fertility conurol practices — under
inadequaie or no medical supervision -~ among poot Amerfcans.

e -
In this report, 8 number of concerts sre peesented which may

relatively unfamiliar, Full definitions are presented in Section 111,
to facilitate teading, following are brief definitions of major terms:

Medicelly Indigent Women in Need of Subsidized Family "lenning
Sercices 1s used throughout the tejort to denote all low-income
women of reproductive age who are it risk of pregnancy and are not
sterfle, or seeking a desirs ! pregnarcy. This group is also
teferred to as “women in need” and t s¢ “total in need™,

A Family Planning Service ts defined in this study as the provision
of any medical means by which conception is peevented or post-

. {Ttis ale caBled fertiliny tegulation, contraception, birth con-
trol and planned parenthood, and includes the thythm method.)

A Fiomily Planning Potient is deined as a petson repocted a3 recelv-
ing @ family plenning service from an organized program.

A Femily Program is delined »s any identifable arrange-
MMMnampmmﬁnﬂme
Unmet Need oo N tadigent Women in Need of Subeidized
Family Plonning Services No? Served, are the total rumber of women
I peed minus the total number of path ats as
tecelving services in FY 1068 from oeganized programs. group

SA A Compbotl, “The Avis of Fomily Panning 1n Bva RedurBion of Poverty.®
Joornst of Marriage ond the Famdly, S2N, May 1964,

00 M. Orshaiaty, “Tha Shape of Povirty W 1554" Sethe! & oerlty Do,

N b A :

016 B R WIWAMA, A A Conpbel 0nd 5. & Polterson, Fartiy snd Fomity
C o Pusaaing Stoben, Prancsten, 196K and R Freedeman, P K

. Wialgheh, 058 A A Cotphel, Famlly Panaing BeriiRy sad Paputetui

is also refecred to In the text ard tables as the "unserved”; the pro-
portion that they represent of all women in need is called the “per-
cent unserved” or “percent of unmet need”.

The Medically Indigent, as used in this report, {s an approximation
of the number who (all below the poverty and near-poverty levels
formulated by the Sovlal Security Administration. The term is used
in the report interchangeably with “poot” and “low-income”.

Resources —Since family plannirg is a health service, the foundation
of any expanded program consists Krimnrﬁy of the community’s
he "k resources, 1.e., hospitals, health departments, comprehensive
heaith centecs, medical schools, voluntary health agencies, physicians
and such programs ss OEO-funded family planning projects and
Matemity anv} Infant Care projects. In addition, & key administrative,
funding or catalytic role in developing programs may be undertaken
by the communlty's orgentzational resources, such ws Community
Action Agercies or Model City programs. The report and tables
summarize for each county these resources which may be potentially
available for the development of family planning programs.

Figurs | ilmMMlohthWFM
Fanning Services, snd Unmet Need, FY 1962,
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are sterile, pregnant or seeking a desired pregnancy. The estimating
method assumes that Jow-fncome parents want to have the average
of three children that they, like other Amerlcans, say they prefer,
and that they would be potential family planning patieats only when
they are not heving or seeking these desired pregnancies.

In FY 1088 only 773,000 women were reported as patients of
all known public and private sector health agencies which offered
family planaing. This represents less than 15 percent of all who
needed these services. About 4,594,000 women, or 85.6 percent of
the total in need, remained unserved (Figure 1, previous page).

For each county and state, detailed data on estimated family
planning need and service Jevels, selected health and demographic
indices, and existing and potential resources which might be avail-
able for program expansion are presented in Table 1 (Section II).

In the country as & whole, some family planning services, pro-
vided either by public or voluntary hospitals, health departments,
Planned Parenthood Affiijates or other agencles, were identified in
1,200 countles, The aggregzte figure, however, tends to create s
misleading impression of a much broader availability of family plan-
ning service than is actually the case. In the overwhelming majority
of these counties, the number of patfents served fs so minimal that
these counties can hardly be described as having programs that make
subsidized family planning services available. Indeed, in almost 1,000
of these 1,200 counties, the FY 1968 programs reported serving less
than 500 patients or could previde no service figures at all.* (It is of
interest that in more than half of the 130 counties which report serv-

- ing 1,000 or more patlents, there were OEO family planning projects

in FY 1968.) The scope of existing programs is fllustrated in Table A -

which aggregates the service figures reported by all agencles in these
countles, and In Figure 2 (below and right column).

* Avalladle Information indicates that the programs In most of the counties
for which service figures coutd not be secured are generally quite small and
serve few patiants.

Figire 2 1,200 Counties with Identifiable Family Planning
Programs, by Number of Patienls Served, All Agencies, FY 1968

Number of Counties where Services are provided to:

D Less than 100 Patients (or No Secvice Figures Available)

) 100499 Patients

500-999 Patients
. 1,000 or More Patients

TAéLE A. FAMILY PLANNING NEED, SERVICES AND UNMET NEED IN 3,072 U.S. COUNTIES, BY NUMBER OF PATIENTS REPORTED
SERVED IN IDENTIFIABLE FROGRAMS, ALL AGENCIES, FY 1968

Identifiable Programs, by Number of Patients Served
No lden. No Service
tifiable Figures Less than 10- 50. 100- 500- 1580 or
Total | Program Total [ Available 10 49 99 499 999 Mo~

Countles (Number) 13,072 1,872 1,200 122 63 215 194 403 73 130
Cumulative % — — 100% 10.2 154, 333 495 83.1 89.2 100.0
Medically Indigent
Women In Need of
Family Planning .
(000s) 6,366.7 | 1,429.7 (3,937.0 1785 525 2325 2555 9154 340.9 } 1,960.7
Medically Indigent - o
Women Served
(000s) . S - 773.1 —_— 773.1 | Unknown 3 6.3 14.0 90.1 50.4 612.0
Medically Ind'gent
Women Not Served -
(000s) 4,593.6 ] 1,429.7 [3,163.9 } Unknown 52.2 226.2 241.5 825.3 290.5 | 1,348.7
Percent Unserved 85.6 100 80.3 — 994 97.2 95.0 90,2 85.2 638.8
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About all that can be said for most of these counties, therefore,
is that as of FY 1968, only a tentative beginning had been made
toward providing family planning services to the population fn need.

In the remaining 1,872 counties — more than 60 percent of all
U.S. counties — there were no identifiable family planning programs
of any kind. These counties accounted for an estimated 1,430,000
women in need, or nearly one-third of all medically indigent women
who were still without access to modern family planning services
{Figure 3, previous page).

Comparison with Previous Estimates

The FY 1968 servico total of 773,000 patients in all public and pri-
vate sector agencies is substantially lower than previous estimates.
For example, the Bureau of the Budget projected from DHEW
estimates a figure of one million low-income patients served in FY
1068;° the President's Committee on Population and Family Plan-
ning stated that the DHEW and OEO programs alone “now reach
about one million needy women”;** wlile an independent estimate
made in the fall of 1968 put the total number of patients enrolled in
all public and private sector programs at approximately 850,000,°**
These earlier projections were based on aggregate national estimates
while this report is based on detailed surveys of the state and local
agencies providing services. In this study, each survey response was
analyzed, an attempt was made to clarify ambiguities through
querles to the service agency, and the most obvious reporting dupli-
cations were eiiminated. The current report, therefora, is likely to
present & more relisble estimate of the number of patients served
in FY 1968. .

As vould be expected from previous reports,t the largest group
of women in need of subsidized family planning services Is located
in metropolitan areas: 47.3 percent live in Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas with more than 250,000 population and another
7.8 percent live in smaller SMSAs. The remainder, 44.9 percent, live
in counties which are outside SMSAs. These non-metropolitan coun-
ties are not, however, synonymous with “rural” or “farm™ areas; only
one-fourth of the non-metropolitan women in need ~ or 600,000 —
live in counties where more than 30 percent of the population live
on farms. A

In fiscal 1968, approximately 41 percent of all family planning
patients were reported as receiving services from pubfic health de-
partments, 27 percent from public and voluntary hospitals, 27 per-
cent from Planned Parenthood Affiliates, and five percent from other
agencies (Figure 4, right column). This should be regarded as only
an approximation of the actual distribution of services because of the
duplication of reporting among agencles which jointly participate in
providing services. This distributior. should not be confused with the
EBnancing of these services which often tends to be complex; the OEQ
program, for example, operates through delegate agencies and pro-
vided major Anancial support in FY 1968 to 168 local family plan-
ning profects operated by most types of delivery agencies.

¢ Buresu of the Budget, Speclel Anslysie of the FY 1970 Fedars! Budget. pp.
166-7,

*¢ President's Committes on Population and Family Planning, Populstion end
Family Planning—The Transition from Concesn to Action, November 1968,
p- 16,

*00 F. 8. Jeffe and A. F. Guttmacher, "Femily Planning Programe In ths U.S.”
Demography, 5919, 1968,

1 G. Yarky, ot o1, Five Milion Women—Who's Who Among Amaricans in Nead
of Subsidized Femily Planning Seivices, Planned Peranthood.World Populs-
tion, 1967; F. 8. Jeffe and C. J. Barnsohn, Ciosing the Gap in Subaeidtized
Femily Planning Services in 110 Metropoliten Areas with More than 250,000
Population, Planned Paranthood-World Populstion, 1967.

Figure 4 Approximate Distribution of Family Pianning Services: Percent of
Patients Reported Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agency, FY 1968.

Percent of Women Reported Served by:

I:l Hospitals
Health Departments

Pianned Parenthood

. Other Agencies

Figure 5 Number of Patients Reported Served in Health Department
Family Planning Programs in 1,031 Counties, FY 1968

Number of Counties where Health Department Served:
D Less than 50 Patients {or No Service Figure Avaitable)

50-139 Patients

G| 200499 Patients

@ 500999 Patients

. 1,000 or More Patients




Public health departments were reported to be providing some
family planning services in 1,031 out of 3,072 counties. Most of these
programs, however, are very small and the impression of widespread
availability is again misleading. In 169 counties, the health depart-
ment claimed to be providing services but no service figures could
be secured; other information indicates that these programs serve
very fo-u patients. In 130 counties, health departments reported pro-
viding tumily planning services to fewer than 25 persons, and {n an-
other 287 the number served came to less than 100. It appears that
in FY 1968 nearly three out of four health department programs
served less than 200 patients or provided no service figures at all
{Figure 5, previous page).

Number of Patients | Number of Counties | Cumulative Percent
No figures available 169 16.4
Less than 26 130 29.0
25.49 119 40.5
50-99 168 56.8
100-199 168 73.1
200-499 169 89.5
500-999 51 94.6
1000 or more 57 100.0
TOTAL 1,031

Of the nation’s 4,305 non-profit general care hospitals which
report births, only 435 offered family planning services. These appear
to be among hospitals with the largest maternity services: While
constituting only 10 percent of all non-profit hospitals reporting
births, they accounted for 26 percent of births reported in these
hospitals throughout the country, Nevertheless, there remained
3,870 hospitals — accounting for 74 percent of U.S. births in non-
profit hospitals — which did not appear ‘o provide family planning
services in FY 1968, Some of these hospitals are likely not to treat
medically Indigent patients and others might be precluded from
providing family planning services on religious grounds. Even after
taking these facto.s into account, however, it Is apparent that a sig-
nificant component of the matemity care system in many communi-
ties is not yet participating in the delivery of family planuing services
(Figures 6, 7, right column).

A total of 128 local groups affiliated with Planned Parenthood-
World Population operated medical clinfes at 525 locations in 173
counties. Finally, family planning services were provided in 29
counties by 30 agencles other than hospitals, health departments or
Planned Parenthood Affiliates. (These are referred to in this report
as “other agencles”; see Section 111-D.)

The group of 1,872 countles with no identifiable organized
services includes many counties with small populations and rela-
tively few existing resources to form the nucleus of family planning
programs. The most prevalent community health and organizational
resources in these countles appear to be hospitals, health depart-
ments, Community Action Agencies and private physiclans. This
group of counties, In aggregate, contains 2,215 hospitals which de-
livered 950,000 babies in 1967, 32 percent of births in all U.S. non-
profit general care hospitals. Community Action Agencles functioned
in 1,082 of these counties, while there were a total of 17,363 geners)
practitioners and 1,767 obstetrician-gynecologists. A full or part-time
health officer was designated in 1,229 of these counties in 1966.

Figure 6 Reported Family Planning Services Provided In 4,305 U.S.
Non-profit General Care Haspitals Reporting Births, FY 1968

3810

Number of U.S. Hospitals:

. Reporting Family Planning Services-
[:] Reparting No Family Planning Services

Figure 7 Reported Family Planning Services Provided in Non-profit
General Care Hospitals Reporting Births: by Number of Births
Reported, 1967.

2,208,471

Number of Births in’

IR tossitls Reporing Family Planning Senvices
D Hospitals Reparting No family Planning Services
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Geographical Patterns

Since so many counties have no organized programs, it is not
surprising that only 341, or one out of ten, U.S. counties showed an
unmet need of less than 85.8 percent — the percent unserved na.
tionally. Only 38 counties, or one in 85, had an unmet need of less
than 50 percent:

Percent of Medically Indigent

Women In Need of Family Planning

Not Served in FY 1968 Number of Countles
Less than 50% ‘ 36

50-59.9 23

60-69.9 55

70.79.9 124

§0-85.6 103

85.6-89.9 171

90-100 2,560

TOTAL 3,072 o

Twenty-four states had an unmet need of more than 90 percent;
18 had between 80 and B0 percent; while only eight states and the
District of Columbia had less than 80 percent (Table B; Figure 8,
page9). -
Regionally, unmet need in virtunlly all of the OEO regions
clustered between 80 and 80 percent (Figure 9, previous page):

Percent of Medicalln

Indigent Women in

. . of Family Planning
‘ ‘ Services Not Served in

OEO Region FY 1968.

1{Conn., Ma.lne, Mass., NH., N.J..

NY. Rl Vt) - . 79.99;

11 (Del., D.C., Ky., Md.,

N.C., Pa, Va., W.Va)) 86.6

It (Ala., Fla., Ga., Miss., $.C.,

Tenn.) E 85.5

IV (IIL., Ind., Mich., Minn.,

Ohlo, Wsc) 85.2

V(Ark La., N. Mex., 0k!a Texas) 90.0

vi (coTo Idaho lowa, Kans., Mo.,

Mont., Nebr N Dak., S. Dak,, Utah,

Ww) -- 89.0

YIi (Ariz,, Calif., Nev., Oreg., Wash,,

Alaska, Hawali} 824

TABLE B: PERCENT OF UNMET NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED
FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES, BY STATE, FY 1968

Above 90% (24) 80:909%, (18) Below 809, (9)
Arkansas 95.2 | Alabama 81.0 | Alaska 54.2
Hawall 92.2 | Arlzona 82.7 | Colorado 71.0
Idaho 99.1 | Californla 80.0 | D.C. 11.7
Indlana 94.3 | Connecticut  83.3 | Delaware 525
lowa 91.9 | Georgia 87.6 | Florida 78.7
Kentucky 91.9 | lllinols 80.2 | Maryland . 65.8
Louisfana 91.3 | Kansas 89.2 | Nevada 68.7
Maine 99.2 | Michigan 81.4 | New York 71.7
Massachusetts 92.1 | Minnesota 88.1 | Rhode island 79.7
Mississippl 90.2 | Missouri 85.9 .
Montana 92,3 | New Jersey  85.1
Nebraska 95.1 | New Mexico 84,5
NewHampshlire 9.2 | North Carvlina 87.2

© North Dakota 98.2 | Ohlo 82.6
Oregon 92.7 | Oklahoma 88.8
South Dakota 98.2 | Pennsylvania 87.8

- Ternessee 93.4 | South Carolina 83.9
Utah 97.5 | Texas 88.8
Vermont 99.1 :

Yirginia 955
Washington  91.3
West Virginla 95,5
Wisconsin 96.5
Wyoming 99.4

While there is thus some wariation In the development of femily
planning services in the different regions, the range is much narrower
than between the individual states and counties. There is more varia-
tion in the contribution of the different regions to overall national
need and unmet need. More than half of the total national need and
unmet need for family planning is clustered in Regions I1, Ill and IV
(Table C, page 14).

CONCENTRATION OF NFED AND SERVICE IN
METROPOLITAN AREAS

- Both the need for subsidized family planning services and the or-

ganized programs provided thus far are concentrated in the nation’s
largest metropolitan areas. Of the estimated 5,367,000 women fn
need, 2,540,000 live in 318 counties which comprise the 124 Stand-
ard Metropolitan Statistical Areas® with mors than 250,000 popula-
tion, Approximately 602,000 women in these SMSAs were reported ‘
to have received femily planning services in FY 1968, Thus, existing

programs [n these SMSAs provided nearly 78 percent of all reported
family planning services throughcut the U.S. About 1,838,000
women, or 76 percent of all who need services in these large metro-
politan areas, remain to be served. The Jargest metropolitan areas,

* A Standard Metropolitar Gtatisticel Area 13 defined se 8 county or group of
contiguous counties which contalne at least ona city of 50.000 inhabitants
of mors, In sddition L3 tha county or counlies, contiguous countise are In-
cluded in the SMSA If they sre essentislly metropolitan In charactier and ere
socielly and economically integrated with the central city.

1



Table 0. Family Planning Need, Services and Unmet Nead, U.S. and Each State, by SMSA Status and OEQ Reglon, FY 1968

Tolals SMSAs with Mora thaa SMSAs with Less than
250,000 Population 250,000 Population
| 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
zg % Q sg e ‘Bg ]
JER AR RE B AR AR P AR
5 reg > _Eg S %E ry 535 S ggﬂ z gg :g‘
z| 3 385 | E~ | 382 w 2|
Pl B g BNk
U5, Total 53667 773011 45036 856 25399 602054 19379 763 4189 42077 3768 909
REGION | Total 6739 135157 5387 799 5130 132138 3808 742 268 372 264 986
Conn. 408 6303 339 833 320 6631 %54 1793 38 172 36 955
Maine 217 218 215 992 68 68 1000
Mass. 932 1318 859 922 87.2 1,268 19 911 27 50 26 98l
N.H. 139 110 138 992 40 40 1000
N.J. 149 17,025 978 851 803 16211 641 798 95 15 93 984
NY. 313 99228 2521 708 W41 97874 1962 667
RI. 20 425 168 798 194 4154 153 786
. 109 97 108 99
REGION I1 Total 9722 130682 8416 865 3764 96683 2197 743 750 1973 610 894
Del. 108 4053 68 626 61 3251 28 463
D.C. 208 1833 24 118 08 1831 24 118
Ky, MI8 11413 1304 919 42 4206 199 83 70 1519 55 782
Md. 737 25195 85 658 535 22009 4 587
N.C. 211 2964 W17 813 36 10983 206 652 348 4549 303 869
Pa. 2636 32011 2316 879 1830 31068 1519 830 111 36 107 970
Ya, 1505 6648 1439 956 515 6,000 455 883 103 103 1000
W.Va. 798 3545 763 956 59 693 52 882 118 155 102 867
REGION i1 Total 10647 154060 9106 855 3700 81871 2882 719 682 7241 609 894
Mz, 1753 33240  M21 810 493 1493 344 697 27 3387 263 886
Fla. 200 £3716 1803 787 1287 30759 979 761 122 1951 103 841
Ga. 2052 25311 1799 817 80.7 15456 52 W5 202 1715 185 915
Miss. 1359 13303 1226 902 113 1280 100 887 60 194 58 968
$.C. 131 21310 1118 840 M9 7838 1 826
Tenn. 1860 12180 1739 935 751 11603 635 846
REGION I¥ Total 8564 127,021 7293 852 4512 116959 3342 740 763 8830 615 885
m 1973 38892 1584 803 1232 38407 848 688 113 34 109 970
Ind. 108 6225 1036 943 411 5055 61 817 181 82 1712 951
Mich. 1736 32220 1414 814 1053 26380 789 749 179 5495 124 692
Minn. 99 9459 05 882 278 9348 185 664 9 3 1000
Ohlo : 2167 3757 1191 827 1307 35020 957 7132 221 2109 206 907
Wise. 91 2M8 764 965 B0 28 202 80 56 56 1000
REGION Y Total 8011 79892 7212 900 3007 52503 2482 825 1053 1Li74 941 894
Ark. 1065 5092 1014 952 158 118 s 927 11 48 106 956
La. 1709 4777 1561 914 617 125631 86 794 148 48 1000
N. Mex. 39 4942 210 845 6.6 1 925 47 708
Oita. 920 10,323 816 838 202 366 56 815 67 5] 58 811
Texas 3999 44758 3550 888 1879 33130 1547 823 727 4825 629 864
REGION V1 Tota) 429 48526 3943 890 1143 36359 785 634 430 3634 394 915
Colo. 455 13,187 323 10 204 10989 94 460 715 1022 65 864
Idaho 159 135 158 992 20 123 19 938
lowa 898 5584 642 920 §0 232 67 743 85 1201 72 858
Kansas 555 5984 95 892 B0 3017 10 184 32 2 28 867
Mo. 1379 19388 1185 859 53 18063 372 &3 13 20 69 92
Mont. 158 1209 s 924 29 29 1000
Nebr. 373 1813 355 951 15 147 60 802 32 00 29 906
N. Dak. 176 34 173 982 1.2 140 10 882
$. Dak. 28 384 214 982 19 19 1000
tah 199 493 194 975 88 93 83 944 53 53 1000

Wyo. 6.0 35 59 994




Outside SMSAs Percent of Total Need Percent of Reported Services Percent of Unmst Neod
{Cols. 6,1007 14 =~ Col. 2) | (Cols. 7,11, 07 15—~ Col. 3) | (Cols. 8, 120r 18 - Col. 4)
14 15 16 17 18 18 20 z1 22 23 | 25j 26
s g
% ¥ R B
31 gg % i 2 1312121238 12|3]?82
it | 1 IR R R AR AR RE ;
AR ER R AR R RR AR RE N AR R ;
24079 128980 22789 4.6 413 18 449 779 54 16.7 422 82 496 U.S. Total
_ 134.1 2,647 1315 93.0 761 40 199 978 3 20 70.7 4% 44 REGION { Total
49 49 1000 735 9.4 121 975 25 14.7 10.7 146 Conn.
209 219 20.7 990 4.5 755 100.0 47 153 Maine
34 34 100.0 935 29 36 993 ) 930 31 40 Mass.
99 110 98 939 288 71.2 100.0 2.0 .0 N.H.
252 764 44 970 699 8.2 219 947 9 4.5 65.5 95 250 NJ
51.3 1354 559 976 837 163 98.6 14 71.8 222 NY.
16 103 15 336 923 1.7 97.6 24 810 90 Rl
109 97 108 99.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 .
_ 5209 26,020 4548 95.0 387 11 53.6 740 6.1 199 3.1 8.0 589 REGION i Total
48 802 40 832 56.0 440 80.2 19.8 415 58.5 Del
1000 100.0 100.0 D.C.
1107 5678 1050 949 170 49 781 373 132 49.5 15.3 42 80.6 Ky.
203 3,116 17.2 846 725 215 81.6 124 64.7 353 Md.
164.7 13,892 150.8 916 13.7 15.1 13 313 155 47.2 10.2 150 748 N.C.
69.6 307 68.9 991 694 42 264 971 1.0 19 65.6 456 298 Pa.
83.7 648 83.1 953 342 69 589 90.3 9.7 316 1.2 61.2 Ya.
62.1 1,217 60.8 979 14 148 778 195 444 360 68 134 798 W.Va.
626.5 54,942 561.5 89.6 348 6.4 53.8 53.1 47 42.2 316 6.7 61.7 REGION Il Total
963 14917 814 84.5 281 169 549 49 10.2 449 24.2 185 57.3 Aa,
88.1 16,006 72.1 818 56.2 53 385 63.1 40 329 543 57 400 Fla.
1243 8,141 116.2 935 296 99 60.6 61.1 6.8 322 25.1 103 646 Ga.
1186 11,89 106.8 90.0 83 44 87.3 96 15 88.9 8.2 47 87.1 Miss.
88.2 13,472 74.1 84.7 337 66.3 368 3.2 33.2 66.8 ) S.C.
1108 577 1103 995 404 59.6 953 47 365 63.5 Tenn.
3289 1,332 218 9.6 526 89 384 920 69 1.0 458 93 49 REGION |V Total
628 151 627 998 624 57 318 988 9 TR T T 0,
50.6 278 5.3 995 315 164 46.1 812 143 45 s 16.6 436 Ind.
504 345 5.1 993 60.7 103 291 819 17.1 1.1 55.8 87 354 Mich.
51.2 110 51.1 98 343 11 64.1 988 1.2 26.3 1.2 125 Minn.
833 448 628 993 60.3 10.5 29.2 93.2 56 1.2 543 115 351 Ohlo
5.5 55 1000 29.1 11 638 1000 26.5 14 66.1 Wisc.
395.1 16,215 3789 959 375 131 493 657 139 20.3 M4 130 52.5 REGION ¥ Total
796 3451 76.2 95.7 148 104 748 226 96 678 14.4 104 75.1 Ark.
99 2,146 928 97.7 358 86 555 855 145 3] g5 59.4 La.
253 - 3017 223 83.1 207 793 390 61.0 173 82.7 N. Mex.
56.0 5798 50.2 895 318 73 609 355 8.3 56.2 312 11 615 . 0Xla.
139.3 1,803 1374 987 469 182 348 740 220 40 35 1.1 387 Texas
2850 8,533 2764 910 259 97 644 749 1.5 17.6 199 100 701 REGION V1 Total
176 1,176 164 933 471 166 87 833 1.8 89 00 N2 50.8 Colo.
139 1 139 999 125 875 91.1 89 118 £8.2 daho
52.3 2,062 50.2 96.1 130 121 749 416 215 369 105 113 18.2 lowa
333 2,539 358 934 252 58 69.0 50.4 1.2 424 221 56 12.2 ’ Kansas
753 905 744 9838 401 53 54.6 932 2.2 4.7 314 58 628 Mo.
130 1,209 11.7 90.7 18.2 81.8 100.0 19.7 83 Mont
26.6 37 26.6 99 200 86 714 814 165 20 169 8.2 748 Nebr.
16.4 114 16.2 989 6.7 93.3 4.6 55.4 6.1 939 N. Dak.
198 ki) 194 - 981 - 83 912 1000 90 91.0 $.Dak,
58 58 1000 @ M1 267 29.2 1000 27 214 239 ' Utah
6.0 35 59 94 100.0 "~ 1000 1000 Wyo.

13
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Teble 0. Famlly Planning Need, Services snd Unmet Need, U.S. and Each State, by SMSA Status and 0EQ Reglon, FY 1968 continued

Totals SMSAs with More thea SMSAs with Less than
250,000 Population 250,000 Population
1 2 3 4 § [ ? ] 8 10 1 12 13
3§ g 35 ‘tg §
o é el B3x | B i | Ee 5 ¥ g E
3 %Ee i _E I3 | f1g 2| 13| s gi i} _3 3
g 2ER > gz = e ) xZ 3. _E..g g2 2 E‘; 5 fli
= o ) - SEx b 2
B e d il lfsfdE Y Bl UK
REGION ¥il Total 5596 92613 4519 824 4138 85,541 3282 793 43 2841 215 83
Ariz, 48.2 8,287 399 828 323 6,635 257 7195
Calif. 378.5 75,361 031 801 319.4 10417 2489 780 99 452 94 954
Nev. 1.7 241 53 887 59 2,269 36 614
Oreg. 429 3121 398 927 163 2623 136 839 86 120 84 98.6
Wash, 59.8 5154 541 914 356 4933 306 8A1
Aaska 5.0 2.2 27 543
Hawaii 135 1041 129 923 10.2 927 93 909

with about 24 percent of the population in need already under
care, are somewhat zhead of the rest of the nation in development
of family planning programs {Figure 10, following page).

Even in these large SMSAs, however, there Is considerable un-
evenness (n the growth of family planning programs. Only in four
have as many as half of the women in need received service, and
only in 16 have between 30 and 50 percent been served. In 79
SMSAs, less than one-fifth have been served. In 17, the number of
patients reported for FY 1968 totals less than 300 each; In five, there
were no Identifiable family planning programs at all,

As would be expected, the distribution of need and services in
these laige SMSAs varles considerably by OEOQ region, dependent
primarily on the extent to which the region is composed of large
metropolitan areas. Large SMSAs account for 76 percent of overall
need in Region I, for example, but only 26 percent in Region VI.
These relationships are presented for each state and region in
Table D (page 12, 13, and above).

In each region, the proportion of reported family planning
services located in large SMSAs is higher than the proportion of the
total population in need which lives in those areas. This may be
explained by the fact that the health service systems in these large
metropolitan areas are more highly developed than in smaller cities

and rural areas. The large SMSAs have more hospitals, more physi-
cians per capita, more functior ing health departments and a larger
number of voluntary agencles than other areas. Additionally, the
Planned Parenthood organization Fas f==tjoned in these large met-
ropolitan areas for a considerable period of time.

As a result, the percent of the nation’s unmet need located in
these Jarge U.S. metropolitan areas is lower (422 percent) than
thelr proportion of all U.S. medically indigent women in need of
family planning (47.3 percent), a relationship which is reversed in
the smaller SMSAs and in the non-metropolitan countles.

Smaller SMSAs with populations below 250,000 comprise 128
counties and contain 419,000 women in need of family planning serv-
ices, or 7.8 percent of the U.S. total. Approximately 42,000 of these
women are reported to have recetved services, leaving 377,000 un-
served. This represents 8.2 peicent of all U.S. women not served.
Here again, the range of variatlon is falrly wide among the regions
and states.

In the 2,628 counties located outside of SMSAs, approximately
2,408,000 women — 45 percent of all U.S. women in need of services
— live. As would be evpected, the proportion already served in these
counties is considerably lower than in the metropolitan area counties:
Only 129,000 women, or 5.4 percent of those in need, vicre reported

TABLE C: FAMILY PLANNING NEED, SERVICES AND UNMET NEED, BY OEO REGION, FY 1968

Medically Indigent Women Medically Indigent Women Medically (ndigent Women

in Need of Family Planning Served Not Served

OEO Region Number 9% U.S. Total Number % U.S. Total Number % U.S. Total

| 673,858 12.6 135,157 175 538,701 11.7
] 972,238 18.1 130,682 16.9 841,556 183
n 1,064,685 19.8 154,060 19.9 910,625 19.8
v 856,425 16.0 127,121 16.4 729,304 159
v 801,072 149 79,892 10.3 721,180 15.7
vi 442,854 83 48,526 63 394,328 8.6
Vil 555,615 104 97,673 128 457,942 10.0
Total 5,366,747 100.1 773,111 999 4,593,636 100.0
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15.8 1,652 142 86 6.2 328 801 19.9 64.5 355 Ariz,
49.2 4492 48 909 844 26 130 934 6 60 821 31 14.8 Calif.

18 148 17 920 761 29 939 6.1 680 320 Nev.
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4.2 215 40 BNl %95 405 958 42 56.1 39 Wash.

50 2,292 21 843 120.0 - 100.0 100.0 Alaska

33 114 32 965 758 42 80 110 LY 253 Hawali

to have received services in FY 1068, In these counties about
2,279,000 remain unserved. This represents almost half of all U.S.
low-income women who are without access to subsidized family plan-
ning services.

Within the Jargest SMSAs, the need for family planning services

Figure10 Women Estimated lo be in Need of Subsidized Family Planning
Services, by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), FY 1968,

419,000 (7.8%)

600,000 (11.2%)

26 0 0tma (47 3%3)

No. of Women tn:

Counties outside SMSAs

£ Courties with More than 30% Rural Farm pbbulatioq '
SMSAs of Lessthan 250,000 population.
. SMSAs of 250,000 or More population

fs concentrated in counties which contain the nation’s largest cities.
Te:n countles, three of them in New York City, contain 11 percent of
total 11,8, need for family planning services, 29 percent of all re-
ported services and eight percent of the nation’s unmet need
(Table E, page 17).

Essentlally, the same picture of concentration {s shown in
Table 2 (Section I1) which selects the 313 counties in 41 states
which contain half of all U.S. unmet need and appear to hold the key
to development of an accelerated national! family planning program.
All but 52 are located in metropolitan areas. Organized family plan-
ning programs ars operational in most of these counties and appear
to be somewhat more developed than in the rest of the country:
Thelr overall unmet need s 78.7 percent, compared to a national
average of 85.8 percent. Yet 684 of these counties served less than
five percent of the population in need in FY 1968, and in 45 there
were no {dentifiable programs at all. Table 2 also shews that there
are many existing health and organizational resources in ‘hese coun-
ties which could be utilized in an effort to extend services to those
who remain unserved. Health departments provide some family
planning services in only 188 of these counties. A total of 1,219
non-profit hospitals reporting births do not presently provide family
planning services; these hospitals accounted for nearly 1,300,000
births in 1067 or 43 percent of all births in U.S. non-profit hospitals.
Only 75 of these counties have OEO family planning projects, al-
though 280 have functioning Community Action Agencies. In addi-
tion, 45 of these counties have Maternity and Infant Care projects
and 82 have Model City grants. The health significance of an ex-
panded program in these counties i suggested by the fact that in
1961-65, they accounted for 85,528 excess Infant deaths, or 58 per-
cent of the total in the nation (Figure 11, page 16).

Simflarly, only 516 counties account for half of the unmet need
for family planning services within each state; in 29 states, half
of the unmet need is concentrated in 10 counties or less. Table 3
(Section I1) presents these data for each state and summarizes cur-
rent family nll;nning services and potential resources for expansion in
each of these counties.

Another way of illustrating the same relationships is shown in
Table F (page 17) which analyzes seven large industrial states and
presents their unmet need percentages for the staic as a whole and
for the areas in each state which are outside of the largest SMSAs
{where family planning services are more developed). Outside of the
largest SMSAs these states show percentages of unmet need which
are as high as in the more rural states.
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TABLE E: FAMILY PLANNING NEED, SERVICES AND UNMET NEED IN 10 LARGESY COUNTIES, FY 1968

Medically Indigent Medically Medically

Women in Need of Indigent Women Indigent Women
County State City Family Planning Served Not Served
Los Angelss Calif. Los Angeles 126,348 32,519 93,829
Cook . Chicago 82,490 38,311 44,179
Kings N New York City 63,973 21,956 42,017
Wayne Mich. Detroit 59,380 20,704 38,676
Philadelphia Pa. Philadelphia 49,469 17,513 31,956
New York N. Y. New York City 49,183 29,762 19,421
Haeris Texas Houston 45,014 13,780 31,234
Bronx N. Y. New York City 36,441 19,112 17,329
Oade Fla. Miami 36,077 8,955 27,122
Baltimore Md. Baltimore 32,006 17,914 14,092

Yotal 580.361 220,526 359,855
Percent of U.S. Totsl 11% 29% 8%

NOR-METROPOLITAN COUNTIES AND RUR/L AREAS

Nearly half of the nation's unmet need for family planning services

Is located In counties outside of SMEAs. Thess counties, however, are

not a8 “rural” as the non-metropolitan designation might imply.

:::!nim‘tnehde smaller cities of less than 50,000 population, towns
ges.

In 1936, analysis of a special tabulation by the Bureau of the
Ceasus indicated that eoly 7.5 t of women in need of subsi-
dized famndly planning services lived on farms.® 1t i not possible
from the present data directly to ientify the population in need
by farm . Need, catrent services and unmet need, however,
are avaflable for each county, clanifed by the ¢f the
county’s total Jation which lives on farms. Table 4 (Section 11)
presents these data, nummarized by state, for the 984 counties
which have a resident farm population of mote than 30 percent, a
cutting point which ks a8 defining a significantly rural area.
Many of these counties have quite small populations — the smaDest
has oely 608 people and more than nine out of ten contstn less than

* Varky, ol o1, op. S

£3,000 people. Bul they range in population up to 83,000, There are
600,000 women In need, o 11 percent of the U.S. total, In these
counties. Since not 1] of them are farm residents, this finding appeans
ta be consistent with the 1668 study.

Table 4 also details the status of current family planning pro-
grams fn these counties, as well as the potential resources available
for development of expanded family planning s. As would
be expected, these counties have fewer existing family planning pro-
grams — and fewer resoutces for service expansion — than more met.
ropolitan counties. Only 20,000 women were reporied to have
recetved sendces in FY 1068, Jeaving 571,000 or 95.9 percert un.
served. Heahh departments report providing some senvices in 246 of
these counties, but they generally serve few patients: All but 77
reported serving less than 100 patietits in FY' 1968 or could peovide
no senvice figures at all. Services are alsc providad by 11 hospitals
and four Planned Parenthood clinkes. Only 14 counties have OEO-
funded family planning prolzcts, two have Neighborhood Health
Centers, six have Maternity and Infant Care Projects and one has a
Model City grant. But 583 of these 834 counties have functioning
Community Action A ; and there are 085 hospitals in these
counties repotting which provide no family planning services.

TABLE F: P!RC.E.NT OFf UNMET fAMILY PLANNING NEED IN SELECTED STATES, STATEWIDE AND OUTSIDE (LARGESY SMSAs,
i
Statewide Outside of Largest SM3As in State
Sul Statewide Largest SMSAS Neme Percent Unsernnd
Cafiforrle 80.0% 89.5% San Francisco-Oakiand,
Los Angeles 603%

indis 802 994 Chicago 609
Massachusatts 921 99.2 Boston 863
Michean Mna 882 Detroft 733

New York n? 89.1 New Yorx City 615

Ohio 826 86.1 Cleveland 638
Pennsytvanis 87.8 5.2 Phitadeiphia, Pittsburgh 793
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These rura! counties Include many with high infant mortality
rates. Nearly half of the 984 countles had rates above 24.9 infant
deaths per 1,000 live births in 1961.65, the national median rate
during that period,

COUNTIES WITH NO IDENTIFIABLE FAMILY

PLANNING PROGRAMS

As noted previously, no organized family planning programs could
be identified in 1,872 counties. The neced in these counties totaled
1,430,000 women, or 31 percent of all unmet family planning need
in the country.

It is almost axdomatic that most of these counties would be rural
counties coutaining .mall populations. Yet this obscures another and
perthaps mere Interesting finding: In each of 438 of these counties,
there are between 1,000° and 10,000 women in need of subsidized
family planning services. All told, these 438 counties account for
810,000 women in need, or 17 percent of the nation’s total unmet
need. These 438 counties warrant special attention since they appear
to present many opportunities for development of family planning
programs which could rapidly reach a significant number of cur.
rently unserved women. Table 5 (Section I1) identifies each of these
countles and summarizes the available data. The counties are dis.
tributed among the regons, as follows:

Counties with No Identifiable Family Planning
Program and with 1,000 or More Women In
Need of Family Planning

54
1 68
n 11
127
v 115
vt 44
vil 19
Total 438

OLO Region

\While many of these counties have relatively small populations,

half contain mote than 50,000 persons:
Counties with No Identifiable Family Planning
Program and with 1,000 or More Women in
Population Need of Famity Planning
Number Percent
Less than 10,000 0 0
10,000-24,999 62 14.2
25,00049,999 155 354
§0,000.99,99 151 us
100,000-249,999 83 144
250,000-199,999 ? 16
Total 438 100.1

These counties appear to have considerable 2aisting health and
program resources which could be tilized for development of family
services. Only 59 counties, for example, have no non-profit
hospitals reporting births widle 223 have two ot mote; there are, in

2 The figwre of 1,000 women in head B regarded 83 8 §ross rute of Owmd for
Gehning oh 8res which tould tcanomically heve Rs Can orgonized Tomilty
Pranning program, sinch 1,000 patierts snrodlty covd Be tervid i two NaW.
Say thak 2938ions werkly.
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all, 752 hospitals in these counties which delivered 433,000 babfes
in 1967, or 15 percent of all births in U.S. non-profit hospitals. Simi-
larly, 310 of these counties had a functioning Community Action
Agency. In these counties as a whole, thete were 9,129 genesal prac-
titioners and 1,329 obstetrician-gynecologists. As would be ex-
pected, however, there was only one Maternity and Infant Care
project and only 14 counties had Model City programs.

FAMILY PLANNING AND INFANT MORTALITY

Previous studies have demonstreted the relationship between infant
mortality and related adverse pregnancy outcomes, on the one hand,
and hlg{ parity and short Intervals between births, on the other.’
The incidence of infant mortality — and of prematurity, mental re-
tardation, congenital malformations and brain damage —is sub-
stantially higher than average among fourth and subsequent births,
births to older women and among frst births to girls In their teens.
The Incidence of infant mortality also increases considerably when
bables are bom too close together. These relationships are com-
pounded and intensified when too many pregnancies occur too
rapidly ta impoverished women whose health has been undermined
by poor living conditions, malnutrition and inadequate medical care.
Nowhere in the health field is poverty translated as directly in the
cost of human life,

For these reasons, the relationship between need for family

lanning services and the incidence of preventable infant deaths
En received special attention. The principal medical measures avail-
able to reduce infant mortality are compeehensive matemnity care,
improved infant and child care and family planning.*® Compars-
tive analyses of these programs by DHEW (a 1066 led to the con-
cluson that family planning is the tnost cost-eflective bhealth measure
available to reduce infant mortality, cutranking the next most ef-
fective program (intensive care of “high risk® newborm‘)o:{ 2
margin of 8 to | ta infant deaths prevented for any given of
professional and financial resources expended.®®*

In 1967, the Children’s Bureau published fts first report on the
extent of “excess infant deaths” for each U.S. county for the period
1956-60, defining “excess Infant deaths™ as the difference between
the actual number of deaths and the number that would
have occurred if the county’s tnfant mortality rate had been equal
to the rate in the county ocvupying the teath percentile position in
s national array.t The study revealed that 58 itan cou-
ties accounted for one-third of all excess infant deaths from 1056-
60. A subsequent analysis by Planned Parenthood-\World P tion
indicated that these counties also accounted for 26 percent of overall
U.S. need for subsidized family planning services.{ {

The present study permits the relationship between incidence of
excess infant deaths and need for subsidized family planning services

* 1, for eaample, N, R Butier and O. G. Bonham, Perinstel Mertality, Londrn,
1963; ). Yervshaimy, "“Studies of Preghancy oa the sland of Kevel™ Am -
con Journsl of Obstetrics and Gynecology, 7190, 1956 8 L hrael, snd E ML
Bishop, American Journat of Obstetrics and Eynecelogy, 97623 1967 K. B.
Newcombde, "NMaterns! Aga dnd Bicth Order Corralations,™ Metation Retedreh,
1:448, 1964; and J. A Heady ond ). N Morris, "Socisl and Botogics! Factors
Jn infant MortalRy. Variation of Mortalty with Mothers' Age and Parity,”
Jowrr sl oF Obstetrics and Synascology of the British Empire, 66871, 1958,

o0 Amarican Wedicat Assecistion Committes on Materns! and Infart Cars, "Re-
duting Infant MortaiRy.” Journsl of the American Me8ical Associstion, 193.4,
oty 24, 1968

o0 DHLW, Ofice of the Astistant Secreiary Sor Program Coordination, Maternst
and Chig Haanth Care Programs, October 1984 U B Putdic Heanth Bervics,
Borton of Wedat Services, An Exponded Program s Reduct Intont Mo
taiy, Avgust 1968,

U S Chadrens Buress. Infart and Peringtal Mertaity Rates, by Age and
Color; U8, £ach $tate and Coonty, 1981.88, 195650, 1967

11 Pranned Parenthood World Popatation, Family Planning and hafant MorteWty:
An Andlyn.s of Priseities, 196) (Mimeo).




to be analyzed for a later period and for a much larger number of
counties, Data on excess {nfant deaths for each county from 1661.-65,
derived from the second Children’s Bureau report,® were integrated
into the file to facilitate a direct comparison. Table 8 (Section II)
lists the 290 counties with the highest number of excess infant
deaths from 1961-85 {defined as those in excess of a rate of 17.8
per 1,000 live births) and details the overall need for family plan-
ning in these counties. These counties, in aggregate, accounted for
62 percent of all excess infant deaths — a total of 92,706 unnecessary
deaths — and for more than 50 percent of overall need for subsidized
family planning services — 2,656,000 women (Figure 12, below).

Figwe 12 Percent of Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services and
Petcent of Excess Infant Deaths in 250 High Excess Infant Death Counties
Compared to 2,782 Other Counties.
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As would be expected, most of the counties with the highest
number of infant deaths tabulated in Table 6 akso appear among the
313 counties with half of U.S. unmet need for family planning
services listed in Table 2. Yet the two lists of coanties are not tohl}{
r ol More than one-quarter of the high excess infent deat
counties are not among those counties with the largest number of
women itill unsenved, and about one-third of the latter counties are
not Incloded among the formes.

Tn the high excess infant death counties, approximately 24 pet-
cent of women in need were at having received senices in
FY 1068. Nevertheless, 2,057,000 women in these counties remained
unserved - ot 45 percent of total U.S. unmet need. In 42 of these
counties, existing family planning programs reported serving less
than five percent of the population in need while in 56, the numbes
of patients reported served in FY 1968 totaled less than 300. Twehe
counties teported the existence of an otganized program but pro-
vided no data on patients served, while in 38 counties there were no
Hentifiable family planning programs of any kind.

S US ChAdren's Bererm, Infond and Perinstsl Mortaity Rotes by Age ond
Color; U S. Each Siate and County, 195650, 1961 &5, 1968,

ERIC
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Stnce the perlod covered by the Children’s Bureau study, the
U.S. infant mortality rate has declined, from an average of 25.1 per
1,000 live births from 1961-65, to 21.7 in 1968, It is of interast that
the most rapid growth of organized family planning services has
occurred since 1965, particularly in the larger of these 290 counties
which currently have the country’s most highly developed networks
of family planning services. The eatent to which the increased avail-
ability of family planning services since 1965 has contributed to re-
duction of the oversll national infant mortality rate cannot, however,
be assessed based on the data in the present study.

MIGRANTS AND tNDIANS

Of special interest from the vantage point of both poverty and health
are two groups of Americans — migrant workers and American
Indians, Data from DHEW permitted counties containing significant
numbers of members of these groups to be fdentified. The service
data secured from these counties, of course, covered services pro-
vided to all residents; those provided to migrants and Indians were
not sepanlel{egzn!iﬁed. But an assessment of the family planning
situation in these counties offers at least some insight into the avail-
ability of family planning services for thase impoverished groups.

The DHEW data identified 332 counties in 29 states containing
a total home-based migrant population of 418,000 persons. More
than half of these counties are in five states — Texas, North Carolina,
California, Mississippi and Florida. While most have small popula-
tions, nearly one-fourth of the counties contain more than 100,000
persons each, and a numbet include such large cities as Miami, San
Diego, Los Angeles and Detroit. This may help account fot the fact
that, overall, the unmet need in these counties is 83.1 percent —a
lower figure than for the nation as a whole. However, there were no
identifiable family planning programs in 127 of these counties.

More than half of the migrants enumerated by DHEW are
based in only 17 counties. The data for these counties are presented
in Table 7 (Section 11). Family planning p*rgrams are operational in
13 counties, provided by 10 tals, 10 local health departments
and five Planned Parenthood Afhiliates, suppotted by eight OEO
hmimnning project grants and four MIC grants. In four coun-
ties, however, no program was identifiable. In seven counties, there
was no repotted health department teogram aad fn the group of 17
as & whole, there were 58 hotpitals not p.oviding family plannin
senvices. The countics include 18 Community Action Agendles a
four Model City progra.ns.

Two hundred and seventy-six counties in 24 states were identi.
fied in which the Indian Health Service has responsibility for the
medical care of 403,000 Indians and Aleuts. Nearly half of these
counties are concentrated In Oklahoma, South Dakota, Minnesots
snd Neveda. Like the migrant counties, mast have small popula-
tions; only eight contain mote than 100,000 persons.

The [amily planning situation ir these counties ;resents some-
thing of ¢ paradox: Although there wete no identifisble family
planning programs of any kind in 172 counties, the overall percent
of unmet need in the group of 276 was 88.4 percent — slightly highes
than the national average but Jower than in other counties of similar
size and degree of ruralty. The explanation appears to lie in the
family planning services provided by the Indian Heakh Service.

arters of the Indians and Aleuts enumerated by
DHEW live in only 50 counties. The data for these counties are
presented in Table 8 (Section 11). Forty-four hospitals, 19 heakth
departments and five Planned Parenthood Affiliates provide family
planning services in 38 counties which bave seven OEO family
planning project grants. In 14 counties, there are 1o identifiable
family planning programs. In 31 counties, there is no reported heakth
department program and in the 50 counties overall, there are 97
hospitals which do not provide family planning senvices. The counties
inchude 37 Cemmunity Action Agencles, five Model City programs
and one Neighbor! Heahth Center.



Table 6. Nedlcally (ndigeat Patieats Reporied a3 Recaiving Family Planning Services, by 00 Region and Principal Delvery Agency, FY 1968
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DISTRIBUTION OF CURRENT SERVICES AMONG

PRINCIPAL DELIVERY AGENCIES

As of FY 1968, available data show that no single pattem has
emerged for the delivery of subsidized family planning services.
Among the regions and states there is very wide variation in the
extent of responsibility for family planning undertaken by public
and voluntary hospitals, health departments, Planned Parenthood
Afliates end other delivery agencies. These differences appear to
stem both from historical factors — such as the states in which the
Planned Parenthood organization has functioned — and regional and
state variations in the pattern of delivery of general medice) care for
low-income persons.

Table G (previous page) presents data on patients reported by
each of the principal delivery agencies for each state and region.

In many cases agencies which jointly participate in programs at
the same Jocation reported the same pati]e);nu in thelr respon;‘g to the
surveys; while it was possible to eliminate this duplication from the
overall service total for the county, the data did not permit the dupli-
cated patients to be sscribed definitively to one or another of the
reporting agencies. The proportions of services reported by each of
the principal delivery agencies therefore should be regarded as only
an approximation of the actual distribution of services.

For the country as a whol», health departments appear to ac-
count for approximately 41 percent of current patients; public and
voluntary hospitals, 27 percent; Planned Parenthood, 27 percent; and
other agencles, five percent. These proportions apply to the senvices
which the various agencies reported that they provided and do not
Indicate the funding sources for these services. OEO family planning
ianu, for example, finance services provided through each of the

ifferent types of delivery agencies: health departments, hospitals,
Planned Parenthood a agencies. The health department
) include services Binanced by local funds, federa) Maternal and
cﬁ{f Health formula grants and OEQ grants; they also include
Matemity and Infant Care grant-funded services which are actually
plovided by health department stafls, as well a3 an undetermined
amount of MIC famfly planning tenvices provided by hospitals o
Planned Parenthood Affillates could not be distributed back
to thise agencies.
Wihin these limits, the reported figures provide an approxi-
mate piture of the state of the beld in FY 1958, The range of varis-
tion among the states is very wide; in some states almost all of the
known secvices are provided by a single agency, and there appears
to be little or no involver.ent of other agencies. Cn a reglonal basis,
hospitals sccount for more than half of ed services in the north-
east {Region 1) where there has been o longtime pettern of hospital
delivery of outpatient care for poor In the southeast (Reglon
111), mid-Atlantie (Reglon 11) aid western states (Region ViI), on
the other hand, heakh departments are le for the largest
share of family planning services; this appears to be related to the
grestet invoherrent n these states of healh departments in the pro-
vision of health senvices. Planned Parenthood ABliates con-
tinue to be the peoviders of lamily planning services in the
central (“:f"" V) and southwest {Regicon V) states (Figures 13-
19, right and pages 23 and £3).

Table H (pages 24 and 25} rummarizes the distribution of
family planning clinkcs and facilities among the various delivery
agencizs by state and region. The patterns hece parallel those smong
reported patients served in Table G.

MEDICAIDO AND THE PRIVATE PHYSICIAN

A noted earlier, the present study does not estimate the extent to
which modern family services may be provided to medically
indigent women by private physicians. Not do the national fertility
studies conducted in 1955, 1960 and 1965 provide a basis for estima-
tion. An answer to this question would require, at min‘mum, aa in-

Figure 13 135,000 Women Recelving Subsidized Family Planning Services
in Office of Economic uniy Reg'on I:;gproximm Pescent Served,
by Principal Service Delivery A zencies, FY 1968,

*Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetls, New Hampshire, New Jersey,

New York, Rhode Island, Vermont.
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Figure 15 154,000 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Services Figure 17 79,500 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Services
hloufﬁa of Economic Opportunity lte‘don i Wad.r:alo Percent In Office of Econon..c Opportunity Region V:* Rpproximate Percent

ed Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agencies, FY 1968, Reported Served, by Principal Service Defivery Agencies, FY 1968
sAlabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, South Carolina, Tennessee. SArkansas, Loufsiana, New Mexico, Oklghoma, Texas.
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Figws 19 97,700 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Servicas
in Office of Economic Opportunity Reglon VII:* Approximale Percent

ed Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agencies, FY 1968,
*Alaska, Arizona, California, Hawali, Nevada, Ocegon, Washinglon,

Percent of Women Reporied Served by

] s

% Health Depariments
Planned Parenthood
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m‘l national survey of a representative sample of medically
gent women in their child-bearing years, or perhaps, s recall
survey of physicians who trest low-income persons. Neither type of
study was feasible in view of time and budget constraints.

Some infarmation bearing on the question s provided by the
peeliminary findings of an t study conducted this year by
the Center for Family Planning Program Development.® Forty-three
states and territorles with approved Title XIX (Miedicaid) plans
wete surveyed in March 1969 to determine eligibility requirements,
setvices offered and approved providers of services. The state agen-
cles administering the ams were asked whethet the numbet of
patients tecefving family planning services through Medicald could
be determined or estimated, and the Instruments or methods through
which such a detertnination or estimate could be made (e.g., invoice
or billing systemns, teports, etc.). Replies were teceived from 41 futis-
dictions. Only 37 states (and three Territorles) had Title XIX pro-
grams operating fot all ot part of FY 1968 — the study year for this
teport. All 37 of these states replied to the questionnaire,

The responses made clear thst ebi fot eny services undet
Medicaid ks limited to a relatively small part of the medically indigent
population. me& encompassed mainly the “categorically needy
and categorically telated needy” — those who receive or are eligible
to receive cash assistance under the fout federa] weifare categories
of Al to the Blind, the Disabled, the Aged and Families with De.
pendent Children (AFDC). Occasionally the “categorically related
medically needy” — Individuals with the same social ot physice] char-
scteristics as those whe. recetve cash assistance but who are deerned
to have suficient income for their daily needs other than medical care

s Canter for Farnfly Planning Program Development, “Survey of famity Paan
ning Services Under Medcd ™ (n preperstion).

~ were covered. Fourteen states provided the minimal coverage,
while twelve others included the “categorically related medically
necay”™; in this latter group of states, the median level of medical
Indigency defining eligibility for care was $3,480 for a family of four.

In the remaining nine states eligibility was extended to a larger
group of individuals who comprise the "non-categoncally related
medically needy” — those persons who, regardless of social or physi-
cal characteristics, have enough income for thelr needs except for
medical care. With the exception of New York, however, few adults
aged 21 to 84 who were not recelving cash assistance were covered;
thuse in necd of family planning, o1 course, fall largely in this group.

In May 1068,* in the 26 states with taure limited coverage,
about 75 percent of the total number of Individuals for whom medi-
cal vendor payments were made were recipfents of cash assistance.
In the nine states with more liberal coverage, payments were made
on behalf of only 236,000 adults; 219,000 of these, howevee, were
found in the New York State program, which bas since curtailed its
coverage sharply.

Since Mod)f'mtd coverage {s thus limited primarily to welfare
recinlents who comprise no more than 15 percent of the women in
need of subsidized family planning services,*® eligibility restrictions
alone appear to rule out the likelihood that Medicaid Is cutrently pro-
viding family planning services to a large proportion of those in need.
This conclusion Is reinforced by the restrictions on services offered
under the program even to those who are eligible.

Al states provided physicians’ services, outpatient hospital seev-
fces and laboratory services. However, these services were often
limited by local restrictions. Maryland, for example, required that
Title XIX eligibles use health department services whenever avail-
able and seek care from a private physician only with authorfzation
of the Jocal health officer. Thirty-three out of 37 states reported pro-
viding drugs; however, this also was often restricted by local regula-
tions, such as the California requiremnent that drugs be peovided only
to patients in or fust discharged from a hospital, or the requirement
in othet states (e.g., Loulsiana, South Dakota) *} at oaly drugs which
cannot be self-administered be made available through the am.

In reporting on the nature of the physicians’ services provided ~
“Treatment,” “Diagnostic™ 5¢ "Preventive” — all 37 states indicated
that treatment wat provided, but 11 repotted f oviding no preven.
tive care.

Thirty of the Medicaid program directors indicated that they
could not determine or even estimate the number of persons receiv-
ing family planning services through Medicaid. Two state directors
indicated that an estimate could be, but has not been, made either
because it did not seem important enough or because the annual
compilation of data had not been completed. Two states provided
partial estimates fot a particular month. Three states provided annual
Bgures. Where estimates were made, they were derived from various
invoice and billing mechaniems. \When the estimates were aggregated
(inchuding one state with incomplete tabulations for which an esti-
mate could be derived from previous data), a maximum number of
30,000 individuals could be identified for whom rome payment had
been made for some type ¢ * family planning senvice.

In two states, the estimates were bated on payments for contra-
ceptive drugs through local Interestingly, these estimates
seemed to match closely the numbet of welfare recipients mi\.:ﬁ
family planning care and physicians’ senvices throngh the
Planned Patenthood Affliates. {These Planned Paenthood physi-
clans’ services were not reimbursed by Medicaid in FY 1968, but the
prescriptions Issued by the physicians were filled a? Jocal drugstotes.)

* The figures for May 1960 were vsad tince tray sfiow for D @ marimem bold
wp of programs started during Tha course of the Fiseal year,
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Table K. Organized Family Plansing Programs, Clnle Locations, and Resources for Pragram Expansion, U.S. and Each Stris, by OEO Raglea aad Princips! Deltvery Agency, FY 1968,
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Table k. Orgunized Family Manalag Pregrams, Clinkc Locations, and Resources for Pragram Expansion, U.S. and Ench State, by 0£0 Reglon and Principal Delivery Ageacy, FY 1968
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In the other states, both famdy planning prescriptions and physi-  the 1966-67 study, possibly because of improved reposting. An addi-
cians’ services were purchased Title XIX, but againthe puraber  tional 35 SMSAs show current unmet need figures which are Jowet
of patients (and the number of reimbursements to Planned Paret - than 1966-67 by five percentage points ot less, a difference which
hood ABHates for such patients) seemed to indicate that relatively  canbe regarded as insubstantial in view of the approximate nature of
few Individusls were teceiving services outside of organired clinke  the data in both studies.
tacilities, The remaining 68 SMSAs show current unmet need figures

which ate mote than six percentage potats lowet than in 1066-67:
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pletely comparable, they are simflar encugh to make possible at Jeast T
a gross assessment of the rate of 6-10% fower 24

In the earlier study, patients reported served by all senvice agen- 11:209% tower as
cles In the 110 SMSASs totaled approximately 452,000, The figure in  More than 20% lowet R
the present report for these SMSAs s 591,000, a gain of 30 percent. 66

Somne of this increase Is prohably due to more com, . n
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seevice levels, These appear to represent signiicant increases fa
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the 110 SMSAs presect & much less wniform picture. Indeed. nine soggest that a very large part of the national increase in
show Mghet percentages of urunet need in the present report than in mMmhmwMImﬂh
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CONCLUSION

Since this has been the first attempt to assess systematically the
adequacy of existing family planning programs throughout the
country, it is difficult to measure precisely the growth of these pro-
grams in the Jast several years, The present data suggest that there
has been a significant increase In achieved national service levels
sirce 1066. While previous estimates were based on considerably
lese Jata, 8 comparison Indicates that the overall national gain has
been on the order of 25 percent. This gain has coincided with the
increased availability of federal funds.

The data show, however, that 84 percent of currently reported
services are concentrated In aboul 200 counties. The balance is
scattered in small programs §n 1,000 counties. In nearly 1,900 coun-
ties there are no identiBlable programs at ail.

‘The report also shows that there wre considerable health and
organizational resources in mary counties which do not yet par-
ticipate in the delivery of family planning services. These resources
m}ﬂde a base on which an accelersted nations! program could be

t. Such & program would attempt as rapidly as possible to In-
volve these resources hu Lhe counties which have been identified as
having significent numbers of women without access to modem
family plannin,g services. 1t would also begin a serious effort to wlve
the critics] problem of delivery of services In sparsely settled rural
areas.

In o handful of counties, current programs s to have
resched and enrolled more than four out of Bve of the women in
need of subsidized family planning services. Since thers is little basis
for assuming that poor couples In these counties have suhstantially
different values and aspirations than in othet counties, it would seem
entirely feasible 1o expect that similar results could be achieved else-
where. Thus, the family planning goals set by the President’s Com-
mittee on Population and Family Planning, and articulated by Prest-
dent Niton's Message to Congress, appear +alizable, given a com-
mitinent of sufficlent national resources to establish the required

s snd of sufficlent attention and study to solve the problems
temaining in the delivery system. This study, hopefully, will {Thum!-
nate somewhat the shape and direction of such an secelerated na-
tiona] program.
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Section I

Detailed Tables

In all the Detailed Tables, calculations were performed prior
rounding.
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SECTION Il. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 1. NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES:
CURRENT PROGRAMS, RESOURCES, AND RELATED INDICES
FOR U.S., EACH STATE AND COUNTY, FY 1968

NOTES TO TABIE 1.

To facilitate reading of this table, brief explanations are provided
for each column heading; a full defin‘iion and sources of data may
be found in Section IiI as noted.

Column 3

SMSA Designation: Counties located within or outside of Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Number [s related to size of popula:
tion In SMSA; blank indicates county Is located outside of SMSA
(Section Il1-A).

POPULATION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS (COLS. 4-7)
Column 4

Population; Total population for 1966, as estimated by U. S. Bureau
of the Censvs (Section Iil-B).

Column 5
Home-Based Migrants: Estimated number of migrants with perma-
nent residence in county (Seciion 111-B).

Column 6

Indians Under Indian Health Service Jurisdiction: Estimated num:
bers of Indians in counties where the Indian Health Service of the
U. S, Public Health Service (Health Services and Mental Health Ad-
ministration) provides medical care (Section 111-B).

Column 7

Women 15.44: 1966 estimate by U.S, Bureau of Census (Section
1t-8).

ESTIMATED FAMILY PLARNING NEED AND SERVICE LEVELS
(coLs. 8-11)

Column 8

Medically indigent Women in Need of Famlly Flanning: The total
number of women who are fertile, exposed to rlsk of pregnancy, not
currently pregnant or seeking a desired pregnancy, approximated
by applying the Dryfoos-Polgar-Varky formulz to Census 1966 popu-
lation estimates (Section III-C).

Column 9

Medically Indigent Women Served: Total number of patients
reported for Fiscal 1968 by all known family planning sarvices in
hospitals, health departments, Planned Parenthood Affiliates and
other agencles, in response to CFPPD survey of service agencies
(Section 1tI-D).

Column 10

Medicaliy Indigent Women Not Served: The total in need (Cotumn 8)
minus the total reported as served (Column 9), or unmet need for
subsidized family planning services,

Column 11
Percent Unserved: The total urserved (Column 10) divided by the
total need (Column 8), atso referred to as “’percent of unmet need.”




SELECTED HEALTH AND DEMOGRAPHIC {NDICES (COLS. 12-18)

Column 12

infant Mortaiity Rate: Five year average rate of deaths to Infants
under 1 year per 1,000 live births, by residence of mother, 1961-65
(Section HI-E).

Column 13

Number of Infant Deaths in Excess of 17.8 per 1000: The difference
between the actual number of infant deaths between 1961-65 and
the number which would have occurred at the rate of 17.8 per 1000
births (Section ill-E).

Column 14

Estimated Fertility Rate per 1000 Women 15-44: The number of
births In 1966 to women aged 15-44, divided by the estimated num-
ber of women aged 15-44 in 1966 (Section |II-E).

Columns 15-16

Live Birth Order as Percent of Births: The proportion of live births In
1966 in the reported birth orders to all live births, by residence of
mother. First births are presented in Column 15, fifth or higher
order dirths In Column 16 (Section III-E).

Column 17

Out-of-Wedlock Births per 1000 Live Births: The proportlon of out-
of-wedlock births in 1966 to all live births, by residence of mother
(not reported for 16 states) (Sectlon III-E).

Column 18

Premature Births 2,500 Grams or Less (Percent of Live Births): The
proportion of live births weighing 2,500 grams or less at birth In
1966 to ali live births, by residence of mother (Section I11-E).

EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RESOURCES FOR FAMILY PLANNING
PROGRAMS (COLS. 19-36)

Columns 19-24

Non-Federal Physicians in Patient Care: Data are for 1968 and
exclude physiclans employed by governmental agencies, Interns,
residents, fellows and those primarily concerned with research, ad-
mlnlstratlon and fuli-time’teaching (Section HI-F).

column 138 "
Total number of physlclans with office address in county.

Column 20 ’
Ratio ofphyslclans per 100,000 population in county.

Column2l
General practitioners: Tha number of physicians (as defined above)

who ldentufy their primary activity as general practice.

Column 22 : '
Ratio of genera! pracmioners per 100,000 population in county.

Column 23

Obstetrfcfan-Gyneoologlsls Tho number of physicians (as defined
above) who identify thelr primary speclalty as obstetrics and gyne-
cology.

wumnﬂ
Ratio of Obstetrician-Gynecologists per 100,000 population In

county or state,

Columns 25-27

Hospltals: Data are for 1967 and inciude short-term, general care,
non-profit hospitals reporting births, operated by private agencies,
non-Federal governmental agencies, Public Health Service and the
Indian Health Service (Section li1-F).

Column 25
Non-Profit General Care: The number of defined hospitals, in the
county or state.

Column 26
Births: Total number of births reported for 1967 by all defined hos-
pitals in the county or state.

Column 27

Number Reporting Family Planning Services: Hospitals that reported
providing organized family planning services during Fiscal 1968,
In responsa to CFPPD survey (Section 111-D).

Column 28
Countles with Medical School: Bullet denotes location In a county of
one or more approved medical schools as of 1967 (Section I11-F).

Column 29
Counties with Community Action Agancy: Bullet denotes county with
one or more active CAAS as of August 1968 (Section 1II-F).

Column 30

Countles with OEO-funded Family Planning Project: Bullet identifles
county with one or more OEO-funded famlly planning projects as of
November 1968 (Section I1I-F).

Column 31

Countles with OEQ- Neighborhood Heaith Center: Bullet denotes
location of one or more OEO comprehensive health centers In county
as of October 1968 (Section 1Ii-F).

Column 32

Countles with Model City Program: Bullet denotes county with one
or more Model City Planning grants as of December 1568 (Section
1-F).

Column 33
Countles with Maternity and Infant Care Prcject: Builet denotes
county with one or more MIC project grants as of Fiscal 1968 (Sec-
tion l1I-F).

Column 34

Counties with Public Health Service Nelghborhood Service Project:
Bullet denotes county with one or more NSP projects as of April
1969 (Section lil-F).

Column 35

Counties Where Health Department Provides Famlily Pianning Serv-
fces: Bullets identify 1,031 counties where local health departments
were reported as providing family planning services In Fiscal 1968;
for some of these counties no estimate of patients served could be
obtained. Lack of symbol indicates no reported heaith department
service (Saction l)-F).

Column 36

Counties Where Planned Parenthood Affiliates Provide Family Pian.
ning Services: Bullet identifies county where a local group affiliated
with Planned Parenthood-World Population provides medical famlly
planning services (Section lIi-F).
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Existing and Polential Resources for Family Planning Pregrams (o Designates Location of Ona or Mora Programs or Resources within County)
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Existing and Polentlal Resources for Family Planning Programs {e Designates Locatlon of One or More Programs o Resources within Coumy)
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Tabla 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Populatioz and Selected Estimated Famlty Planaing Need Selected Health and Demagraphic Indices
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (@ Designates Locetion of Ons or More Programs or Resources within County)

Non-Federal Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med.| OEO Programs Other Fedenal Health | P.P.
Sch. Programs Depts.
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Retated Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected Estimated Family Planning Need Setected Health and Demographic Indices
aracteristics (000s) and Servics Levels Infant Mortality | £xt. | Uve Birth
1961-1965 Forl | Order as
Rate | 9% of Births
1 2 3 4 5 6 4 8 9 10 11 12 12 4] 15]16117 |18
8 £ .
:e -
) e e |3 Ll B[] (8
E| 2% iy | E E |32 sg | 8| |2(33|as
¥y | & | RS AL AR 3 23 (8], (325
el & [B] § MEHIEN LR gl 2l 28 |g|g1:[38 58
: : HEIREE R RE AP RHHH
5 3 5| $2|g3| 2 28 | 22 Bz (58| & | 55 |2 | E|E|58(&s
ARKANSAS
50 NEVADA 11.2 20 616 68 68 9% 302 12 6 23 2
51 NEWTON 64 13 49 44 100 62 8 2 B3
52 OUACHITA 320 56 (R 2 1751 9 233 6 78 32 18
53 PERRY 46 8 283 32 B 8 21 2 4 15
54 PHILLIPS 469 89 2845 3 2812 99 288 B 116 28 27
55 PIKE 88 17 51 %61 100 265 6 0 B8 1
5  POINSETT 298 59 1,784 1084 100 200 13 14 37 23
51 POLK 127 24 151 % 1 9 %5 I 1B 27 |
58 POPE 26.4 55 1,563 68 1495 9% 225 118 35 10
59 PRAIRIE 110 22 603 603 100 U4 16 718 21 B8
60 PULASKI 1 2800 89 11,157 1,076 10081 9 276 1l RN B B3
61  RANDOLPH 114 20 633 633 100 268 11 106 25 2
62 ST FRANCIS U6 2 6.3 213 K2) 1792 84 362 9 136 27 3
63  SALINE l 1 64 1,361 31 1310 % 237 16 84 4 13
€4 SCOTT 83 15 5% 117 31 19 10 8 4 1
65  SEARCY &9 16 513 513 100 388 5 B 4 16 9
65 SEBASTIAN 1 136 145 3212 115 3097 % 183 5 02 3 12 9
67 SEVIER 121 23 £33 833 100 209 311 ¥% 2 5
68 SHARP 6.4 11 3% 3% 100 311 T oM 310 7
69  STONE 11 15 £08 5 603 95 133 5 4 15 5
10 UNION %0.3 100 239 154 22 N A0 % 18 3N 2 10
71 YANBUREN 14 13 481 481 100 322 8 17 B3 1 8
72 WASHINGTON 126 1 161 3,676 69 3007 ® 231 I N 41 8
713 WHITE 387 83 2391 85 2306 % 239 2 72 ¥ 1B 8
M WOODRUFF 144 26 895 19 BlI6 91 345 3819 2 ¥ b
15 YRW 134 25 186 45 4l 9 239 1 B 33 1 9
CALIFORNIA
58 COUNTIES 18,602.2 431 d 386l 3184% 75361 03135 & 225 8414 81 ¥ 13 8
1 ALAMEDA 3 1,0305 210.6 20,881 8548 12333 5 218 723 8 B 1 8
2 ALPINE . 4 1 14 10 4 28 M5 H4 6
3 AMADOR 111 19 233 & 21 91 165 15 2 | 1
4 BUTTE 1053 2 217 3017 185 282 9 223 o % 3 12 7
5 CALAVERAS 124 23 287 287 100 154 0 32 13 7
6 COLUSA 127 24 64 3 % 99 239 8 8 3% 15 4
1 CONTRACOSTA 3 5144 1137 8454 1,528 6926 & 198 Q9 76 3 10 8
8 DELNORTE 16.7 32 29 3 87 9 86 15 8 318 15 6
9 £LDORADD 459 2 99 838 129 169 8 263 N 6 3 W 9
10 FRESNG 1 4143 20 8.6 11,04 1,852 9182 8 247 » 92 32 18 7
11 GLENN 189 36 461 [ 45 9 221 1 5 ¥ 13 5
12 HUMBOLDT 1013 197 1,806 3 1803 100 257 87 8 35 13 5
13 IMPERIAL 189 108 1 147 1,933 1933 100 284 105 14 2% A4 1
1 INYO 135 26 361 26 H 3 U4 1 18 & 12 5
15 KERN 1 3282 14 613 8,366 1,199 1167 B85 226 9 N5 3
16 KNGS 6.7 11 143 2044 46 198 9B 286 8 102 H 15 8
17 LAKE 186 3 ) 31 872 572 100 301 13 6 3% 17 3




Exlsting and Potentlal Resources for Family Planning Programs (e Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources withl County)
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Table 1. Need lor Subsidized Family Planaing Services: Current Programs, Resources and Relatsd Indices for UL, Esch State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Sarvices: Current Programs, Resources snd Related Indices for US., Exch State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Manning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for US., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Tobla . Need for Subsidized Fam'ly Planning Servicas: Current Programs, Resourtes end Reloted Indices for U8, Each State sad County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need for Sabtidized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Resources and Relfated Indicas lor US, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

lation and Solected Estioteted Family Planning Neod Selected Health ond Dem Indices
racterdstics (0005} and Service Levels Infeat Nestality ] Est | U
1962-1965 Fort. | Orderos
Rate |9 of Births
1 2 3 4 5 ? 8 9 10 1] 12 13 147 15116 17

[
! §
gi . o (4|3 |43 ﬁf
i 3| 3 h gg § 53 E1H0 .13 lds
1| 3 1 TR AHEH AR
BRI R AR HHH
1| 8 | y (B3] 8 | 5 | 2| 2|6 |5x(2s
INDIANA
OJHSN 3 196 103 o) 8 100 207 1810 3% W %
, 2 X K] 82 1% 135 100 267 I
) 58 9 .9 N9 10 24 A uw 2 8
H LAGRANGE 190 1) 3] S0 20 12 1% A4 A ¥ 6
5 WVE ? $ 1001 81 s 6l M2 W14 318 N 9
6 UAPORTE © 5 1081 4 14 18100 A9 M 9 N 15 68 8
1 UARENE i8] 17 1127 100 218 15 & % 8 S 10
i OMADSON . 1 IWS 70 2606 26 l0 X3 1M N W12 @ 8
19 MARON: ~ 3 %) W9 152 40 G412 69 A7 6 14 X 16 10 9
@ MAHAL ) Y| 83 e W0 29 1 % M1 M 8
U5 MARTIM 107 20 ]| Bl 29 18 2 XA 9
Q2 WA K6 8 n W02 00 26 % 12 WM R 6
8 03 N0 8 M 20 B 18 noB R
9 MONTGOMERY 22 60 %0 R IR I R A
55 MORGAN . 3 P a1 " m 10 167 0 W15 B )
% NEWION 14 21 s 010 28 S 0 2 10D 8
8 NOBLE 1) ] G100 M4 2 9 BN B S
5 040 a1 s 12 120 100 23 2103 ¥ 1 B0
' CRAME 162 30 612 €2 100 28 16 10 218 8§
" OMN 1 23 ? M2 10 24 N My 2
6 OPARE W2 28 I 910 19 WOB NN D
6 PERRY 24 A6 S 10 28 8 8 0 H A 2
R 18 20 i im0 160 % 2N 3
. 6 PORMR .. 2 155 we 1109 LD 10 N8 B N R UO%
L8 PR .., 19 4 ) 67 10 139 TN X6 % S
“e PN 19 23 W M Al Caon R ¢
& PO Ay 5) t oo W2 noww R 3
68 RNOULH Y] 80 2% 210 206 t B BB
o RRET 23 Y] $10 G0 100 256 10 14 2% 15 ¥ &
SN RS 02 2 % 100 188 P % XN 4
NS 1 B8 AN X 3 % nE A N B W OH 8
n oo 158 31 2% 06 100 109 TR IR
N Snby .. 3 3 4 £ B0 B4 0N 9 N8 )
N SPECER 166 30 [T T YR TR I O T S |
B SRE | 194 1 &0 OO N6 11 % OB NN ¢
DI SN . . 1o TR 1t R R EEEER
N QNN ) ¢ 1 % 0 10 100 B EER R
LB SMIARND Y o.m M N y BB B2
‘N mm: ) Y145 R IR R
) tH (1 W W B I B R T
"Howem 8 & 13 19 TR I N N
B YNOLRBUROH | 1646 RLOAMy e A op NS N % BHY
f vsmuon | 1% T 0 W 184 ! % 0 R 3
MoV ... 1 ke ny e R E I E EREETIEE
LB WA 1 n 0 MW R0 15 % B W OQ 8
% WASEN . Y 1 W W N TR




Existing and Petential Resources for Family Planning Pregrams (o Designates Location vl Dau or More Programs or Resources within County)

Nor-kederzl Physicians in Patieat Care W Hospitale l:x. O0E0 Programs ou'::‘l;edenl g:;&l (48
s

3

]
i
i

19 2 2 2 8 a4 ]2 % a2

it
il

3

i
j

hills

E

|

P.P. Kifikates Provide
Farvity Plommng Sorw

)
]

General Care

Births

Number

Family

Counties with
Neighborhood Heslth Ctr,

{per 100.000 pop.)

wber Reporting
Plagning Servicas
Counties with Community

(per 100,000 pop.)

(number)

fSon-Profit

-~

I a W 1 89

42 10 12 8 I ] 804 '

a 8 ¥

S § 0 i Fe o)

0 M H a 5 + na ' e . *
03 % ¥ % 5 8 2 119

e 16 & 2 5 1 &n .

% n 5 B 4 3 3 502 .

$51 14 W ¥ 0 7 6 I5%3 3 . . L
8 n 6 8 2 o9

1 a8 i1 a .

17 Q 13 u | 3

n 8 8 A LI ] 1619 * o MOROE
2 & 12 3 [ I m

19 4 13 % 1 20

i % I % l 16%

15 9 R4 13 1 n

1 A *

9 5% § % l m .

L } % .

§ 8 1 4 *

i 3 ¢ 1 W *
SR I 1 % .

8 n o JUEA) LI | 1 154

5 A S A

6 ¥ 6§ % 1 |

n » 13 R '

n % u e 1} H Lr '

y U 1y '

w 4 ' n 1 )

o M 6 2 % ) PR ¢ - I ¢ ' e
$§ 9 ¢t N 1 e ] .

a % % 1 Lt

it N { N .

I 1| ¢ N 1 »

B % [ ] H b

LI ] i A | % .
R 1 B ’

N1 a2 I ! 1w

N 9 L) | 4

3 t n .

n 1 % % n 3 A ¢ *
§ 3 L ;) i % )

m R N n L ! . *

& N it § 1 «?
. n t a 1 1 .

F ZEBR2 FIJITX AT 2B RRCCT BELTE LLERT SIHTSH

o
~



Table 1. Nead for Subsldized Family Planning Sarvices: Current Programs, Resources and Ralated Indicas for 118, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Todie 1.  Need for Subsidized Fomily Planning Services: Currant Programs, Rasources and Related In€ices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Tabls 1. Nead for Sutsidizad Famlly Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stats snd County, FY 1968 continued
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Existing and Potentlal Resources lor Famlly Planning Programs (e Designates Location of One o More Programs or Resources withln County)
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Table L.

Need for Subsidizad Family Planning Servizes: Curmant Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 continyed
———— e
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Existing snd Polentis! Resources for Family Planning Programs (@ Dasignates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)
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Table 1. Need lor Subsidizad Family Plsnning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Steta and County, FY 1968 continued

Populstion and Selected Estimated Family Pisnning Need Selacted Health and Demographic [ndicas
Cisaracteristics (0003) and Service Lavels infant Mordafity | Est. | Liva Birth
1961-1965 | Fort. | Orderas
Rats 1% of Births
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64 LAWRENCE 119 23 187 787 100 269 11 %2 31 25 66 §
65 LEE 11 15 529 3 492 93 20 348 B 2 9% 13
66 LENLE 109 1% 840 840 100 242 4188 ¥ 27 18 §
61 LETCHER 283 59 2228 46 2182 % 299 0 9% 2 8 % 11
68 LEWIS 123 23 641 132 09 19 300 19 9 32 28 6 I
69 LINCOLN 158 31 893 893 100 254 3 % 32 16 189 9
70 LIVINGTON 14 14 386 30 /%W R 15 68 42 10 21 2
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86  MONROE 116 22 182 1 781 100 383 25 %8 B 19 6 9
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92 G0 179 34 1,044 1,044 100 191 2 70 3 16 61 8
33  OLDHAM 142 26 393 393 100 236 13 100 30 2 8 4
9 OWEN 78 14 318 19 239 15 26 3 62 3 12 7
95 Qwsley 59 1] 43 2 357 & 182 123 B8 B 43 9
96 PENDLETON 97 18 n 1 KLY I /A 5 9 2 838 2 3
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Femlly Planning Servicas: Current Programs, Rasources and Refated Indices for U.8., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 continued

lation snd Selectsd Estimated hnlly Plnnnlng Naed Selocted Haalth and Demographlc ndices

; aracteristics (0008) and Senice Lavels Inant Nortality | Cst | Uve B0th

i S 19611965 | Fart. | Orderas

‘ Rate 1% of Births
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Exlsting and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (o Desigrates Location of Ons or More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physiclans in Patieat Care Hospitals Med.|  OEQ Programs Other Federel Health { P.P.
Sch, Programs Depls,
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5 3 5 1 . . WAYRE
i 2B i 3 . WEBSTER
21 8 13 5 1 43 ¢ o WHITLEY
1 16 1 16 * ¢ WOLFE
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17 4 16 3 i AVOYELLES
5 A 4 18 2 407 ' BEAUREGARD
6 35 6 3 BIENYILLE
18 3 8 13 2 3 1 43 ¢ BOSSIER
% 1% »ou 17 8 § 546 1 ¢ 0 . CADDO
m 8 ¥ 2 9 4 345 . CALCASIEU
i 4 3131 ' CALDWELL
3 & 34 1 3 CAMERON
3 A I A : CATAHOULA
2 70 11 o 2 128 . CLAIBORNE
1 8 6 25 l m . CONCORDIA
4 17 LT 1 91 DESO010
24 121 N oa ) 2 630 1 * o . EASTBATONR
4 i\ B e EAST CARROLL
19 9 6 3l 1§ EAST FELICIA
13 3 3 * : EVANGELINE
1039 03 FRANKLIN
3 2 i 2 . GRANT
4 1 % 4 3 5 1 K] [BERIA
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Table 1, Need for Subsidized Famlily Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Popylation and Selected Estimated Famlly Planning Kaed Selected Health and Demagraphic Indices
aracteristics (000s} and Service Levels Infant Mortafity | Est | Live Birth
1961-196% Fort | Orderas
Rate [9% of Births)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 A RIRI RN
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§: g B 13| |Bfe 1
g i Belh | B gg (7] Il|e
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21 JEFFERSONDA 288 55 1315 1315 100 296 5 111 ¥ 23 8
28 LAFAYETTE 1 - 1035 229 4,529 4529 100 308 171 103 30 8
29  LAFOURCHE 650 13.6 2707 2701 100 232 H 1 A4
30 LASALLE 150 30 837 87 100 248 6 %N 31 16 %2
31 UNCOWN - kW) 88 2512 140 232 ¥ 36 § 62 3% 20 184
32 UVINGSTON 323 12 1,141 1741 100 263 P B 213 K
~ 33 MADISON - 175 34 1172 11722 100 408 49 127 N 32 3N
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.37 OQUACHITA " 1 1114 1 233 5,605 5505 100 261 14 110 32 18 182
. 38 PLAQUEMINES 267 57 L1 LII7 100 268 31 121 3B 19 6
39 POINTE 21 43 1,406 1405 100 412 69 1L 28 31 1M
40 RAPIDES 5 1186 2 25 - 6566 1606 4%0 76 319 18 2 330 20 105
41 REDRIVER 101 19 120 120 100 352 19 8 3% 2 18
42 RICHLAND 4.6 48 1,489 1439 100 3594 1R ¥ &
43 SABINE 2.1 42 1313 1313 100 324 2 3 22 R
44 SIBERNARD 3 457 114 1,135 1185 100 236 % 8 3 16 B
45 STCHARLES 259 54 1,059 1059 100 277 121 2% 25 8
46 SIHELENA 91 17 569 9 100 240 1) 21 31 16
4 STIAMES 196 39 1012 1,017 ¢ 293 B W 26 27 18
48  STJOHN THE 221 45 "~ 1,39 1239 100 323 8 121 A A R
49  STLANDRY 8.3 101 5322 532 10 319 221 1A 29 13
50 STMARTIN a3 6.6 2162 2162 100 369 81 10 25 9 %
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52 STTAMMANY 3 51.6 | 128 3,346 3346 100 297 6 9% MU 16 9
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4 TENSAS - 1.1 21 759 158 100 405 31 12 25 M 331
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5 UNION - i 189 36 1,0% 10% 100 277 19 8 29 26 18
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59 WASHINGTON 451 A 84 2,20 , 100 371 B 8 U 215
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1 i Tarog I a .
MAINE o
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3 CUMBERIAND © 1922 37.1 4572 4572 100 245 139 % M U4 58 6
4 FRANKLIN 197 39 629 100 252 18 100 33 12 %2 6
5 HANCOCK 22 58 1,154 C L1510 296 ¥R 015 49




Exsting and Potential Resources for Famlly Planning Programs (@ Designales Locatizn of Ons o Mora Programa ur Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physiciuns In Patient Care Hospials Med. C<0 Programs Cther Federal Health | P.P.
Sch. Programs Depts.
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45 18 68 3 8 9 6 3391 . . CUMBERLAND 3
15 76 9 & 1 #“1 . FRANKLIN 4
2 13 19 59 3 9 4 516 . HANCOCK 5

85



Toble 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Curranl Programs, Resoutces and Related Indices for U.S.,, Exch Stets and County, FY 1968 continued

Population ané Selecied Estimated Family Plannlng Noed Selected Health ond Demographic Indices
aracteristics (000s) and Service Lavels Infent Mortality | Est. | Uve Birth
e 1961-1965 Fert | Orderas
| Rate 1% of Bliths
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- 15 WASHINGTON 01 2 55 152 152 100 307 B 8 A6 8.7

16 YORK 105.2 23 3,026 3026 100 243 69 9 30 17 A 6

23 COUNTIES 3,610.9 3 1587 73732 25195 ' 48537 66 255 2946 94 34 I 9
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- 2 ANNEARUNDEL 3 260.0 542 4518 1268 330 72 228 133 8 2 W . 9
© 3 BALTIMORE 3 14886 3027 32006 1794 14092 44 210 149 % M IS 1
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. hEY R -

6 CARROLL 3 633 130 1,714 12 1532 8 238 #8513 7
] CECL ] 530 104 1,303 1 1126 8 218 66 20 % 16 . 6
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D12 RARFORD 0 3 1028 21 23] 451 184 8 48 9 % R 12 8
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14 e 150 29 552 164 388 0 N5 21 8 4 12 1l
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.18 ST.MARYS 420 18 1,238 23 9% & 21 7151 31 2 8
19 SOMERSET 190 36 949 ) 859 91 313 % 5 N B 2
.20 TALBOT . - 29 4 824 105 N9 8 38 N8 41 10
!"’ H-‘i'-."i‘-‘ +
21 WASHAGION 5 1013 210 2832 304 258 8 A6 5% 8 # 12 8
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%1 3 51 11 U3 828 11 369 H 9.3 20 ¢ 15
5,403.0 10401 B2 7318 8594 %2 22 184 B 4 12 8
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1448 . 210 2675 0 255 B 04 9 9 3115 . 8
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Exlsting and Potentisl Resources for Family Planning Prograins (@ Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physicians [n Patient Care Hospitals Med. 0E0 Programs Other Federsl Heath | PP,
Sch. Programs Dopts.
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13 CLAY 189 A kY | 1,081 133 a & Al 9 01 ¥ 2 4 ¢
14 COAHONA % 2 ] 2.5% % 234 4 623 ¥ 131 A % 15
15 COPAH 2 1 5 1,1% 2 13 % ¥ R B/ B
16 COYING! L ] 0 %W L] B R % Y a3 0 1
17 DESOT0 3 63 208 18 190 o 38 12 3 2 1R 9
18 FORREST N2 1 131 1M 1] e S TR V1) MR ¥ 1813 9
19 FRANIIN 19 1 s ¥4 46 88 40 3 82 A N X% N
3 GEORGE 128 2! 6 e 6% W 249 nw s n g )
A GREE .} ] i8 615 615 100 299 11 % 3 118 N
22 GRENADA 24 2 42 1.22 180 1061 87 489 oW 8210
0 HAMGOCK 194 L3 1,206 bed LM 8 22 B B 2 n 8
2 HARRISON ] U2 1 an 599 1 50 9 A9 ¥ ¥ n 8
% NS 1 220 4 411 9487 110 83 88 3¢ n 8 2 2019 1w
% HOUMES 3 3 53 2,005 a1 1768 88 438 1 10 21 % 8 9
0 HMPREYS 197 g 1482 bt 128 &% 56 nm 8 a2 2 3 N
&3 ISSAQUENA 30 5 23 X3 100 s N 1% 20 819 W
8 [TAWAMBA 171 3 1085 13 7 9 A0 y N 311 B8 5§
X JACKSON L 164 2825 X% 2519 88 21 "W R 8
31 AR 162 32 1021 105 st 20 M H N A8 I8 N
32 REFERSON 123 24 )} Xl m N as 3 8 2 B M )
33 KFFERSONDA 137 29 75 0 0 % ) % ¥V uyva i
;) S 593 1 126 207 3% 2851 & 1S 12 N M 1706 N
% 1% 3 2) o] 1} ) 81 8} AU) XN B N8 4
¥ LMATEITE Al 5 1.4%0 %] L3 9 W) 9 0
3 LR 156 32 a 2 0N 9 N Iy 9 ¥ 2 1 9
3 LMDERDMNE N2 3 181 LR 1 1% 9% A M R M 1w 8
N LAMINE L} ] 19 604 Fel % ¥ M0 2 18 M 1610 4
0 1% & kR 1.28 k- 12 9 &7 R N N BN
1 (Ut 51 83 2262 % 26 98 M I W ¥ 014 9
0 10K L] | 9 100 38 681 231 B W & 4 N A N
3 RN A3 s 148 | 13 8 &Y 88 3 1R 4
4 10WNDES LA A 120 2815 i3 6 N NS HY 8 VW 218 W
45 MADISON 5 {1 am k¢ 18479 85 &9 N 18 3 3 X 1
% WARKA 232 3 1) 13% 16 1206 9 A¢ 2 RN % 318 1
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Tadle |. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Rasourtes and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 continved
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Table 1. Need for Subsidizad Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Retated Indices for U.S., Each Stale and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and %elected

Estimated Family Planning Keed

Selected Health and Demographlic Indices

Characteristics (000s) #nd Service Lovels Infant Mortality [ Est. | Uve Birth

19611965 Fert. | Orderas

Rate 1% of Births
1 2 3 4 5[ 6 ? 8 9 w | uj 13 ] s|iefir g
s %
1 : 't
r |E ES By | E i 5 g | s ABFE
) § g E‘ §§ i ,g?.'% Eg g ¥ 5-4 E E %.5 3%
A A I A IR R RN B R
5 SEE | £ 3 : e | 2 T IEE
AN IR RN AR R AHHH

MISSOURt
8 BENTON 100 17 4% 454 100 164 6t t3 17 6
9 BOLLINGER 86 16 513 513 100 230 4 65 27 1 8 12
10 BOOWE 69.1 167 24%2 534 1958 13 236 a4 77 4 8 8 1
11 BUCHANAX 1 928 171 2,335 150 2185 94 47 65 9 31 15 6 8
12 BUTLER 3.5 12 20m 2073 100 298 33 67 40 20120 8
13 CALDWELL 85 14 388 388 100 195 1 71 35 10 4
14 CALLAWAY 256 47 8 837 10 216 g8 4 41 13 B 11
15  CAMDEN 107 139 528 528 100 162 0 31 10 17

16 CAPE GiRARDE 500 10.7 1,948 1948 100 136 7 65 38 9 66 5
17 CARROLL 139 35 565 55 100 258 8§ M % 9 &8 7
18  CARTER 5.2 11 369 39 100 170 75 38 30 0 5
19 CASS 3 405 86 1432 1422 100 262 27 81 4 12 ¥ 5
20 CEDAR 89 15 418 419 100 268 T % 2 13 4 ¢
21 CHARITON 1L1 19 489 489 100 192 1 0 225 11 &
22 CHRISTIAN 138 2] 657 657 100 323 4 84 35 15 %6 4
23 CLARK 80 14 30 320 10 ns 100 24 8 21 1
24 Cly 3 1053 32 1579 1 158 % 200 23 8 B 1127 1
25 CLINTCN 118 22 45 45 100 239 5 5% 17 2 B 8
26 COLE 435 17 938 938 100 211 ¥ 9 BT B ¢
21 CODPER 47 24 421 421 100 264 2 9 3 2 B 3
28 CRAWFORD 149 28 675 65 100 A1 13 8 331 I 8
29 DADE 12 12 364 B4 100 127 “4 49 11 8 3
3 DALLAS 98 18 547 143 04 4 194 1 & 3% 23 5 8
31 DAVIESS 917 16 453 453 10 147 1 8 % 1’ 45 1
32 DEXALB 75 13 321 321 10 167 6 8 ¥ 23 7
33 DENT 122 23 631 681 100 211 3 72 81 &0 1
4 DOUGLAS 105 40 668 668 100 293 8 6 25 10 16 3
35 DUNKLIN 21 12 59 1,145 45 1700 97 268 ¥ 9B 3% M4 # 8
35 FRANKLIN 3 5.9 96 1407 1407 100 183 6 113 30 19 2 7
37 GASCONADE 133 24 4 474 100 107 66 2 13 13 35
38  GENIRY 82 14 49 M9 100 202 2 B 2% 9 18 7
33 GREENE ! 1407 300 4,962 20 4692 95 224 59 76 38 12 S 1
4 GRUNDY 108 18 454 454 100 280 9 6 4 5 49 7
41 HARRISON 10.1 16 455 455 100 281 8 718 2 16 48 10
42 HEWRY 190 33 45 45 100 266 4 78 B 15 N0 7
43 HICKORY 43 ) 2 21 100 118 Sl 28 2% 5 16
M HOUT 62 10 236 2% 100 251 4 B 3»H 5 3
45 HOWARD 108 20 452 452 100 23 0 7 33 12 8
46 HOWELL 26 44 1,213 1213 100 263 7 w0 32 2 5 8
47 IRON 85 17 438 433 100 357 LI - S I v I
43 JACKSON 3 641.8 151 14506 4280 1026 N0 255 58 938 35 16 14 9
43 JASPER 5 812 158 3o 65 3012 98 27 “4 8 B0 8 6
0 JEFFERSON 3 854 180 1,941 110 181 % IS5 %8 3 7 ¥y 5
51 JOHNSON U5 14 1479 1479 100 333 MO8 4 8 B8 5
52 MNOX 6.5 11 20 20 100 12 6 38 14 8 3
83 LACLEDE 186 35 919 919 100 280 8 W 29 13 83 6




Exlsting and Potentlal Resources for Famlly Planning Programs (® Designates Location of One or Mors Programs of Resources within Counly)
Non-Federal Physiclans In Patient Care Hospltals Med, O0FO Programs Other Federal Hualth | P.P.
Sch. Pregrams Depts.
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 ) 28| 29 | 30| 31| 32| 33 kL) 35 36 37
g | g g i ry| ¥ 8 3
AT r 5 |5 [32| §| 5|22|288(2 3 EE
g, £8 g g2 T P EE‘ &sg gElpT ¥ £
g1 |z I HE BB B S
TREERE R e HEH B HEHBLHB
g2 |58 g% §§ gé i |5 ¢ |%2|28[ e (2| 26| 2| 2E | a2 2zt £ 2
EE |E3|38 (3|35 |1a|s8| £ |58)33|as|af|ab|af|s|ann|snefsE| & |2
MISSOURI
2 2 2 N . BENTON g
U BOLLINGER 9
111161 420 ) 2 1,892 U U BOONE 10
83 9% BB 5 2 5,0% ¢« e BUCHANAN 1
3 % 17 48 2 U BUTLER 12
4 4 & & . CALDWELL 13
9 N 8§ 3 185 . CALLAWAY )|
7 65 6 5 . CAMDEN 15
5 106 19 38 4 1 1M U CAPE GIRARDE 16
6 43 6 43 1 128 : CARROLL 17
. CARTER 18
6 15 4 10 255 U CASS 19
2 2 2 1% . CEDAR 2
2 18 2 18 U CHARITON 2
1 7 1 17 . CHRISTIAN 2
S CLARK 3
4 4 4 DB 2 1,578 U U U CLAY A
1 5 6 51 . CLINTON 25
» 8 11 2% 2 2 g . COLE 26
9 8l 4 2 1 164 . COOPER 2
3 2 2 13 . CRAWFORD 28
3 4 3 &2 . DADE o'
} [ . . DALLAS 0
3 3 3 3 U DAVIESS 31
) DEKALB 32
2 16 "2 16 U DENT 3
| 2 B U DOUGLAS 34
17 .53 W 4 1 531 U . DUNKLIN 3
2 4 17 1 2. 1% . FRANKLIN - 36
2 15 2 B . GASGONADE 37
4 4 4 4 . GENTRY 38
181 129 P (] 14 2 3,05 U . . GREENE 39
5 46 5 46 1 151 . GRUNDY 0
4 4. 4 4 1 8 U HARRISON 4]
1 ¥ 6 3 . HENRY 2
‘ . HiCKORY 43
2 |32 1 16 . HOLT i
6 % 5 4 ] 116 . HOWARD 4
11 - 49 10 4 1 453 . JOWELL 46
5 59 s B 1 146 U IRON a1
a1 129 3 2 68 12,325 U LI . JACKSON 8
63 18 N B 4 1,295 . . JASPER 43
3 nn ) 540 . . JEFFERSON 50
15 8 100 2 2% . JOENSON 5
2 3 2 131 . KNOX 52
1l 5 5 2 289 . LACLEDE 5




Tobte 1. Need for Subsldized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Populetion and Selected Estimated Famify Planning Need Selected Health ond Demographlc Indices

sracteristics (000s) and Service Lewels Infant Mortality | Est. [ Live Birth

1961:1965 | Fort.| Orderas

Rate |9 of Births
1 ? 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1"y 12 13 M) 15116] 17 ] 18
8 E B
: 3| |8|ez|gs
g | i Be |8 | B | i 1
y| § | IR AL AR N IR A A
E| % IR R A AR L g3 38|52
: 3 HEIREE R AR PR L
3 5 3 £ 85|22 £ x8 | =27 3 QS__i g5 | 2| E|8|58|8

MISSOURI

54 LAFAYETTE 269 5.0 918 918 100 153 32 N 4 5
55 LAWRENCE 253 47 1,084 1084 100 217 8§ 7 3 I b6 b
5% LEWIS 10.9 20 403 403 100 262 8 8 32 2 R 5
57 LINCOLN 174 32 623 623 100 180 M ¥ 2 8 7
58 LM 168 29 685 686 100 187 1 6 ¥ 13 & 1
50 LIVINGSTON 168 33 793 79 100 25 4 6 3 15 B 1
60 MCDONALD 1.3 20 587 587 100 245 1N 23 15 U
61 MACON 163 30 0 730 100 198 2 63 41 10 ¥ 4
62 MADISON 9.2 18 1% 44 100 362 “ 5 B A B 1
63 MARIES 63 11 2% 296 100 190 1 8 3 8 4
64 MARION . %5 4] 802 802 100 257 3 8% ¥ M 9
65 MERCER .. 55 9 249 249 100 2338 2 52 21 21 15 8
66 WMILLER 147 21 637 637 100 228 1 8 31 12 & 8§
67 MISSISSIPPI 185 12 36 1,04 1,034 100 516 86 106 31 6 28 7
63 MONITEAU 105 18 440 40 100 268 8 74 32 15 ¥ 3
104 17 408 408 100 203 2 92 3 19 1% 5
10.8 18 411 411 100 207 3 09 2 2 B 4
98 17 443 100 155 7N A 15 6
268 24 43 1,619 1619 100 485 106 100 3 29 188 9
86 69 1, 1398 100 198 5 71 3% 9 & 9
228 44 1,018 1018 100 147 129 19 &4 6
95 18 ] 567 100 262 6 59 23 15 2
R 10.7 1.9 358 38 100 27 3 % 2 2 2 3
60 L1 353 353 100 227 2 0 27 A 2 8
22 19 59 1,814 8 1,786 95 514 15 13 21 R 20 9
153 28 100 204 L 9 U AN ¥ 9
25 58 1,106 1106 100 31 M 8 36 15 &8 5
68 49 10 242 17 8 41 10 49 5
116 13 6% 6% 100 258 13 93 31 18 4 10
rIR 58 614 45 59 B 177 w3 12 R 3
145 27 182 782 100 281 6 51 37 18 9
554 8z , 1513 1,573 10¢ 544 8 4 27 19 48 9
67 12 355 355 100 209 2 % ¥ U H 3
13 12 245 245 100 155 8 % 15 B 4
24 37 813 813 100 200 4 B30 33 1B M 8
162 29 526 52 100 184 1 B2 2 &g 1
56 11 ki ] 304 100 236 4 70 38 21 51 8
99 18 630 630 100 259 6 & 32 3 W07 9
750 166 1,382 1382 100 197 1714 9 15 5 6
80 1.3 413 413 100 162 7% 31 16 10
380 13 1,366 1,366 100 210 0 7% 3% 13 3 8
15417 304.5 2412 1358 189855 58 246 Lz 9 3 U1 9
17 22 L3 325 10 253 0 9 2% 83 2 6
%0 L9 857 957 100 188 2 65 3 13 8 8
51 ¢ 27 271 10 158 72 28 13 3
7

58 10 A8 248 100 131 8 25 20 &8




Exlsting and Potential Resources Sor Family Planning Programs {» Designates Lotation of Ona or More Programs vr Rssources within County)
Non-Feders! Physiclans In Patlent Cors Hospitals Med.] OEO Programs Other Feders! Heslth | P.P.
Sch. Programs Dapts.
1§ 20 2l a2 23 24 25 26 27 | 28] 2 | 30 1 2| 34 35 36 37 38
4 3 i £ g. 25 £ 8"
g ZE §§ E gg 'g? 3 ‘E & 2 ¥ :5‘ Ezﬂ ® ?;EE E
1R ERERE 8e e2lep|ec|elles e8| cos|Bedlins| 3 |
g |og| Ec &5 18 |85 )% S2| 53 B30 52| 05| 58| 08|85 |RE0ccE| B :
2% |98 82 E% 82 (55125 o |B2|23|ss|fz|ef| Sy |EE|2ed dcniEy I |2
£E |2u| 5% (5|28 |3k|sf| B |E|a3|58|3%)aB|5f|a|adE|anfesy 5 |2
MISSOURI
14 52 13 48 1 266 . LAFAYETTE 5
2 8 6 A 1 205 . LAWRENCE 55
. LEWIS %
5 B 4 A . LINCOLN 5§
9 M T4 1 122 . LINN 5
6 3 5 30 1 345 . LIVINGSTON 59
3 2 2 18 . MCDONALD 60
3 18 2 12 1 163 . MACON 6l
i 4 {4 1 552 . MADISON 62
. MARIES 63
A 1 I % 2 8 2 665 . MARION ]
* MERCER 65
2 N 2 1 . MILLER 66
7 3B 5 27 . MISCISSIPPI 6!
5 a8 5 4 . MON{TEAU 68
2 19 2 1 . MONROE 69
i ¥ i ¥ . MONTGOMERY 20
4 1 4 4 . MORGAN i
1 % 6 2 1 4 . NEW MADRID 12
11 3 i 3 . NEWTON 13
6 26 6 % 1 302 . NODAWAY 7
2 2 2 2 . OREGON 15
. OSAGE 75
. OZARK N
12 ¥ 11 3 1 29 . . P£MISCOT It}
5 3 4 2% 1 U7 . PERRY 19
A MM - {8 2 6 1 618 . PETTIS 80
11 4l 3 X 1 5% . PHELPS 81
1 4 6 U . PIKE 82
5 18 4 | LA B . . o FLATTE 8
6 4l 6 4 1 38 . POLK )
4 7 2 1 . PULASK} &
. PUTNAM &
. RALLS a
1 8 4 18 1 5 . RANDOUPH 8
5 31 4 B 1 . RAY 8
. 0
1 10 1 10 . RIPLEY 9l
¥ 8 g 1 g 1 1 1412 . ST CHARLES 14
-5 & 3% 1 17 . STCLAR ¢
2 60 13 H 1 3 1 1M . STFRANCOIS 94
188 12 3 2 151 10 18 28307 5 o s o o o . s STLOUIS 85
I % I % . STE GENEVIEY 9%
2 8 17 65 2 2% . SALINE 9
. SCHUYLER 98
. SCOTLAND 9

8




Tabla 1. Need for Subsidized Famlily Planaing Services: Currant Programs, Resources and Relsted Indicés for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continusd

Populution and Selscted Estimates Family Planning Naed Selocted liealth and Demographic Indices
aracteristics (0005} and Service Lovals nfant Mortality | Est. | Uve Blrth
1981-1963 Feit. | Orderas
Rate 1% of Births
1 2 3 4 5 § 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 ] 15|16 17 )18
g g Bg
33 z NEIEH
g £3 A ¥ £ g g .5§ g 2182
3 il RN AR HE JEHE
| 3 § | d. (28] 2 |5%d |22 | =3 lSl SHEH
HREEREIERE AR AN
5 § E 25 | &2 £ 28 | 22 SE 8| 8| =5 |2|E|E|ZY 5
MISSOURI
100 SCOTT 34 1 6.9 141 1477 100 282 4 8 30 2 103 W
101 SHANNON 18 15 474 474 100 156 76 35 19 52 9
102 SHELBY 87 14 34 ¥ 100 172 ¥ 33N 16 W 7
103 STODDARD 26.8 4 5.2 1,381 1,381 100 312 3 6. 35 23 148 6
104 STONE 92 18 LY 7 100 273 7 4 23 19 5
105 SULLIVAN 85 14 390 390 100 337 8§ 71 4 10 &
106 TANEY 10.1 19 538 538 100 141 71 3% 18 75 &
107 TEXAS | 17.0 31 833 833 100 246 11 76 31 1B 25 1
108  VERNON 207 37 892 832 100 230 7 48 30 18 4 7
108 WARREN 48 18 % 326 100 150 7 U2 13 8
110 WASHINGTON 14.6 29 731 30 707 9% 312 2 10 ¥ 2 N 6
111 WAYNE ! 96 18 587 587 100 320 1 1B 21 20 M 9
112 WEBSTER 15.7 29 85 &6 100 221 5 % 3 1 A §
113 WORTH - 36 b 170 170 160 338 4 63 36 14 9
, 114 WRIGHT 13.6 25 715 715 100 20 I n o xR A &
MONTANA
56 COUNTIES 701.5 36 27 1332 15,831 1,209 14622 92 255 618 9 32 17 8
+ 1 BEAVERHEAD 18 14 183 183 100 227 4§ B 24 19 6
2 BIGHORN . 116 4 35 23 389 102 281 1M 355 k] U n 6
3 BLANE 16 18 13 2i3 126 87 41 232 6 119 30 31 8
t 4 BROADWATER 24 4 12 72 100 145 32 16 1l
S 11 14 20 20 100 154 63 30 18 9
i 6 CARTER 2.2 4 58 100 304 3 B 13 1 1
27 CASGADE 1 . 86 153 1435 1435 100 240 69 108 35 13 )
. B 68 | 12 107 107 100 233 4 8 28 32
: 9 CUSTER 126 22 285 285 100 236 3 91 2 18 b
& 50 Dmlﬂ.s 33 3 6 2 92 100 265 3 B 26 16 5
131 DAWSON n2 20 - s 25 100 219 6 10 2 2 6
< 12 DEERLODGE 16.2 28 265 265 100 207 4 99 1§ @ 10
13 FALLON 44 8 114 114 100 241 3 88 A B 8
+ 14 FERGUS 134 23 301 301 1006 206 5 88 27 A 8
2y 15 FLATHEAD - 315 J 13 875 815 100 266 3 8 2 16 8
= [SXESERIN .
£5 16 GALLATIN - 287 A0 137 737 100 236 7 19 &1 8
w2 11 CARFIELD » 18 kK| n 77 10 206 1 9 58 -
~ 18  GLACIER 123 R 49 22 n 175 00 54 418 H 18 B8 2 6
¢# 19 GOLDEN YALLE 13 2 40 30 100 455 2 5 B 8 1
i & GRANITE ke 29 5 5 5 100 407 b 105 5 19 [}
‘r A HIL - - 161 4 12 29 247 6 24l R 55 17 10 32 2 12
i 22 EFFERSON S0 11 - 150 15¢ 100 162 B B N 2
23 JDITHBASIN 33 6 o4 64 100 246 2 % ¥H 2 4
28 LAKE < 142 5 17 25 439 439 100 339 3 B BB 5
cr’ i) lEWlSANJCl . . _325 “ - 65 - 522 : 522 100 282 )} ] 9N 33 I 9
2% UBERTY - 23 A . 3100 190 8§ % 2
72 21 1INCOLN 143 27 %3 293 100 250 12 18 26 10 3
28 MCCONE 30 5 ] 9w 31 8 25 N 15
€ 29 MADISON 56 1.0 « 1687 167 100 234 2 6 271 21 $

IToxt Provided by ERI



Existing and Folential Resources for Famliy Planning Programs (® Designstes Location of Ora or More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federa! Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med. OEOQ Programs Other Federa! Heshth | P.P.
Sch, Programs Dapts.
19 20 21 22 LX) 24 25 26 27 ] 8] 29 |0 | | | 34 35 k) 37
2 3 ,
£ £ 8 |zy| 3 8
’ g gg‘ ) Eg 25 £ 'g -2
= I~ - E 3 3'&% ] 5
g :E gg ;gg '§.E &3 8 2.3 ﬁg 3 =3 §n§§E§° g
[ = : é E|j ; ! 2 2 -
o |28 EA 815 [58[<5 HE EE ge ig b *ii 1 gi ¥ £
3% |38 | 3% |38 |£% |E8|23 $=|83| 5|2 88| £5| 82 feddcaiEs| 0 | 2
B aHIEREL L B
£8 |£8)52 |58 |2e |E¥|38| § |55|33)35|85|38)3% a5/ a5B|ak5]aF &4 | &
MISSOURI
2 6 0 2 i SCOTT
L]
2 B 2 0 i SHELBY
5 B 4 15 i STODDARD
6 65 5 M o STONE
1 12 1 12 U SULLIVAN
16 % 8N 1 160 i TAKEY
3 18 3 18 o TEXAS
4 6 4 19 1 5 1 183 . VERNGN
3 3 3 3 . WARREN
4 4 2 1 246 o i WASHINGTON
1 10 1 10 i WAYNE
2 13 2 13 i WEBSTER
1 8 1 28 . WORTH
I n 3 i WRIGHT
MONTANA
633 9 252 3% 3% 5 51 1089 3 18 2 2 2 56 COUNTIES
5 M 5 ® BEAYERHEAD
3 % 3 2% 2 20 1 BIG HORN
2 2% 2 2% 1 #®o1 BLAINE
2 & 2 & . BROADWATER
§ % 3 3 1 % CARBON
1 45 1 45 1 18 CARTER
0 12 19 A4 8 10 2 1327 i CA3CADE
3 M 2 X 1 CHOUTEAU
17135 2 16 2 16 1 2 o CUSTER
2 60 2 w0 1 3] DANIELS
5 4 3 2 ) 206 ° DAWSON
11 68 4 25 1 150 OEER LOOGE
3 8 3 8 1 69 ° FALLON
11 & 10 7 1 214 FERGUS
3 101 % 68 2 5 2 628 FLATHEAD
0 139 2 0 1 3 1 459 GALLATIN
) 1 o l 2l ¢ GARFIELD
6 49 6 & 2 a4 1 GLACIER
GOLDEN VALLE
1 U 1 34 1 16 GRANITE
1 8 5 3 2 L LI ° HilL
2 4 2 W ¢ JEFF
JUDITH BASIN
10 2 10 7 2 187 LAKE
3 13 13 4 2 6 2 103 . ° LEWIS AND (L
Y 1 H 1 45 LiBERTY
4 6 & | 3 LINCOLN
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Table I Need lor Subsidized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Resources snd Related Indices for U.S., Esch State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected Estimated Famlly Planning Need Selected Health snd Damographlc Indices
aractaristics (0003) snd Service Levels Infant Mortality | Est | Uive Birth
1961-1965 Fort, | Orderas
Rate | % of Births
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll» 12 13 14 ) 1516 17| 18
. i | iy
i . i he| 3 [3] |EjEgEs
i : AR RN RE I
¥| 8 |1, (38| % [E28 (28| 5 | §x i
5| 1 i |4 i AR SEE
= | 3 @Bl @ [&5|dg| § |38 88 Balg |25 | 51860300
5 3 g |22 E R =3 33 8 5 s | & & ggg 5
MONTANA
30 MEAGHER 24 4 4 4710 229 2 110 18 2 "5
31 MINERAL 34 6 52 52 100 193 1 2 1 16
32 MISSOULA 43 5 114 1210 800 a7 37 N3 Moo B0 9
33 MUSSELSHELL 37 6 9 95 100 21 3 01 % 25 1
3% PARK 119 22 259 2% 100 267 05 4 2 6
35  PETROLEUM 8 1 13 13 100 132 6 20 2 40
36 PHILUPS 55 3 9 142 142 100 178 135 45 23 5
37 PONDERA 12 § 13 154 15 100 385 6 91 2 2 2
38 POWDERRIVER 24 4 10 81 17 8 .
39 POWELL - 74 13 137 137 10 3.1 9 100 25 13 J1
4 PRAIRE , 21 A 58 58 100 155 6 3 U
41 RAVALL .- U1 27 562 562 100 331 16 64 33 13
42 RICHAND - 106 20 312 32 10 186 1 & 31 13
43 ROOSEVELT 121 4 29 23 390 30 100 421 9111 28 o
4 ROSEBUD . - ., 63 4 14 12 0 203 100 417 8126 21 2 ‘
45 SANDERS . 68 5 5 12 139 139 100 126 % 2 9
4 SHERIDAN 61 1] 158 158 100 175 8 3% 13
47 SILVERBOW 463 83 1,133 1,133 100 25 s 115 28 2
48 STILLWATER 48 8 99 100 337 % 28 16
49 SWEETCRASS 30 5 7 7% 100 2.4 1 15 % %
5 TETON .. 63 11 1M 14 10 21 38 A B
51 T00E - 68 13 90 90 100 285 8 76 27 2 (]
5 TREASIRE 12 2 33 33100 U3 19 14 &
5OVALEY . 22 Y Y 503 %3 100 25 217 3N
54 WHEATLAND ™ 28 5 63 63 100 280 2 10 16 16 .
55 WILBAUX ' 17 3 7 "2 10 27 1 75 7 B
5 YELLOWSTONE 1 809 4 . 1,146 1446 100 230 4% 85 ¥ .
i+ NEBRASKA . - : -
®! G3COUNTIES ¥ 14392 8 34 259 ;2w 1813 B4 S 21 M0 % R 16
1 ADAMS =i~ 301 57 753 753 100 264 B 2 B 6
2 ANTELOPE 1 4 87 14 w T 320100 181 0 108 0 2B . 8
3 ARTHIR 1 1 7 17 100 395 2 130 25 13
§ BANNR i) 10 2 28 28 100 366 2 5 20 2 -
5 BLAINE ,p 9 1 30 £ 30 100 11 68 20 2
vt SR : :
6 BOONE -, 82 13 28 28 100 159 21 2 % 6
7 BOXBUTTE . .. 104 1 19 236 .26 100 U8 9 91 B 2 4
8 BOYD 42 7 198 198 100 22 I8 2 19 6
9 BROWN . £2 10 28 08 100 127 8 20 1 2
10 BUFFALO i1 24 57 1024 1024 100 194 A8 4D 8
- CHETE
0OBRT e 90 1 15 m 2% 100 159 Mmoo 2
12 BUTLER « 1. 83 Y a3 100 A4 3N RN 4
13 CASS 112 30 479 79 100 25 o 1l 7
1 CEDAR .uy% 127 21 459 2: 459 100 236 9 103 18 38 7
15 CHASE .o 46 9 160 160 100 152 8 31 W 6
L9

8
[

16 CHERRY 7o vt 15 2 13 179 19 100 195 2 9




Existing end Potentis! Resources for Family Plenning; Programs (e Deslgnates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physicians in Patient Care Hospitals Maed. OEO Programs Other Federal Hoatth | PP
Sch, Programs Depts.
19 20 21 2 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30| 31| 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
: £ & 3 g
5 15 31 (38| 6l Bl Bl o
> ry ~ [ 3Q.
: E ég E §§ i AR AR
e o3| R (28(5|gEl.8| | ED(%s3B|85|60\%0 R0 eheletidl 1 |12
IR sgalsbsleed ¥ | f
EE |Bn|§E (8% |35 |3k|s8| & |5%|33{58|35|38|38|3w|snE[skElssE] 5 | 2
MONTANA
1 4 1 4] MEAGHER 30
1 3 1 3 ° MINERAL 3
90 166 16 9 8§ 15 2 1127 LI . MISSOULA 32
2 M 2 o ] n MUSSELSHELL 3
T 5 6 1 167 PARK k|
PETROLEUM 35
2 ¥ 2 3 ) 53 PHILLIPS 36
3 & 2 B 1 145 PONOERA 37
. POWDERRIVER 38
6 8l 4 M 1 102 POWELL 39
1 49 18 1 "10 . PRAIRIE 40
&6 & 4 28 1 162 . RAVALLI 4]
6§ 5 4 B 1 8 1 216 RICHLAND 2
5 4 4 3 2 108 ROOSEVELT 43
2 3 2 3 . ROSEBUD Y
5 N 4 5 1 10 SANDERS 45
2 B 2 3 1 85 SHERIDAN 46
2 9 11 2A 3 6 2 1,082 ° . SILVER BOW 41
., 3 6 3 B STILLWATER 48
2 68 2 58 1 3 SWEET GRASS 49
2 32 1 16 1 52 TETON 50
3 4 I Y TOOLE 51
' TREASURE 52
6 2] 5 & 1 189 YALLEY LX)
2 n 2 n 1 k] WHEATLAND 5
. WILBAUX 55
1M W 4 n 8 10 2 1,527 . YELLOWSTONE 5%
NEBRASKA
1,269 566 39 63 4 92 252 2 |1 3B 1 1 2 2 93COUNTIES
46 18 12 4 i 1 592 ADAMS i
4 4 I U 1 8 ANTELOPE 2
. ARTHUR 3
. BANNER 4
BLAINE 5
3 ¥ 1% i 102 BOONE 6
1105 3 & 1 1% . BOX BUTTE 7
) .} BOYD 8
I 3 2 38 BROWN 9
30 102 12 41 1 48 . BUFFALD 10
6 6 6 & 1 5 8URT 1
4 45 4 4 | 8 BUTLER 12
6 3% .5 B CASS 13
5 ¥ .5 ¥ CEDAR )t}
2 M 2 U 1 48 CHASE 15
KO 2 27 1 104 CHERRY 16




Table 5. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stata and County, FY 1968 continued

Population end Selected Estimeted Fomily Planning Need Selected Health end Demographic {adices
Charactoristics (000s) ond Service Levels Infant Mortality | Est. | LUive Birth
1961-1965 Fert. | Ordoras
Rete |9 ol Birihe
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ) 15|16] 17|18
5 g Ba
:ﬁ E —
i 3 A S ! ] £ it
E: 2 ggg § | g Zlot
g | & | RN AR 3 § Y HE
E E - §g 3 - ZEE | 2 2% |51 -4 8 g3 ;g &
. AR IR AR - A HHE
2| 8 B 2 [Bs[33] & |3EF |3f | ¥z |P5| 8| S5 [r|E|E|s8[Es
NEBRASKA '
17 CHEYENNE 28 A 23 21 231 100 250 10 81 28 18 9
18 CLAY 85 14 83 288 100 206 2 9 2 2 11
19 COLFAX 96 16 3% 35 100 180 8 192 K|
A CUMING 131 23 48 453 100 180 101 18 32 k|
21 CUSTER 154 27 552 552 100 207 4 8 N 13 §
22 DAKOTA 1 120 3 22 249 243 10 207 5 18 32 15 10
23 [DAWES 96 3 18 306 306 100 131 8 I 7 1
24 DAWSON 202 37 603 603 100 211 7 8 ¥ 9 6
25 DEUEL 27 A 56 5 100 149 8 13 1 6
26 DIXON 82 14 308 308 10 170 2 23 3 6
21 DODGE k] 64 831 8l 100 220 15 89 30 16 ]
28 DOUGLAS 2 3726 ny 6,583 1472 511 18 233 26 111 33 16 8
29 DUNDY 3l 5 110 110 100 144 68 5 & 2
30  FILLMORE 90 1.6 3 322 10 275 1 9% 28 | )
31 FRANKLIN 4B 8 179 179 100 223 3 6 28 28 12
32 FRONTIER KX:] 6 133 133 10 1721 8 ¥ 7
33 FURNAS 10 12 249 249 100 248 4 10 X 0 5
3 GAGE 251 41 858 88 100 217 8§ 19 40 1 4
35 GARDEN 30 S 8 80 100 109 5 4 13 2
35 GARFIELD 25 4 ] %8 100 143 61 23 23 8
37 GOSPER 18 3 51 51 100 241 1 &4 N
38 GRANT : 9 d 2 20 10 74 8 M4 Ui
39 GREELEY 42 g 190 190 100 332 7 18 8 43
40 HALL - 81 1.2 992 92 10 22 017 32 |
4]  HAMILTON &7 16 232 232 100 138 n 22 6
42 HARLAN 49 8 153 153 100 203 1 B3 23 13
43 HAYES .20 4 65 85 100 256 1 8 13 B
44 HITCHCOCK 38 d 114 14 100 215 1 7 220
45 HOLT 133 23 535 535 100 227 7 14 18 28
46 HOOKER 10 2 % 26 10 455 2 53 4
47 HOWARD . 6.7 11 69 %9 100 127 126 21 B9
48 JEFFERSON - 10.4 18 351 3Bl 100 344 4 60 3% 19
49 JOHNSON 6.1 10 260 260 10 317 1 91 28 1
50  KEARNEY 65 11 18 180 100 187 65 32
5 KHMH .- B3 15 189 189 100 192 ] 3813
52 KEYAPAHA . 14 2 6! 6L 100 208 100 17
53 KIMBALL 57 9 63 63 10 211 4§ 13 31 7 9
54 KNOX - 139 3 25 548 M8 100 212 4 81 24 3 b
55 LANCASIER ~ 1 15832 289 2,952 300 2652 9 26 % % 39 10 b
'56 LIW 284 2 54 702 702 100 199 6 9 N I7 7
57 LOGAN 10 2 35 3 100 408 2 1l
-5 Loue 8 A 3 3 100 8 25 25
59  MCPHERSON 5 A 17 17 10 313 1 61 6 k<)
6 MADISON 210 49 78 78 10 217 0w B 3 ) 8
61  MERRICK 87 16 305 305 100 2712 8 9% 25 A 9
62  MORRILL 57 1 10 154 154 100 267 6 718 29 8 3




Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (e Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Faderal Physiclans in Patient Care Hospitals Med,| OEOPrograms Other Federal Health { P.P,
Sch. Programs Depts.
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27| 28] 29 | 30| 31 ) 2| 3 34 35 36 37
| B g g % £y £ |s B .8
E | 3B 1. 3
g% IR gl 5|55 3 g?niggﬁgﬁ :
g |8s|¢ |¢ £|e3|sp|st|s8|sE |5 |as5|EeciEnE| 3
2 o8 £ gg 8 .gg. 5 2‘5 Eg gg 5 ig ix ig 55-3 §E§;£§ § %
FIEE ] e (B GE glhleeclessl 3 | 2
£ |B%| 38|33 |28 |53|83| 5 |55|3%|35|35|3%[s2|3%|338[sR8ssE & | &
‘ NEBRASKA
1T 5% 1 5 196 CHEYENNE n
3 3 2 2 CLAY 18
4 42 4 42 121 COLFAX 19
10 76 1 8 A CUMING 2
6 39 6 39 14 CUSTER il
3 B 3 25 DAKOTA 2
5 82 3 3 2 159 DAWES a
3 13 6 3 32 DAWSON U
2 15 1 38 DEUEL e}
i 4 4 49 1 10 DIXON %
% N 15 4 1 1 575 DODGE 2
01 14 126 M 40 8 8,351 * DOUGLAS a3
2 o 1 3 1 19 DUNDY !
4 4 ] 1 109 FILLMORE k|
2 R 12 1 Y FRANKLIN i
1 2 1 26 FRONTIER 32
6 8 5§ 1 ) 60 . FURNAS kX
2 8 1l 43 1 2 335 GAGE k)
3 10 3 101 ) B GARDEN 35
2 1 2 78 1 62 GARFIELD 3
GOSPER 3
GRANT B
2 4 1 2 ) 39 GREELEY 3
31 8 16 42 2 2 913 HALL 40
7 % -6 8 1 % HAMILTON 4
3 ol 3 6l 46 L
HAYES 4
2 8 2 5 ) 39 HITCHCOCK Y
5 38 5 3 2 P7£] HOLT 4
1 10 1101 HOOKER 46
5 N4 4 59 . HOWARD 4
1 o 6 88 1 5 ] SEFFERSON 48
2 1B 2 3 1 % ] JOHNSON 49
4 B 3 4 1 9 J KEARNEY 50
1T ¥ 4 48 1 m KEITH 51
KEYA PAHA 52
3 8 2 3 ) 101 KIMBALL 5
8§ 88 8 58 1 91 KNOX )
181 118 A 2 13 8 4 294 LANCASTER 5%
V] 13 4 2 1 3 59 LINCOLN 5%
LOGAN 5
LOUP 58
MCPHERSON L
28 14 16 59 638 MADISON 60
2 A 2 116 MERRICK 61
3 8 2 3 MORRILL 62

109



Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resaurces and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Poxulntion and Selected Estimated Famlly Planning Neod Selected Health and Demographic indices
Characteristics (000s) and Service Levels Tnfent Mortality | Est. | Live Birth
1961-1965 Ferl. | Orderes
Rate |9 of Births
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 1nf 2 13 M1 15(16] 171 18
8 g By
8 P
53 : I EIE
s § E & 3
i ' i HEEL i
* SIALIERE- SR R H IR i
> ] 34 2 > >
: E 51 3 E £s| ¢ gﬁs 25 gg Es’t = |8 ) 32 Eﬂ
£ g 3 E gi pE E =§E i3 =3 3| 8| =5 | » E £z E-l;
REBRASKA
63  NANCE 5.6 9 208 208 100 247 4 69 19 19
64 NEMAHA 83 15 8 U8 100 136 A 38 13
65 NUCKOLLS 84 15 283 283 100 255 5 A4 8 8
66 OT0f 16.1 29 511 511 100 213 5 8 31 I8 5
67 PAWNEE 48 8 215 215 W0 205 1 61 17 % 9
68 PERKINS 16 b 81 81 100 132 0 20 & 3
69 PHELPS 94 1.7 21 214 100 173 n 3 B 5
70 PIERCE 84 14 2 M2 100 187 1 81 4 A 3
71 PLATTE A8 43 581 581 10 118 08 271 3
12 12 12 226 226 100 194 1 9% 3 5 15
73 RED WILLOW 124 23 273 273 10 209 5 91 B8 U 4
74 RICHARDSON 138 24 508 508 100 44 72 25 13 1
75 ROCK ‘ 22 4 10 70 100 315 I n 23 8
76 SALINE ’ 139 24 487 487 100 230 5 72 42 12 10
17 SARPY 2 52.9 1.5 834 4 880 100 218 25 06 A 17 )
78  SAUNDERS 170 29 570 570 100 210 5 86 2 2 8
19 SCOTTS BLUFF U4 3 6.7 830 830 100 318 5% %23 16 11
8) SEWARD 126 24 522 522 100 157 1% 3 12 3
81 SHERIDAN 11 5 14 204 204 100 302 10 8 21 5 2
82 SHERMAN 41 b 188 188 100 148 18 24 29 2
83  SI0UX ) 23 4 67 67 100 253 1 69 B 7 ]
84 STANTON 50 8 196 1% 100 135 10 39 12 )
85 THAYER 86 15 370 370 100 123 4 29 8 6
86 THOMAS : 9 2 27 37 30 1 8 WU 4 3
§7 THURSTON 13 17 13 263 263 100 324 14 141 21 3% 5
88  VALLEY 59 1.0 237 237 10 218 2 8 % A 3
89 WASHINGTON 121 23 361 361 100 190 1 4 3 A 5
90 WAYNE 10.0 20 367 367 100 256 7 68 33 16
91 WEBSTIR 58 1.0 225 225 100 134 n 28 28 14
92 WHEELER 1.2 2 Yy 4 100 82 2 3B 1 11
93 YORK 130 23 409 403 10 239 7 8 3B 18 5
NEVADA -
17 COUNTIES 4307 61 9.7 1AL 2417 5314 69 284 488 100 34 13 75 10
1 CHURCHILL s8 4 18 214 214 10 336 17 118 37 9 10 8
2 CLARK vl 2337 4 513 4228 134 2894 68 286 275 100 31 4 84 10
3 DOUGLAS 52 2 1.1 -9 95 100 265 4 81 & 1 2 9
4 ELKO o 4] 12 25 25 67 189 4 250 10 17 31 16 &3 9
5 ESMERALDA 5 1 - 14 14 100 ' 2 M 14 M43 U«
. 0
6 EUREXA 9 2 2 42 100 192 H B
© 7 HUMBOLDT - 69 4 14 15 115 100 305 10 110 35 11 68 4
8 LANDER - 23 1 4 65 65 100 143 i47 5% 65 6
-9 LINCOLN 25 1 5 100 10 100 294 2 m v B ¥y 4
10 LYON .- 17 4 15 167 167 100 381 17 102 35 14 13 6
11 MINERAL 6.7 5 13 156 8! W 48 U2 4 12 4 1012 1
12 N s 45 3 8 18 78 100 225 2 & € 13 65 13




Existing and Potentlal Resources for Family Planning Programs (e Designales Location of Ona or More Programs or Resources wlthin County)
Non-Federal Physicians In Patient Care Hospltals Med.|  OEO Programs Other Federa! Health | P.P,
Sch. Programs Depts.
1% 20 21 2 23 |25 26 27 | 28| 23 )30 ) 3| 3w|N 34 35 36 37 38
; £ 1 ;
11 1ield |5 A 13 1 slihle 4o
AR B B EAEH Y 5
% gg i Eg :EE :32' ?5 ;é E3 §§ ?i %g %g EE %55 14 ugg ¥ é
- By TIEE | 85|48 rled| 25 | €| 8|82 |EE|geg|BadlE=z]| = z
i AEHE R IR i R N R
NEBRASKA
3 M KO NANCE 53
5 ® 5 &0 1 57 U NEMAKA b4
3 ¥ 2 U 1 8 NUCKOLLS 55
N 68 9 5% 2 3 OT0E ]
3 & 3 8 1 . PAWNEE 67
2 5% 2 5% 1 L] PERKINS 68
10107 5 83 1 1 U PHELPS 69
6 1 6 N 1 52 PiERCE 10
13§ 6 2 1 4 2 a8 PLATTE 1
34 3 4_I 1 POLK _ 12
10 8 6 48 1 221 RED WILLOW 73
nn 0w n 1 4] . RICHARDSON - ¢
3 135 3 13 1 43 ROCK 75
7 % 5§ 4 1 97 . SALINE 16
5 9 ' 4 8 o SARPY n
6 % - b B SAUNDERS 78
0 16 - 23 6 1 3 2 656 . SCOTISBIUFF 79
7 55 1 5 ! 185 SEWARD &
- 8 1M 1 % 2 121 U SHERIDAN 81
‘ 1 58 . SHERMAN 8
_ . SiouX 8
1 0. 12 STANTON 84
5 8 0 5 88 1 b6 ] THAYER 85
C : THOMAS 8
2 8. 2 8 2 21 1 . THURSTON 81
4 68 i 68 i 78 ] VALLEY 8
7 8. 71 9% 1 21 WASHINGTON 8
4 4 . v 4 i 147 WAYNE 20
5 & ° 5 ® 1 % WEBSTER -9
D WHEELER 9
n 8 9 69 2 175 YORK 53
7 — NEVADA
431 100 --131 X o3 14 5181 2 17 1 2 17 COUNTIES
5 51 5 8l 1 219 . CHURCHILL 1
1% 8 M 27 n 1 3 2213 . . CLARK 2
3 8> 2 38 . DOUGLAS 3
» 1 88 2 2 1 ¢ £180 4
. . . K ESMERALDA 5
1 112 . EURERA 6
3 4 304 . HUMBOLOT 7
. LANDER 8
1 4 1 40 . LINCOLN 9
£ 82 4R 1 %0 . LYON 10
& 0 . 3 45 2 31 1 . MINERAL 11
3 6 3 66 J NYE 12
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Tabla 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Rasources and Related Indicas for U.S., Exch Stals and County, FY 1968 continued

lation and Selected Zstimated Famlly Planning Need Salocted Health and Demegraphic Indices
ractaristics (000s) aod Secvice Levals Tafant Nortakity | EsL | Live Birth
1962-1965 Fert. | Ocderas
Rats | 86 of Births
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 1 10 11 12 13 W] 15116 17| 18
8
] 3
.i;g %‘, | E 3¢ ‘gg 3 - gg Sgg
i § § AHERE 1B IR YL g i
=1 £ o ;.
BRI RN AR L AR HHH
L $|2% | 228 ¥ B =5 || E(E 522
NEYADA
13 ORMSBY 150 S5 18 328 38 10 XS 13 6 3% 8§ 53 8
14 PERSHING 2 2 A K] 310 292 12 2 U 11
1% ST0REY A A k) 310 1250 3} 8 n NP

: 16 WASHOE 1 1001 13 28 1,685 935 120 4 22 10 9 3 11 1 1

! 1 WHITEPiNE ] A 12 159 153 100 33 n & % 13 13 9

{ 10 COUNTIES 13X 121 13.862 Ho B2 N9 26 % 12N [

i 1 BELQWP 33 6 LY, 5% 10 A2 0 % ¥ D !

: 2 CARROLL 173 32 505 % 10 239 9 &% 313 18 4

3 CHESHRE 06 3] £e!} Q10 23 A 9 ¥ 10 |
4 CO008 358 69 71 665 100 27 3 n a.n $
S GRAFTON %04 93 1,185 n 1168 M 209 ¥ 9 N 9 [
§  HLLSBOROUGH 6 231 e 3986 398 100 28 b 8 3 16 i
1 MERRIMACK n s 1502 1502 10 21 a3 % 2 U $
$  ROCKINGHAM 1159 23 2459 kY] FASTI e} “ 106 X N i

; % STRAFFORD 9 132 1,386 135 100 286 % 8N N B ?
; 10 SULLIVAN e ] 56 20 10 225 3% ¥ ¢

4 ,

1 NEW JERSEY

1 COUNTIES §8992 18036 HA%% 108 9 8 A6 1M B 2 B n
1 ATANIG ] 1818 U9 5850 S0 100 2% 18 4 B 1D Y
2 BIRGEM 3 8657 1.3 8 1515 6% & 139 N N NN 2

1 3 BURLINGTON 3 012 - | 4558 162 4% % 22 W 8 8 1B N 8

f 4 CAMDEN 3 1 %02 %8 2009 $3I% 1 A6 m 8 % 8 60 8
S CAMEWMAY %3 11 ] 1,861 1851 100 2% 2 % M U B 8

6 OMBtAND | 141 &l 101 1% 101 % N 14 % N 16 N 9

] ESSEX | 1t 3 1947 18410 6 11532 @ X8 1260 91 M W%

3 CLOUESTER 3 1558 1) 3018 108 W0 A N 2 316 & 1

$  HOSON 2 6186 1 108 188 SR % ne I ¥ ¥ N M

0 HNTEROON Y] 128 104 104 00 24 a8 B 10 % 9

11 MERCER 1 04 618 1t 154 165 0 AL 1% M % 1310 8

12 Mmoot  § $196 122 6,543 ] M 9 02 2 8 » U N

13 MNAM S mna T ] 6% n 2 % m 8 %15 0 9

M MORES 3 M89 n3 EYE % 10 8 200 2 ¥ ¥ nn

15 OEW 158 24 “m 8 i % n n 2 215 %

16 PASSAK 3 810 ne ST R W8 % AL » N RNy

1 SN ] Q) 128 1.289 1288 100 M$ 1MW % » BN 4 1

1§ SoMERsEt 8 %9 M 24 0 U % 206 n 0 N n %

19 Issx 3 Y 146 1800 1 13 9 W N5 %18 X 3

o VN 3 LY HAY 629 o8 2 0w N % 3 8 9

N WARREN ? ni g 1,564 154 100 28 X M N B % 8

: MW VENC)

- 32 COUNTES 10623 N1 682 1M N AM2 XM 85 A3 18 I3 N A M
; 1 RO ) o [YREY L8 1% Wi n at % KW OB 1B H
: ! CATMOM 1 $ n n au ! nn n
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Table 1. Need for Sudsidized Famlly Manaing Services: Current Programs, Resources and Relaled Indices for U.S., Each State and Cousty, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected Estimated Family Planning Need Selected Health and Demographic fndices

Characteristics (000s) and Service Lavels Iafaat Mortality | Est | Uve Bisth

19611965 Fort. | Orderas

Rate |96 of Births
1 2 3 4 5 & ? 8 9 10 11 12 13 ARUIRIRIERL
] 3 1)
PR IR

-— 1 N3
; ‘”i MR LRI 1
. £ 3 3; - $ i!
1| 8§ IR IR HAEHEH AL
NEW MEXICO

3 CHAVES 527 4l 1,285 k]| s 17 B noay B 10
4 COLFAX 121 2l Ve ) 2 W e 21N % B 1%
S 358 66 1019 % £ % b 3Ly N0 3

b (DEBACA 26 A 109 109 100 412 1 8 2 15
7 DONAAMA ne 2 FAL ¢ M 1878 8% U9 41 U N 9
8 EDOY 97 L ¥ 1136 118 10 % Al n o9 ¥ 2 10
9 GRANT 200 4] 6% 2 10 ) 3 » N 10
10 GUADALIPE 53 20 11 4 100 489 5 AU 11N $
11  HARDING 16 3 5 5 100 619 911 B % i
12 HOALGO 53 10 165 185 100 229 s 113 B3 % 5
13 \EA 0o 02 M ! g A N % 0 12
14 LINCOLN 80 14 24 10¢ 41 2 % 28 1 18
15 L0S ALAMOS 136 10 ] 6 10 288 6 8 23 12 9
16 WA 120 X} 455 45 1% A2 12 83 % 10
17 MCKINEY as el 99 20 57 159 15 W9 N 1% 21 % 10
18 MORA LY} 0 10 3% 3% 100 36 1 9 9 8 f ]
19 QIR0 363 14 21 - N Bl % 21 4 14 015 0
0 WAy 126 23 )| n M R} R % BN 4
2l 0 ARRBA 7o LY 2 1 53 1.6 112 158 © 36 R I1¥ 3 2 ]
2 ROOSEYELY 193 4l 6% X 655 % 280 18 68 @ 18 ]|
N SANDOYAL 167 'Y i 136 e ] 180 9 %2 NIM N 1]
A SANJUAN 2% 11 187 88 1,21 k¥]| M2 M 32 o 14 A X i
25 SARMGUAL al 100 42 1369 188 81 2 Ul NI X "
% SAMTAFE L1 ) s £} 1,85 m 168 8 2§ NI % i
21 SKRRA 15 12 k3] 100 20 ! R an 1
3 SOCORRO i 1 21 L4)] N0 %03 1% 0 1)
3 M8 139 u 1 (1] 1.681 121 150 % M 8 10 v 2 1)
N TORRANCE & 13 ! & 8 N N 2 B8 % ]
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Table 4. Need lor Subsidized Family Planaing Services: Current Programs, Resources snd Related [ndices for U.S., Each State snd County, FY 1968 continued

Poputation and Selected Estimated Famlly Planning Need Sefected Health and Demographlc Indices
aracteristics (000s) and Service Lavals intant Mortality | tst. | Uve Birth
1961-196S Fert, | Orderes
Rate {% of Births
1 2 3 4 S ] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 | 15116] 17 | 18
! ; | |23
T F g K §
I PP S AL
y| § | HERE LR BEALAH
§ % g gg 2| 3 |5 |2 2t (29 Lls |8 [38(58
: ARREILIRRE AH AR N A ERHHHH
3 5 ] E g |22 = 25 e 23 8 i £ | & | & g g8 5
NORTH DAKOTA
31 MOUNTRAIL 89 ) 1.6 318 318 100 283 10 100 33 18 8
32 NELSON 18 13 224 224 10 237 4 8 8 16 52
33 OLIVER 21 3 106 106 100 208 1121 10 &
34 PEMBINA 121 22 360 360 100 253 9 75 3B 17 49
35 PIERCE 11 13 216 216 100 153 i3 4 23 28
36 RAMSEY 121 2 20 258 258 100 152 12223 8 8 712
37 RANSON 18 1.3 278 218 100 194 1 8 2 13 3B
38 RENVILLE 44 8 126 126 100 263 4 99 3 21 %
39 RICHLAND 1.7 3 30 588 588 100 176 3B B3 4
40 ROLETTE 129 51 24 5713 130 “43 1 26 4 13% 19 3 164
41  SARGENT 6.5 11 235 235 100 301 8 X 3 2 13
42 SHERIDAN 34 .6 181 181 100 311 5 8 19 19
43 SI0UX 40 ] 20 y) 206 4 162 79 529 2 119 11 4 212
44 SLOPE 14 2 29 . 29 100 85 113 38 38
45 S]ARK 2.2 39 611 611 100 263 23120 8 2 U
46 STEELE - 44 J 104 104 100 237 2 16 50 11 3
47 STUTSMAN 245 45 667 667 106 234 ¥ 8 319 6 8
48 TOWNER 49 9 113 113 100 255 4 18 26 RN 9 9
49 TRAIL 105 19 267 267 100 180 65 31 23 32 5
50 WALSH 20 37 6 546 10_0 224 n 8 »23 % & 7
51  WARD 60.9 124 1,352 1352 100 236 5 17 37 13 4] 6
52 WELLS o 85 15 300 00 100 177 89 3 16.15 4
53 WILLIAMS . 19.2 34 406 406 100 236 14 88 32 21 N .8
OHID -
8ICOUNTIES 10,364.3 21026 216679 31,577 1718102 & 227 565 90 33 15 14 8
1 ADAMS 2.7 40 1,99} 109 100 242 13 79 3 21 8 6
2 ALLEN 1 1118 222 2534 2530 100 274 115 % 30 18 &4 7
3 ASHAND - 393 18 1680 760 100 214 14 91 35 12 76 7
4 ASHIABRA 5 97 185 2,016 2016 100 240 5 2 29 17 49 8
5 ATHENS . 518 130 2748 2748 160 238 % 5 3/ MK 5l 9
6 AYGLAIZE 366 10 15 775 100 256 31 9 B 0 3B -4
7 BELMONT . 1 828 15.9 2525 €0 2435 9% 223 33 8 B BB B 7
8 BROWN - - 4.5 45 21 927 100 254 20 8 28 23 4 3
9 BUTLER "~ 1 2094 453 4,064 406 3658 90 222 97 8 H 15 84 8
10 CARROLL : 216 &4 585 55 100 267 18 88 32 17 8l 5
11 CHAMPAIGN 316 64 864 &4 100 214 n 8 31 71 1
12 CLARK | 1494 34 3N 602 21 8 25 2 % 3 U & 7
13 CLERMONT " 3 832 192 1710 12 1538 9% 210 31 & % 21 5 9
14 CLINTOR -~ 3.2 6.1 Bl 2 % 98 20 g§ % M 13 58 9
15 COLUMBIANA . 106.6 A2, 2543 2543 100 23 37 &8 B U L 7
16 COSHOCTON U6 11 999 999 100 172 8 B 10 &) 6
17 CRAWFORD - 520 10.7 1,084 1084 100 256 2 2 B 2B 7
18 TUTAHOGA - 3 17321 Uib 254 12191 1713 59 247 1187 91 ¥ 14 9 9
19 DARKZ ! 5.7 10.3 1,363 1,383 100 198 10 87 30 11 3% 6
20 DEFIANGE - 39 6.7 682 100 261 3 12 3% 18 27.7




Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (o Designates Location of Qne or | Mora_Programs or Resources within County)
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Table 1, Need for Subsldized Family Plunning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Relatesd Indices for 0.2, Each State and Coun.y, FY 1988 continued
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Table 2. Nead lfor Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources ln;l Related Indices for U.S., £ach State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Existing end Potential Resources for Family Planning Progrems (@ Designetss Location of One or More Progrems or Reteurces within County)
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Table 1. Neod for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 cortinued
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Famlly Paaning Services: Curront Programs, Resoarces and kelated Indices for U.S, Each Stats anu County, FY 1968 continued
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Tadla 1. Moo lor Sudslditad Family Manning Services: Current Programs, Ressurces snd Rulated Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1988 continued
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Tabla 1.  Nead for Subsidized Family Planning Servicas: Currant Programs, Resources and Ralated Indices for U.S., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 <ontinusd

Population and Sulected Extimated Family Planning Need Selocted Huslth snd Domographic Indices
aractariatics (000s) and Service Lavals nfent Mortality | Est | Live Birih
1981-196% Fert. | Orderas
Rats 1% of Births
1 2 3 4 -] [ 1 3 9 10 11 12 13 W] 1511611718
. g 5
Bl o e |3 bel B (3] [8]aaldd
i y AL RN IR
£ 1 £ i HaE %= 28| 5|3[:8 |8
IR IERNEIERL AR AFIHHE L
= | Ex E s x !g i 33 ! E g 53 ]
TENNESSEE
77 SEQUATCHIC 6.3 14 373 373 10 2498 5 79 35 15 145 11
78 SEVIER 214 6.1 1,678 1678 100 221 1 1 4 14 3 5
79  SHELBY 2 69%.0 6 1486 29,273 4,389 484 8 292 918 92 35 17 22 n
80 SMITH . 130 25 740 8 560 89 364 23 1N &8 1 6 1
81 STEWART 17 15 491 491 100 258 5 73 40 13 ¥ 5
82 SQULLIVAN 5 1213 2 298 5034 5034 00 216 6 18 & 8 U 7
83 SUMNFR 2 470 99 2,283 2283 100 244 29 8 3 6 B 7
34 TIPTON 3.8 6.2 1,760 1,160 100 429 95 105 30 21 1% 9
85 TROUSDALE 50 9 216 216 100 181 1 3 B3 1
86 UNICOI 15.1 33 734 134 100 247 0 0 33 17 8 10
87 UNION 93 20 612 612 100 356 4 %2 38 19 32 10
88 YANBUREN 36 8 228 218 10 230 2 5 5 5§ 9
89 WARREN 5.5 54 1,504 1,504 100 239 16 91 37 12 6l 6
%0 WASHINGTON 5 703 2 152 3126 13 3113 100 234 ¥ 1 0 1 s 7
91  WAYNE 119 : 25 798 198 100 277 12 8 27 16 19 11
92  WEAKLEY 26.7 53 1497 1497 100 195 3 o7 40 12 89 N
B WHITE 164 34 1,091 1091 100 407 3 81 4 B 8 F
9 WILLIAMSON 2.6 6.4 1376 1,376 100 275 27 713 35 12 43 9
95  WILSON 2 132 6.9 1,583 1,583 100 302 B 9% 337 13 8 9
TEXAS :
254 COUNTIES 10,7466 1435 22110 39678 44758 355120 8 270 10849 M 33 18 78 9
I ANDERSON 296 55 1,361 1361 100 287 27 M ¥ 1816 4
2 ANDREWS 121 26 203 203 100 364 4 9 338 12 B 12
3 ANGELINA 483 10.1 2,246 2206 10 242 ¥ % A B 1B Y
4 ARANSAS 19 16 35 3% 100 260 8 83 29 4 16 12
5 ARCHER =~ 1 62 12 151 151 100 162 n g A 7
6 ARMSTRONG 20 3 43 42 100 239 2 5 6 U m 1
1 ATASCOSA 204 8 42 1,118 1116 100 303 27 % 28 27 18 5
8 AUSTN 143 25 102 02 10 227 5 68 27 2 151 10
9 BAILEY . 103 21 KIE] ug ! 425 31 v 27 3 11 9
10 BANDERA 44 8 219 219 100 263 2 4 2 B ]
11 BASTROP 166 29 878 878 100 368 A YU 27 2 16 8
12 BAYLOR 59 11 231 231 100 30 7 63 3 18 29 18
13 BEE 246 3 47 1,114 330 7 0 09 2 17 26 0 2 5
14 BELL 5 1196 5 229 4,602 438 4164 90 258 133 05 39 13 5 11
15 BEXAR 2 1921 150 1635 32430 4,319 2808t 8 258 770 101 31 21 o4 8
16 BLANCO 37 5 140 0 100 26 $ B % U 8N
17 BORDEN 1.3 3 42 42 100 128 21 6 67
18  BOSQUE 15 1.9 515 515 100 23.2 3 6 35 10 5 12
13 BOWIE 1 £5.8 5 130 2,983 us 2635 8 211 21 08 3% 17 10 ¢
20 BRAIORIA "~ 3 «0 A 2.0 2,69 269 100 195 15 87 32 15 42 7
21 BRAZ0S 510 3 94 2,166 2166 100 322 A 116 82 4 B 7
22 BREWSTER 12 15 34 334 100 303 11112 3 4 3 11
23 BRISCOE 37 b 140 140 1 316 8 8 23 X
24 BROCKS | 87 8 17 484 0 4 5 20 5 118 27 21 51 &
25 BROWN 267 49 1,247 1247 10 231 12 15 4 U &6 3§




Existing and Potantial Resourcas for Family Planning Programs (@ Designates Location of One or More Programs or Kesourcas within County)
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planniag Services: Current Programs, Rescurces and Relsted Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected Estimated Family Planning Nesd Selected Health and Demographic Indices
cgmcurhuc- (000s) and Service Levels Infant Mortality | Est. | Live Birth
1961-1965 Fert. | Orderas
Rate | % of Births
1 2 3 4 § 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 4] 1516 17 | 18
§ I by
53 = IR
g |8 Eg g"g ¥ i & e |5 g ﬁ; 01
8 § E'E 'E B 3 p E ‘g 3§ 2B
.! : 3 z i = - = ) i £ |8
g 3 $ e |3 2 |22 |z sg sk Elgl|fls =8 |52
: s| 3 (5[5 8 (388 (88| & B R EIH D
2| 3 [B| B |E2|3| P | 35F |3f | Py (53] 3| <% |m|E|E|SR|E:
TEXAS
26 BURLESON 103 1 18 555 555 100 206 3 76 30 28 21
27  BURNET 104 19 408 408 100 293 @ 70 27 15 4
28 CALDWELL 175 .6 33 %40 940 100 430 2 100 25 27 6l
29 CALHOUN 193 24 4] 638 638 100 191 J I 8 17 8
30 CALLAHAN 98 1.8 403 403 100 209 2 45 45 8 15
31 CAMERON 1 1515 150 295 8712 514 818 93 331 365 145 24 ¥ 4 )
32 CAMP 19 15 417 417 100 32 3 719 4% 2 18 7
33 CARSON 15 1.7 15 182 182 100 227 4 2 2 6 8 9
34 CASS 241 46 1249 1,249 100 254 1 711 3 171 9 8
35 CASIRO 123 21 § 468 100 381 30 103 23 26 7 10
36 CHAMBERS 11.9 26 436 29 137 31 258 8 69 26 14 132 15
37 CHEROKEE M4 6.3 1,888 k] 184 38 251 19 711 32 18 8 8
38  CHILDRESS 12 1.2 263 263 100 303 9 103 3% 14 % S
39 CLAY 80 14 250 250 100 136 51 30 5 4 16
40 COCHRAN 14 14 190 190 100 404 B 112 2 % 6
41 COKE 30 5 89 89 100 214 1 77 15 15 5
42 COLEMAN 11.6 1 20 510 510 100 167 61 42 15 171 12
43 COLLIN 3 52.9 102 2,091 2091 100 221 21 102 35 15 4 9
44 COLLINGSWORT 58 1.0 206 206 100 368 10 76 2 28 28 6
45 COLORADO 187 35 828 828 100 371 31 8 31 2110 1
46 COMAL 225 B 46 131 731 100 273 21 8 3 28 3
47 COMANCHE 137 1.0 23 655 655 100 387 18 4 29 16
48 CONCHO 37 6 140 (140 100 223 1 66 38 U
49  COOKE 24 45 794 794 100 273 19 71 30 21 70
50 CORYELL 37 51 1192 1,192 100 184 2 & 3B B 29
5t COTTLE 42 1 8 0l 201 100 590 17 8 34 3 &
52 CRANE 40 8 48 48 100 262 4 0 &2 8 5%
53  CROCKETT 41 8 111 111 100 103 100 29 21 26
54  CROSBY 114 10 21 412 412 100 337 2 119 26 3% 6
55 CULBERSON 35 J 121 121 100 358 10 133 21 28 43
56 DALLAM - 65 3 12 210 210 100 354 11 98 39 6 5
57 DALLAS 3 1,163.3 2548 30,285 3,500 2678 8 249 80 93 36 2 112
58 DAWSON 195 2 36 559 559 100 335 6 107 26 22 37 8
59  DEAF SMITH 2.9 3 45 751 751 100 454 70 114 2% 27 8
60 DELTA 6.9 12 410 410 100 331 6 54 52 U 18 3
61 ODENTON - 3 61.6 115 2989 2989 100 194 8 5 42 9 8 7
62 DEWIT 210 2 37 1,131 1,131 100 354 3 MU BB Y 8
63 DICKENS 46 10 2 ) 188 100 483 15 2 4 11 B G
64  DIMMIT 10.7 15 22 812 812 100 473 40 115 23 % 19 6
65 DONLEY 41 ¥ 158 158 100 126 65 32 9 45 5
66 DUVAL 13.2 5 25 m 172 100 286 18 113 26 28 48 8
67 EASTLAND 184 3l 805 805 100 245 9 66 46 7 58 11
68 ECTOR 1 .5 203 2,102 2102 100 206 0 9% 33 1l 6 9
69 EDWARDS 24 6 1 111 100 493 9 & 2 ¥ 17
70 ELLS 3 451 85 1,902 1902 100 304 5 92 31 2 115 7
71 ELPASO 1 #4713 9 12 11479 4198 1281 83 27 33 137 31 2 N3 8
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Table 1. Nead for Subsidized Family Plannlng Services: Cursant Programs, Resources and Related Indicas for V.S, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Existing and Potantial Resources for Family Planning Programs (e Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources withia County)
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planaing Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related indices for U.8., Ench State and County, FY 1968 continved
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Tabla 1. Need for Sudsidized Family Flanning Services: Curvant Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need for Subsidlzed Famil; Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Relsted Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. NMeed for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Rasources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Suts and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Nesd for Subsidized Family Planaing Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need for Subsldized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, Resvarces and Ralated Indicas for U.S., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Need (or Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Pregrams, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Existing and Potentiol Resturces for Fomily Planaing Programs (o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources withla County)
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Table 1. Need for Subaldized Fomily Planning Senvices: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for V.S, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
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Table 1. Maed for Subsidized Femily Planning Services: Currant Pragrems, Resources oad Related Indices for U.S., Each Stats and County, FY 1968 coatinued

ulation and Seiscted Estimeted Fomily Plonning Need Salected Hoalth end Demogrephic Indices

sracteristice (000s) and Service Levels Infant Mortality | Est. [ e Birih

1961-196% Fert, | Orderas

Rats |9 of Births
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§5 WASHBllRN‘ 100 3 18 Y 7 100 219 § 11 2 3 3
66  WASHINGTON 13 537 10.1 165 765 100 219 % 125 2 235 19 7
67 WAUKESHA 3 1938 395 2317 33 2284 % 20 4 9% 27 18 3 6
68 WAUPACA . 11 6.7 1,038 1038 100 203 3 8 AN 2 5 6
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Existing and Potentla] Resourcas 27 Family Planaing Programs (@ Designatas Location of 0na or Mors Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physiclans In Pativut Cere Hospitals Med. OEO Prcgrams Othet Fedenal Health | P.P.
. Sch, Programs Depts.
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1. continued

Pogulatlna and Sslected Estimated Family Planning Need Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Charactesistics (000s) and Service Lavels Infant Morality | Est [ Live Birth
1961-196$ Fart, | Ordaras
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Plonning Programs (@ Designates Location of One o7 More Programs or Resources within County)
Non-Federal Physiclans in Patient Care Hospitals Mdd. OEO Programs Other Federal Health | P.P.
Sch. Programs Depts.
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I3 & 3 4 1 63 PLATTE 16
7 % 6 1 1 6 1 253 SHERIDAN 17
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3 & 11 38 2 - A9 ’ KAUAL 3
B 8 n 4 9 4 m . MAUI 4

173



SECTION II. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 2, 313 COUNTIES CONTAINING HALF OF U.S. UNMET
NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES: NEED,
SERVICE LEVELS, EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RESOURCES
FOR PROGRAM EXPANSION, FY 1968

NOTES TO TABLE 2.
All column headings appear as in Table 1 {see notes to Table 1)
except the following:

Column 1
Rank Number shows the ranking, from high to low, of each county
by number of medlcally lndlgent women not served (Column 4).

----- ~

Column 8

Number of Known Health Department Clmlc Locations shows the
. number of locations at which health departmentr reported the op-
. eration of family pianning clinics, In response to the CFPPD survey.

Column 10

Number of Planned Parenthood-Affiliated Clinics shows the number
of locations at which Pianned Parenthood Affiliates reported the
operation of family planning clinics, ln response to the CFPPD
survey, ‘

' : Columin 11
Number of Other Agencies Reporting Services shows the number
of agencies other than health departments, hospitals or [Mannaed
Parenthood Affiliates reporting the provision of family planning
services, in response to the CFPPD survey.

Column 12
« s . : : Hospitals Not Reporting Family Planning Services shows the number
s 4 - . ' . of non-profit, general care hospitals reporting births (as defined in
. : ) Column 25, Table 1), iess the number of such hospitals reporting
. ; family planning services and enumerated in Column 9 (or Column
‘ ) ' 27, Table 1).

: Column 13

. Births In Column 12 Hospitals as 9% of Hospital Births shows the

Y ; - - : . ratio of births reported In the hospitals enumerated in column 12 as
v not providing family planning services to ail births reported by non-

profit hospitals (Column 26, Table 1).

v ’ : column 14

’ ‘ Counties without Health Department’ Famlly Plannlng Servlces
Bullet Identifies counties in which no family planning services were
reported to be provlded by health deparlments

» ' o Column17 i

* . t . Counties with OEO or PHS Nelghborhood Health Cenler Bu!Iet
‘ ¢ : . Identifies counties which have one or more comprehensive health
¢ ’ centers funded either by OEO or PHS (see Columns 31 and 34,
Table 1).
[ 4 * 1] -
» % L] :
3 4
. L]
3 [} - ‘

El{lC‘ 1 74//175




Table 2, 313 Counties Containing Hall of US. Unmaet Need fovr Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Program
Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medicaily Indigent Women Not Served; o Designates Location of One or Morr Programs or Resousces within County)

Exisling and Polential Resources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning .
Need and Service Levels h(';’,}’n'if";'ﬁ'l' ':'n"'l'ﬂ"’ Related Health and Organizational Resources
1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 | 16 17 18119
— 1] T %3
g SJER fliiE |2
g E. & £ 5 E_‘g_ : 310
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TOTAL Jt3COUNTIES 22076 80 587,743 28854 456 344 421 13 1219 B4 131 280 15 37 $ 8
1 LOSANGELES  CALIFORNIA B8 M 3253 1263 18 é 12 1 8 7N v o o °* e
2 COOK ILLINOIS 42 A , 311 825 18 9 12 % 65 o o L
3 KNGS NEW YORK 20¢ 6 219% M0 ¢ B3 5 1 5 2% o o ¢ LI
4 WAYNE MICHIGAN B7 66 20 54 8 12 1 a N o o L
5 PHILADELPHIA PENNSYLVANIA 320 65 17,513 195 15 6 1 11 2% o o o L

-6 HARRIS TEXAS 312 69 1370 60 17 4 15 5 48 o o
] BEXAR TEXAS 81 & 3 324 2 13 3 &4 o o o
8 DADE FLORIDA 271 75 8955 361 ] 1 3 20 o o o e o
9  DALLAS TEXAS 268 88 3,50 303 1 4 5 4 15 o
10 ALLEGHENY PENNSYLVANIA 251 80 6348 ns 5 19 13 59 o L o o s
11 SHELBY TENNESSEE 249 8 4389 N3 2 3 1 12 .

12 SANDEGO CALIFORNIA 236 92 1,962 %6 7 1 ¥ ¥ o o o
13 REWVORK NEW YORK 194 39 2972 82 12 19 5 2 8 o o o o o
14 ORANGE CALIFORNIA 194 8 269 21 2 8 100 o
15 MARICOPA ARIZONA 193 82  43% 281 N0 5 2 10 30 o o
16 STLOUS MISSOUR! 185 58 135% 24 3 5 3 n o o o e o
17 QUEENS REW YORK 184 N 6,865 252 6 5 1 K o o o . o
18 CUYAHOGA OHIO 174 59 12191 26 3 7 15 1 12 3 o . o o
13 BRONX NEW YORK 173 48 19112 %4 3 6 2 13 * o . .

20 MIDDLESEX MASSACHUSETT 169 95 912 179 4 K N . o o
21 JEFFERSON ALABAMA 167 65 B892 57 4 1 2 1 ® o o o

22 ORLEANS LOUISIANA 162 61 10330 6.6 1 3 1 ! & o o o
23 NORFOLK = VIRGINIA 162 8 3000 192 3 2 3 60 . o
24 RIE NEW YORK 162 8 406 0.2 4 3 6 55 o L o o
25  SANBERNARD] CALIFORNIA 156 9% 615 162 2 1 3 9 .

26  SUFFOLK NEW YORK 152 % 958 162 § 10 100 * o

21 HILLSBOROUGH FLORIDA 150 8i 3 185 6 3 100 o o

.28 FULTON GEORGIA 146 59 10,069 A7 | 2 6 5 & o o e o
29 TARRANT TEXAS 145 8 302 1.5 1 1 4 4 1 LI
30 SANTACLARA  CALIFORNIA 144 92 1,208 156 5 2 1 9 M o o o

BALTIMORE MARYLAND 41 4 1794 20 |4 7 3 § & o o . o o
BROWARD FLORIDA 134 18 3519 169 6 ) 3 5 o o
HAMILTON - OHID 134 69 5928 193 6 k| 6 3 3 . . LA
PINELLAS FLORIDA 133 83  26& 160 i 4 5% o

JEFFERSON KENTUCKY 129 76 4165 171 1 1 8 83 o .

ALAMEDA CALIFORNIA 123 59  8M8 209 2 4 B * o o o o
RIVERSIDE CALIFORNIA 118 9 399 122 2 1 3 . o

€S8X NEW JERSEY 115 63 68718 184 5 2 0 %0 o . ° o
MILWAUKEE  WISCORSIN 115 8 259 140 3 6 13 7 . o

HIDALGO TS 114 8 250 139 7 7 4 100 * o

KING WASHINGTON 114 74 399 154 b 2 2 16 86 e o * o
OKLAHOMA OKLAHOMA 112 8 1,114 129 1 3 1 81 » o

DAYIDSON TENNESSEE 111 8 52 183 3 5 4 LI . .
ESSEX MASSACHUSETT 110 100 $ 11 1 10 8 . .

OAKLAND MICHIGAR 1 9 3 113 1 2 3N . o




Table 2. 313 Counties Contalning Half of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Famlly Planning Services: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potential Resources rur Program
Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Nol Served; o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

Existing and Potential Resovrces (or Program Expansion
Estimated Faraily Planning
Need ond Service Levels E‘::‘I‘imf'rm" ':‘;c';:‘l“‘ Related Health and Osganizational Resources
1 2 3 4 5 § 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 { 16 1”7 1819
2 8
g g'ﬁ it HE T
£5 |3 4 LA ‘“% EE‘
B 3| kB £§ 0 |ud Eg 532|358 8 gx |8t |2 .
: R LU RTHEE B B e R
g £ 37| = 2EF €| ® e T g E
AR HE T e
B| 2 | 5 |32 |¥3| 3f |25EB|sE|5 |S55|55|EE|5w)3%3|38(35|388(32 38
46 LUZERNE PENNSYLVANIA 107 89 1,362 121 1 B 100 o ] ]
47 WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETT 106 83 168 108 2 11 7 o o o
48  CHARLESTON  SOUTHCAROLI 106 79 2,800 135 1 1 4 5] . o o
49 JACKSON MISSOURI 102 70 4,280 145 4 15 6 o LI o
50 BRISTOL MASSACHUSETT 102 100 10.2 6 100 ] o .
51  PULASKI ARKANSAS 100 @ 1,076 11.2 3 | 1 & o o ' L
§2  SUFFOLK MASSA 101 63 5818 15.9 7 2 o o L o o
53 DUVAL FLORIDA 100 & 634 16.7 ¢ 1 3 2 o .
4 NASSAU NEW YORK 100 79 2613 126 4 4 3 & o °« .
55 CADDO LOUISIANA 99 38 26 10.2 1 1 3 3% o o
56  HAMILTON TENNESSEE 9% 9B 20 98 | [ o L o ..
57 MARION INDIANA 95 &8 430 138 15 9 3 8 o e
58  KNOX TENNESSEE 95 & 1,500 110 1 3 8 o S
50 HUDSON NEW JERSEY 94 85 1,705 111 4 5 100 o LI e
60 PROVIDENCE  RHODEISLAND 94 70 4,106 135 1 1 4 B8 o o o 0
61  WESTMORELAND PENNSYLYANIA 93 100 10 93 1 4 78 L o i
62 HONOLULUY HAWAII 93 91 b7 102 3 2 5 B o 5 e e
63 FRESNO CALIFORNIA 32 8 1852 110 5 1 6 68 o . o
64  MOBILE ALABAMA $1 1l 3793 129 5 1 4 8 . o
65 PALMBEACH  FLORIDA 91 8l 2,081 1.2 7 6 10 . o
66  MONTGOMERY OHIO 9.0 & 1918 109 | 11 31 8 LI ¢ ey, 0
67  FAIRFIELD CONMNECTICUT 88 &4 1615 - 104 6 4 1 9 L LI °
68 TRAVIS TEXAS 87 8 1075 98 5 1 3 100 L0 e ) o
69 SACRAMENTO  CALIFORNIA 87 91 850 85 | 1 5 & ¢ e e B
70 MULTNOMAH  OREGOR 85 19 233 - 108 | 2 17 & e e ] ' o
71 HINBS MISSISSIPP! 83 88 1,180 95 1 3 5 e e L BT
72 MACOMB MICHIGAN . 83 99 ] 84 1 1 100 o o o et
73 MONMOUTH NEW JERSEY 83 % n 87 1 2 1 ¥ e e ey
74 FRANKLIN OHI0 82 5 8l 164 2 9 I o e e o0 o
75  CAMERON TEXAS - 82 @ 54 88 3 3 100 o 8 e
76 TULSA . OKLAHOMA 82 & 1,147 99 1 ] 5 100 (e o s @
17 RICHAND SOUTHCAROLL 81 72 .09 11.2 5 | 3 5 S, o
78 SUMMIT OHI0 - 18 8 1,067 89 2 2 2 4 LR R
719 YORK - VIRGINIA 18 100 18 4 100 L SRR
80  HARTFORD CONNECTICUT 18 78 215 10.0 | 4 3 U ¢ 0. o ¢« o
81 EASTBATONR  LOUISIANA 17 N 2075 98 i 1 1 5% ° . : Koy
82 PIERCE WASHINGTON 17 9 09 84 1 ) 6 10 . @ s o
83  GUILFORD NORTHCAROLI 77 ® 524 33 4 10 P o
8 WAKE NORTHCAROLI 77 95 25 81 i 2 o ° N
85 LAXKE INDIANA « 11 % 525 82 - 13 4 100 ° LI o )
86 GREENVILE  SCUTHCAROLI 76 89 9 86 1 1 4 o .0 e v
87  RICHMOND GEORGA - 76 8 1,365 90 1 2 YU * 3
88 CUMBERLAND NORTHCAROLI 75 & 1160 87 p 2 100 * - A 3
89  HAMPDEN MASSACHUSETT 75 99 100 1.6 2 & A IR I o
90 JErFERSON LOUSIANA 74 100 i 14 2 100 o LIS A
.91 NEWHAVER  CONNECTICUT 14 N 285 103 1 1 7 ° ° o yria e
~ 92 ORANGE FLORIDA 13 N 298 . 102: 4 : 5 100 LIRS
9 ELPASD - TENAS - 13 B3 4198 115 1 - 4 2 8 o T S T U
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Table 2. 313 Counties Containing Haif of U.S, Unmel Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service Levals, Existing snd Potenlisl Resources for Program
Expansion, FY 19568 (Ranksd by Number of Modically Indigent Women Not Served; o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

Existing and Potentia! Resources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levals E’a’m&’;‘ﬂ :'n'c'l'ﬂ"‘ Related Health and Organizations] Resources
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ] 13 14 15 [ 16 17 18 | 12
'3 2 ) § )
g g |z8l3ele | ElZulE, |ay
3 ££13 138 (2 B5i3, | 2|z2|2% 8|3
§§ ol E By 3§ § Eg’ 5 8 gg SRS =‘§ 3
X g | 2P 1288 2183 [85|28|58 855 ed |52 5% |83 £
£ s5 |23 . i3 |33 % 32 |Xgx 52138 |52 |5:
N § (60| B8 (Fisalsd |3 (000000 salaty (et |ec 25 e
. dox : | 258 |2kl 5E|ae £ 1€} a €
3] 3 § |38 |§3| 3f |3558|sB|5|52z|58|Es|E7(383|38(38 585 5|5
9 NUECES TEXAS 12 715 2,358 96 4 2 10 U J J
95  MUSCOGEE GEORGIA 12 & 1,547 1] 2 100 U
9%  SALTLAKE UTAH 12 % 493 17 3 2 3 52 U .
97 KRN CALIFORNIA 12 8 1,19 84 4 ] 4 75 U
98  WESTCHESTER  NEW YORK 71 68 33 105 1 2 )] 12 88 e .
93 HENNEPIN MINRESOTA 11 XA 6,007 13.1 6 2 1 13 9 U U e o
100  FAYETTE PERNSYLVANIA 7.1 @8 120 12 1 2 4 U
101 HONROE REW YORK 110 3,097 10.2 4 ) 3 4 . . .
102 PASSAIC NEW JERSEY 11 & 1,118 82 1 2 2 4 68 U
103  DELAWARE PENNSYLYANIA 70 % 315 13 2 3 % ® U
14 CHATHAM GEORGIA 69 88 842 19 2 1 88 . J
105 CONTRACOSTA CALIFORMIA 69 8 1,528 85 ) § 1 L s
106  SPARTANSBURG SOUTHCAROLI 69 88 976 19 1 2 100 L U
07 STCLAR REINOIS 89 I 69 5 100 . L U
108 POLK FLORIDA 69 73 2,510 85 9 )¢ 6 718
FLORIDA 69 B 500 74 3 3 100 U
PENNSYLVANA 68 W 0 18 1 7 10 L U
KANSAS 68 % 123 68 ] 4 100 U U
NEW JERSEY 68 & 1,515 83 | 3 6§ 2 N LI
TEXAS 66 88 ] 14 5 3 100 U
PENNSYLYANIA 66 100 66 5 100 L L
OHI0 T65 B 47 67 1 1 ] 658 4 U
CALIFORKIA 65 9 21 Y] 9 5 100 U )
ARIZONA 64 M 280 87 2 1 i 3 9% v J
ALABAMA 64 8 916 13 1 1 10 o o L
WEST VIRGIN 64 8l 1,516 19 6 100 o o U
NEW JERSEY 61 9 21 6.5 2 2 8 ] U U
YIRGIHIA 62 100 6.2 3 10 L
CALFORNIA © 61 8 1,278 14 7 100 °
PENNSYLVANIA 61 @ 484 6.6 3 4 4 U U
ALABAMA 60 78 1,686 12l 1 4 10 J J .
GEORGIA 60 91 611 65 i U
MASSACHUSETT 60 o7 200 6.2 1 6 N U U '
O8O 59 & 342 93 4 4 3 4 43 U U
ALABAMA  * 59 @ 433 6.3 1 100 U
“NEW JERSEY 59 10 59 1 2 N . . .
MISSISSIPPI 58 & 19 60 1 10 .
MARYLAND 58 & 973 87 3 1 2 1 U
TEXAS 57 100 57 1 100 ] U U
PENNSYLVANIA 56 100 56 5 100 U U
FLORIDA 56 & 1425 71 2 10 U
PENNSYLYANIA 58 100 5.6 4 100 ° .
LOUISIANA 56 100 56 3 10 ] .
CALIFORMIA * 55 % 631 61 2 7 00 .
NEWYORK 54 722 2167 18 1 4 4 78 . . U
FLORIDA = 54 & 957 64 4 100 e o
NEW JERSEY 54 & 828 63 2 2 31 % . . s
MASSACHUSETT 54 100 2 54 1 2 A ° U




Table 2. 313 Counties Contalning Half of U.S. Unmst Need for Subsidized Famlly Planning Serviess: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Program
Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; ® Deslgnates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within Counly) continued

Estimated Famlly Planning Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion
Need and Service Levels &E’I‘ii:}gs?rm" :m:i"‘ Related Heatth and Organizations] Resources

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1211 1 15| 16 17 18] 19

K3 4 2 : e

g 7 (2832l | E|Ex|E_ |2

% £ les. [58]3|%8 §§ 55 §g 22| 3|28 |25 HE
-] R 2 &3 |2 g |EE [2s|=2 ﬁ% BE. 3 cg|ex 25 =

3 22 i3 EE g5 £ (23 |85|28|38(855 |2 |2 28 |gd|e
5 z= 57| 28 |z:8 §:¥ 3 5F [sw|uZ (S| FEQ(EE(5A 158 |5 ”E
1| 3 IR B e
5| 3 5 |33 (38| 35 |35ES|gB| 5 |Fi5(58|EE|Ev|s8d|a8|a8 5k ]sn A
142 CAMDEN NEW JERSEY 54 13 2,009 14 1 2 3 I8 . .
143 ROBESON NORTHCAROLI 53 @3 416 57 1 100 .
144 ERIE PENNSYLVANIA 53 97 145 55 1 1 I @ . . .
145 STLANDRY LOUISIARA 53 100 53 2 100 .
145 SPOHANE WASHINGTON 53 R 107 54 4 100 U
147 KENT MICHIGAN 53 N 1518 69 6 l 7 2 % o o .
148 STANISLAUS  CALIFORKIA 53 % 300 56 )} 6 & . °
149  DEKALB GEORGIA 52 1 2,090 73 1 1 6 1 100 . o
150  BERKS PENRSYLVANIA 51 97 135 53 2 2 1 . LI e
151  BUNCOMSE NORTHCAROLI 51 89 58 1 1 8 o o . .
152 DOUGLAS NEBRASKA 51 78 142 6.6 3 1 6 1 8 ¢ e .
153  ONEIDA NEW YORK 51 8 8 52 1 4 100 . U
154 STLOUIS MINNESOTA 51 99 49 51 . | 9 100 . ° U
155  PRINCESSANN  ViRGINIA 51 100 51 1 100
156  SULLIVAN TENNESSEE 50 10 50 2 { 1 62 .
157 FORSYTH NORTHCAROLI 50 76 1,538 6.5 1 2 5 o .
158 GASTON NORTHCAROLI 50 92 423 54 2 100 °
159  RAPIDES LOUISIANA 50 76 1,606 6.6 1 3 100 o .0
160 FLORENCE SOUTHCAROLI 49 W 352 52 7 2 100 .
161  PIKE KENTUCKY 48 9 106 « 1 100 . U
162 MONTEREY CALIFORNIA 48 100 3 48 5 100 . .
163  OCEAN NEW JERSEY 41 B 8 48 l 2 60 o o
164  LANCASTER PENNSYLYANIA 47 % 530 52 1 3 3 5 . ° .0 .
165 ATt NORTHCAROLL 47 93 381 51 1 100 '
166  GREENE - MISSOURI 417 % 20 50 2 10 o o s
167 BERNALILLO  NEWMEXICO 1 1 1,925 66 46 2 b 1 13 o o U
168  GALYESTCN TEXAS 47 8 1149 58 2 1 & . .
169  CALCASIEU LOUISIANA - 46 100 46 4 100 . . i
170 VERNON LOUISIANA 46 100 46 . B
171 HADISON ILINOIS 46 100 46 5 100 . ° -
172 CUMBERLAND MAINE 46 100 46 6 100 . o .
173 GENESEE MICHIGAN - 45 8l 2,942 15 1 3 I B . o ' o
174 PITISYLVANIA - VIRGIMA - £5 10 45 2 100 . o
175  CALHOUN ALABAMA 45 100 2 46 2 100 L
176 LAFAYETTE LOUISIANA 45 100 45 3 100 . '
117 MBANY NEW YORK 45 N 132 58 1 i 2 6 o . o
118 0088 GEORGIA 45 9 1% 47 1 100
179  ELPASO COLORADO 4 9 491 49 1 l 3 100 o o
180  MAHONING OHID 4 % L3\ 58 . 2 1 109 . .
181  BURLINGTON - NEW JERSEY “u % 162 46 i . 1 % . .
18 RALEIGH WEST YIRGINS 44 100 44 1 100 v U o«
183 JEFFERSON ARKANSAS 4 9 271 46 2 1 100 ° s .
184 WAYNE NORTHCAROLI 43 & 912 52 1 100 . °
185 SONOMA CALIFORNIA 43 8l e} $3 4 100 U
185 SNOHOMISH WASHINGTON 42 9 126 Y} 1 4 100 ‘e
187  ANDERSON SOUTHCAROL! 42 93 kxk} 46 1 : o v
188 VAMNDERF'RGH INDIANA - 42 9 624 48 1 3 6 LIRTI c
189 LORAIN 0H10 42 100 42 4 100 . * “
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Tabls 2. 313 Counlies Contalning Half of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Famity Planning Services: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potentla) Resources for Program
. Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked by Mumber of Medically indigent Women Not Served; o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

i Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning ——
Need and Service Levels D'c"‘ih’;f‘f:ﬂ“;‘?;"::;“ Related Health and Organizational Resources
1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10 11 12113 14 15 | 18 17 18 |19
P g K T |n
g t |e8lazl|s | ElEgl|E. |z¢
g g |£8|38 |3 5k EE|_
¥ s |zs [28]3 |33 (24|33 8212, | T182158 |23
B R AR L B B SRR
: R B R M R e I
2 55 |Ev | 35 |Ss |20 | 8 |EE,|Relas |00 |2EE |82 (8 (82 (82182
= E = 2 A = 2 e S o € ESE E§ a@= R :ag k= €= 'E'm 'g; €
3| 3 5 |28 |P3| B |2558|cB|5|5EI|5E[BE|E%)a85|35]38 5853232
10 ALLEN INDIANA 42 100 42 3 100
191  DANE WISCONSIN 42 9% 185 44 1 4 9N . .
192 BELL TEXAS 42 @0 438 46 1 1 4
193 ORANGE NEW YORK 42 9 M 45 i 6 . .
195  TANGIPAHOA  LOUISIANA 41 100 4] 2 100 . .
135 LANE OREGON 41 100 41 4 100 . .
19  LEHIGH PENNSYLVANIA 41 95 225 43 1 1 41 J J
197 ETOWAH ALABAMA 41 9B 60 42 2 100
198 FAYETTE KENTUCKY 41 1 1519 56 1 | i n .
199 SANMATEO CALIFORNIA 41 N 1,612 51 3 l 41 9 . .
20  ONSLOW NORTHCAROLI 40 9% 175 42 1 0 )
201  MISSISSIPPI ARKANSAS - 40 8 569 45 2 2 100 LI
202 LAKE HLINOIS - 40 100 40 5 100 ) * o
203 HHLLSBOROUGH NEWHAMPSHIR 40 100 40 7 100 . . .
204 LUBBOCK TEXAS 40 76 124 52 4 2 10 J
25  DOUGHERTY GEORGIA 40 9B 69 40 i 100 .
206 LAUDERDALE  MISSISSIPPI 40 9 19 42 4 100 .
207 FAIRFAX VIRGINIA 40 100 40 1 .
208  BUCKS [CNNSYLYANIA 40 9 425 44 | 4 100 o o 0
209 BLAIR PENNSYLYANIA 40 9 116 41 1 P .
210 CHESTER PENNSYLYANIA 39 96 157 41 4 4 2 4 . .
211 WASHINGTON  MISSISSIPPY 8 8 514 45 3 100
212 NORTHAMPTON PENNSYLVANIA 39 9 215 41 1 1 1 5 . .
213 SMITH TEXAS 9 9 19 40 1 2 100
214 YAKIMA WASHINGTON 39 9 25 41 1 4 100 LI
215  INGRAM MICHIGAN 38 U 126 4.6 1 1 3 5 .
216 SUMIER SOUTACAROLI 38 94 265 41 | 1 100 s 0
217 WINNEBAGO ILLINOIS 8 100 38 3 10 . .
213 JORNSTON NORTHCAROLI 38 95 212 40 I 100 .
215 ALACHUA FLORIDA 38 8 628 44 4 1 1 5 . .
20 ORANGEBURG SOUTHCAROLI 38 & 853 47 3 X 1 100 .
221  RICHMOND NEW YORK 8 9 358 41 2 2 N . .
222 WCOLENNAN TEXAS 7 o 2,069 58 3 1 100 . o 0 .
223 HORRY SOUTHCAROLL 37 88 522 42 3 2 100 .
224 ELKHART INDIANA 37 100 37 2 100 o
225 SAMFRANCISC  CALIFORNIA 7 B8 9,118 128 6 2 6 48 LI . LI
226 BUTLER OHIO 37 % 406 4] 2 3 100 ° .
221  TRUMBULL OHI0 37 % 200 39 | . °
228 NEWLONDON  COMNECTICUT 36 % 12 38 1 1 1 ¥ . . .
223  MERCER NEW JERSEY K] 1549 5.2 1 1 4 3 8 LI . .
230 WASHINGTON  ARKANSAS 36 8 69 37 1 2 10 °
231 STJOSEPH INDIANA 6 9% 200 38 1 1 1 2 5% .
232 LEON FLORIDA 6 8 453 4] 2 10 .
233 DUPAGE HLLINOIS 6 100 36 4 10 o
234 MARION OREGON 36 100 36 4 100 . .
235 NEWHAMOYER NORTHCAROLI 36 9 263 38
235 NORTHUMBERLA PENNSYLYANIA 35 99 49 36 1 ) I < J
n1 PENNSYLVANIA 35 100 35 3 10 o .




Table 2. 313 Counties Conlaining Half of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Servica Levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Program
Expanslon, FY 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; e Designaes Location of One of More Programs or Resources within County) continued

X Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning . -
Need and Service Levels b{:‘l!i:‘lfsr:tu" zm::"‘ Related Health and Organizational Resources
1 ? 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1 16 17 18 | 19
oy ] K} 2 ]
g T |28|2zls | E|En|E. |24
g P g |£€2 |8, 2558 K 3
£ v |zs (28|38 |3R |24|33(88|2:,| 5152155 |25|3
55 |1Bs| &5 |83 :§ g |55 |(£E|=p|=% i giog|es |Zg|2
X g |23 EE g (52(2 (23 |88|3%|38 £55|e2|85 |88 |&3|s¢
E =2 |59 > >ES §§ 5 ‘5§ S s " 82z g rE 55 XE Egix8
2| 2 38 (3% | 5% |S5>g|S3|3|BE.|ng|8%|53|0E0|0E |85 |08, |82 |4k
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E 3 | 35 (53| 35 |385B|sk|5(5ic|t8|25|5%|555(35)55 (38558 32
238 WICHITA TEXAS 35 100 35 3100 U ¢ o
239 MCDOWELL WESTVIRGINI 35 100 35 . .
240  DURHAM NORTHCAROLI 35 72 1315 49 1 2 49 .
241 Wil ILLIMGIS 35 100 38 2 100 U .
242 WILSON NORTHCAROLI 35 98 68 35 1 100
243 CUMBERLAND  NEW JERSEY 35 % 150 36 2 1 18 U U
244 TALLADEGA ALABAMA 35 % 163 36 2 10 U
245  PEORIA ILLINOIS 35 97 % 36 1 1 2 55 . .
246 DAVIDSON NORTHCAROLI 35 100 35 2 10 U .
247 MERCER WEST YIRGINI 34 100 34 1 100 U .
248  AIKEN SOUTH CAROLI 34 B 16 35 1 1 10 ¢ o
249 BOLIVAR MISSISS(PPI 4 & 486 39 2 100 . U
250 ARLINGTON YIRGIN'A 34 100 KY | 2 100 U .
251  STTAMMANY  LOUISIANA 33 100 33 2 100 .
252 DAUPHIN PENNSYLVANIA 33 69 1,460 48 ) 4 1 4 . ¢ o
253 UTAH UTAR 33 100 33 2 100 U .
254  ANNE ARUNDEL MARYLAND 3 n 1,268 46 13 2 100 .
255 SANTACRUZ  CALIFORNIA 33 9 348 37 ) 4 100 .
256 MORRIS NEW JERSEY 33 &8 436 37 1 2 5 M ° ’
257  SAMPSON NORTHCAROLI 33 S8 & 34 1 100 .
258 YORK SOUTHCARKI 33 8 521 38 3 2 100 . U
253  BERRIEN MICHIGAN 33 100 33 4 100 . . .
260  SOLANO CALIFORNIA 33 8 387 36 1 K ¢ o
261  FAYETTE WEST VIRGINI 33 100 3 1 10 .
262 FORREST MISSISSIPPI 3 9 93 3 2 100 .
263 AROOSTOOK MAINE 32 100 32 6 100 U U
264  CRITTENDEN  ARMANSAS 32 B 2 33 2 1 10
265  RENSSELAER  NEW YORK 32 100 32 3 0 U .
266 YORX PENNSYLVANIA 32 66 1,660 49 1 6 1 2 U ¢ o
267 DUTCHESS REW YORK 2 8 670 39 | ) 3 I 4 .
268  CABELL WEST VIRGINI 32 & 693 39 1 3 100 .
269 CREGG TEXAS 32 100 32 3 100 U
270 SANGAMON ILLINOIS 32 10 2 100 . U
271  CHAMPAIGN ILLINOIS 32 9 kKt 35 ) 1 3 100 U .
212 WSTER REW YORK 31 100 kY| 2 100 U .
213 MADISON TENNESSEE 31 100 kY| 1 1 100
214 SCI0TO OHIO il B8 3 32 1 ] 1 & LI
215 WASHINGTON  TENNESSEE 31 100 13 31 ) .
216 JEFFERSON COLORADO a1 100 31 1 10 U
217 HALIFAX NORTHCAROLI 31 87 i 36 1 100 U .
2718 CHAUTAUQUA  NEW YORX 31 100 i1 5 100 . .
2719  SEBASTIAN ARKANSAS il % 115 32 1 2 100
MANATEE FLORIDA i1 91 k) kY | 1 100 .
LOUISIANA 31 100 il 1 100 U
ALABAMA il &8 X is 1 100 U
INDIANA il % i8 i1 ] 2 100 .
MARYLAND 30 7% 815 33 5 1 2 I & .
MAINE 30 100 30 3 100 U .
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Table 2. 313 Counties Contalning Half of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Pregram
Expansion, F¥ 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

Existing and Potential Resources Tor Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels U:;IEL"IE"; ‘r:""" t'n"’;:""z Relsted Health and Organizational Resources
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1] 12 13 14 15 | 16 17 18119
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- a Q A e‘ R
g g ge, (5313088 (Yul|B8(22 |22, | 5152108 (5203
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286 LENOIR MORTHCAROLI 30 8¢ 359 34 rA U
287  GLOUCESTER  NEW JERSEY 30 100 30 1 100 * *
288 A ISSOURI 0 K 65 3l | 3 100 U
289  SCHENECTADY NEW YORK 0 9 305 33 ) 2 100 U U
20 WILKES NORTHCAROLI 30 98 62 KR 1 100 °
291  SOMERSET PENNSYLYANIA 30 97 31 l 2 N . .
292 PENOBSCOT MAINE 30 ¢ 195 32 1 i I 8 * e
293 DENTON TEXAS 30 100 30 1 100 U
794 HOUSTON ALABAMA 30 1 218 32 1 100
295 NASH NORTHCAROLI 30 85 528 35 :
2%  MARION FLORIDA 30 & 504 35 2 1 100 U
237 COMANCHE OKLAHOMA 30 9 309 13 ) 1 % * ?
253 CAMPBELL YIRGINIA 3¢ 100 30 2 100 *
299 CLEVELAND NORTHCAROLI 30 95 14 a1 3 100 *
30 WARRER MISSISSIPPI 2% 9 ] 0 3 100
01 KAKE ILLINCIS 29 100 29 6 100 . .
302  STLAWRENCE  KEW YORK 29 100 13 29 1 1 4 8 . *
303 CLACKAMAS  OREGON 29 o 200 31 1 1 100 U
304  BERNELEY SOUTH CAROLI 29 % 239 31 3 1 100 U
305  BROOME NEV! YORK 29 ® 633 35 3 4 100 ° o o
306 FLOYD GEORGIA 29 98 60 30 1 100 *
37 CLARK NEYADA 29 68 13% 42 3 00 U
308 ROWAR NORTHCAROLI 29 91 m 31 1 100
309 STCLAR MICHIGAN 29 100 6 29 1 3 100 *
310 GIBSON TENNESSEE 29 100 29 3 2 100
311 KALAMAZOD  MICHIGAN 29 8 43 33 1 i 2 2 4 o o
312 GRAYSON TEXAS 29 9% 136 30 4 3 10 °
313 CULLMAN ALABAMA - 29 @ 214 31 1 100




SECTION Il. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 3. 516 COUNTIES CONTAINING HALF OF EACH STATE'S
UNMET NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES,
8Y OEO REGION AND STATE: NEED, SERVICE LEVELS, EXISTING
AND POTENTIAL FAMILY PLANNING RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM
EXPANSION, FY 1968

NOTES TO TABLE 3.
All column headings appear as in Table 1 or Table 2 (see notes to
Table 1 and Table 2) except the following:

Column 2
Major City identifies largest city in the county.
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6COUNTIES  HALF UNMETMNEED 716 13 %3 930 15 16 2 KLY 3 6 3 1 3
WAYNE OETROIT 387 65 20204 %94 8 12 3 % ’ . .
OAKLAND ROYAL OAX 1o 9 3%3 513 1 2 In J J
MACOMS WARREN 83 9 53 84 1 1 100 J J U
KENT GRANDRAPIBS 53 »7 1,518 69 6 1 2 % J J ]
GENESEE AINT 45 6l 292 1% 1 3 kO J ¢ J
LANSING 8 M 1% 46 | } 3 5 ]
MINNESOTA
87COUNTIES  TOTAL 05 3 9459 199 ] 6 1 11 9% 8 8 1 2 3
20C0UNTIES HALFUNMETMNEED 358 19 9384 452 7 5 7 6 W 183 1 1 2 3
\ MINNEAPOLIS 11 % 6,007 131 6 2 1 3 9 J ¢ J J
STLoms OULUTH 51 9 4 (Y] 1 1 3 10 . ’ .
ST. PAUL- 28 32 &l 1 1 5 8 9l ¢ J J
STCLOW 26 100 26 410 . .
OTTERTAL  FERGUSFALLS 17 100 17 2 10 . .
BUEEARTH  MAKATD 15 100 1 2 10 . .
OUMSTED ROCHESTIR 410 14 2 10 ]
OAXOTA HASTINGS 13 100 13 310 .
ANOKA ANOKA 13 100 13 2 10 . .
WINONA WINONA 11 10 11 i 100 J J
RICE FARBALT 11 10 11 2 100 J J
(TASCA GRANDRAPOS 1] 100 11 310 . .
CROWWING  BRAINERD 10 10 10 2 10 . .
BELTRAMI SEMION 10 W % 10 1 1 % . .
WRIGHT SUFFALO 10 10 10 2 10 . .
MORRISON UTILE FALLS 10 100 10 1 10 J J
POLK CROOKSTON 10 100 10 310 . ’
1000 LONG PRARIE 8 10 S 3 10 ’ .
BECKER OETROM LAXES 9 100 9 1 100 . .
WASHINGTON  STILLWATER g 0 3 2 10 .
o
S O0UNTES  TOTAL mi &8 aun ae? B u 8 1 1% ® n % 10 4 2 ?
I300UNTIES MALFUNMETMEED 901 72 354% 1255 3 2 %N 1 i K ! 8 3} 3 2 ¢
CUYAHOGA  CLEYELAND ne 8 121 A6 3 118 1 ” ¥ . * .
HAMRLTON CNCIUAN @ $928 1%} 3 L I % . o 0 .
MONTGOMERY  DAYTON 0w 198 109 I n } & . ¢ 0 .
FRANKLIN COLUMBLS 22 % Ll 164 P 1 ® . . . .
SUMMIT AXRON 13 8 1,087 [X) 2 2 2 8 . . .
STARR CANTON 6 9 2 67 1 1 3 8 . .
LUCAS s 0 % L }] 2 1} {8 ’ .
YOMGSTOWMN 44 M 141 L ] 2 1 100 . .
LORAIN L ? 10 42 4 100 . .
SUMER HAMA TON 9% 406 41 2 3100 . .
TRMBLL WARREN 9% 20 1 1 . .
010 POR 9% n LV 1 1 1 4 . .
CUARK SPRINGF €10 1 R 17 u | 1 ! 10 .
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Tadle 3. 516 Counties Containing Half of Each State’'s Unmet Need lor Subsidized Family Planning Services, by OEQ Region and Slate: Need, Service Levels, Existing snd
Poteatial Resources for Program Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked in Each State by Number of Medically Indigeat Women Not Served; @ Jesignates Location of One or More Pro-
grams or Resources within County) continued

Existing ond Potential Resources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Planning -
Need and Service Levels Estimated .’;:'2".2:,:';‘" Related Health and Organizational Rusources
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WISCONSIN
71 COUNTIES  TOTAL 64 9 218 Nl 4 2 M2 R n o
ISCOUNTIES  MALF UNMETMEED 386 93 218 413 L I | M 08 15 ?
MAWAGUEE  MILWAUKEE s & 250 MO 3 b 3 n U U
DANE MADISON 2 % 185 X 1 { % ) J
WAUKESHA ~ WAUKESHA 23 9N kt] 23 1 3 10 '
RACINE RACINE 21 10 21 3 10 ¢ ¢
ROCK JAMESYLLE 20 100 20 3 I . ¢
BROWN GREENBAY 20 100 20 3 0 .
MARATHON WAUSAY 19 100 19 2 100 .
WINEBAGO  OSHXOSH 19 100 1.9 2 10 L
OQUTAGAMIE 16 100 16 2 10 U
FONDDULAC  FOND DU LAC 16 100 16 3 0 J J
WA LA 16 100 16 4 100 U U
LANCASTER 15 100 15 5 10 ] U
SHEBOYGAN  SHEBOYGAN 15 10 15 3 1 .
KENOSHA 15 10 1$ 2 10 J
DOOGE ANEAU 1210 13 2 100 ¢
RECKOX ¥
ARKAMELS
15COUNTIES  TTAL 04 % 5092 1065 H 1 L || y 4 4 1 i
17C0UNTIES M- FUNMETMEED S19 O 358 554 19 1 r S H 1 t 3 t
PULASK LITALE ROCK 0 % 10 112 ] 1 i M U ¢ ¢
JKFFERSON PINE BLUFF 4 A 21 46 2 1 100 J U
MSSISSIP BLYTHEVILLE 0 % %9 46 2 2 100 U ]
WASHINGTON  FAYETTEVLLE 36 9 69 Ly 1 2 100 ¢
CRITIENDEN W, MEMPHIS 2 9 % k] 2 1 10
SEBASTIAN  FTSMIM 3 % 115 k¥ 1 2 10
PHALIPS HELEMA 28 9 1 28 i 1 10 J
GARLAND HOT SPRINGS 24 8% L 1) 29 | t 10 U J
CRUGHEAD JONESBORO 24 R 1§ 26 | 1 100
WHITE SEARCY 23 % ] X ) 1 °
UNION F100RADD 22 9 16 28 1109
BENTON SENTONYILLE 22 100 22 Y 10 U U
FAULKNER CONWAY 20 9 # 21 1 110 J
MALER TEXARKANA 13 & j11/] 19 1 1 10 J ¢
SUERANCIS  FORREST CITY 1t M k]| 2l | 1 10¢ ¢
PORGETT HARRISBURG 18 1% 18 J
QUACHITA CAVDEN 18 % ] 13 1 1100 ¢
LORSIANA
A OOUNTRS 107 1%1 4 win 1Ny \ ) 1] i n 8 N s |
JZOOUNTES  HALF UNMETMED 785 85 a9 1 L) 4 2w H ] 4 1
ORLEANS MWOREANS 182 & 030 %6 1 | | ! J J ¢
CADDO SREVEPORT 9 2 7. Y] | 1 1 X J ]
CASTBATONR  BATOM ROUGE (R 2018 1 1 1 1 % ] )
RFFERSON GRETNA XN ] 1] ? 10 U U
QUACHITA LY IR Y 3 W0 J ]
STLMORY  OPRLOUS S 8 10 $) W J
RAPRES ANETAND BA O N 1,608 1] 1 ] ¢ J
CACASEY  LARE WS i M i 1w




[ Estimated Family Planping Existing and Polential Resources for Program Expansion
Need and Sarvice Levels m&:}:“ :;;“"zm'l Related Health and Ocganizational Resources
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LOUISIANA
YERNOR LEESYILLE. 46 100 46 U
UAFAYETTE  LAFAYETTE 45 10 45 3 10 .
TANGIPAHOA  AMITE 41 100 41 2 10 U o
STTAMMANY  COVINGTON 13 100 13 2 100 U
NEW MEXCO
32COUNTES  TOTAL 20 & 492 319 2 9 2 B n 2 1 2
TOOUNTIES  HALF UNMETNEED 142 81 32 14 12 1 A 1 1} 1 2
BERNALRLD A N 1825 66 ] 2 6 1 13 U U .
DONA ANA LAS CRUCES 19 & 3 22 1 1 10 U .
SANTAFE SANTE FE 16 & ] 19 l | 1 8 U ’
MCKINLEY GALLUP 16 521 2} 1 k] 2 % o
TAOS TAQS 16 9B 1l 17 2 1 100 U
RIOARRIBA  TERRAAMARLLA 15 @ 112 16 1 2 N U
SANDOVAL BERNALALO 13 9 Ve } 13 1 U
77COUNTES  TOTAL 816 & 10323 %0 2 010 8 X I ¥ 1 k]
13COUNTIES HALF UNMETNEED 411 89 5216 463 1 3 FI ] I 12 {1 l
OKLAMMA  OKLA CITY 1 & LI 129 1 3 1 80 . U
TASA TWLSA 22 8 L 99 1 1 5 10 U U o
COMANGHE  LAWTON 0 9 33 1 1 % . .
AVOLAN 6 9 61 26 1100 U
MUSFOGEE % 0 k- 29 1 10 ] ]
PTISBURG  MEALLSTER 21 10 21 2 100 ] ] ]
MCOURTAN  DABEL 19 10 19 1 10 ] ]
CREEX SAPULPA 18 9 5 19 3 0 ]
POTTAWATOMIE SHAWMEE 17 9 125 18 1 10 ]
PAYME STLLWATER s ¥ 2 14 ¢ 10 ] ]
LE FLORE 16 N )| 20 } 1 o o
GARFIELD 0 1§ 9 4] 16 2 100
BRYAN OURANT 4 9 1LY 18 ] ]
COUNTES  TOTAL ™8 %8 18 % 15 6 T v M % 2 ? ¢
17COUNTES  HALF A . 40y 8 3 8 8 H N 8 u $ 1 4
HARRSS Hustom -~ M2 8 1 459 1 4 15 $ & U U
BEXAR UNANIOMO 281 & 49 U 2 0 LI ] ] ] ]
OALLAS oAy M a0 XY o1 45 s .
TARRANT F1 WORT™H Hs 8 02 18 i 1 | e n o U
MONGO MC ALLEN HY I ] 2% 139 ] 1} 4 100 ] ]
mns NSTIN ) B 107 90 $ 1 3 ] ] J
SRIMEYILLE 79 98 3L 18 3 10 ] ] ]
7 PAY 1 PA0 1y 8 418 1S 1 d N ]
NECES CORPSOMRISTE 72 7% 2398 " 4 ? 10 ] ] ]
BEAUMOM 6 o %l 4 $ 3 100 ]
LAREDY 5 0 L Y4 1 1% ] ] ]
CALVESTOR  GALVESTON Y N 1.1 Y ) 2 1 % ] ]
3111 oLt 0 9% i3 46 1 | 1 0
WBBOCK LUBBOCK 0w »n 124 52 [} 2 W ]
S MR »n » 19 L0 1 ! K0
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- - - T . [ Existing and Potential Resources lor Program Expansiea
Estimated Family Planning - -
Need and Service Levels s aod Ahaaning Rel2ted Health ané Organizational Resewrces
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TEXAS
MOLENNAN ~ WACO 37 M 2,069 58 3 1 100 ¢ o o U
WICHITA WICHITAFALLS 35 100 35 3 100 U U U
RECION Vi
COLORADO
63 COUNTIES  TOTAL 23 1 13187 455 1 { 5 1 59 & 0 19 I 2 3 ]
TCOUNTIES HMALFUNMETMEED 178 89 215 199 8 1 9 12 10 2 5 3 1
£L PASO OOLOSPRINGS M4 X )] 19 1 1 30 ] v
KFFERSON  GOLDEN 31 100 3 1 100 o
BOULDER BOULDER 23 8 294 26 1 1 3 100 ] U
LARIMER FT COLLINS 22 % 1 { 1 i 2 10 ]
PEAO PUEBLO 2l % 531 6 1 2 10 U U U
WD GIEELEY 20 o M5 23 2 2 100 U
ARAPAHOE  ENGLEWOD 1.7 & ) | 20 3 k} 110 ]
4 COUNTES  T0TAL 158 9 1% 159 3 a 10 a4 18 1 1
JOOUNTES HALFUNMETMEED 29 98 13 Y] 3 12 100 4 4 1 1
ADA BOISE 19 9 13 20 1 2 10 ] ] ’
CANYON 18 1 18 2 10 ] )
TWINFALLS  TWWFALLS 11 100 11 1 10 U U
BANNOCK POCATELLO 3 9 ] 9 1 3 10
XOOTENA) COERDALEN 8 100 8 1 100 J
SONNEVILLE  IDAHOFALLS 8 10 3 2 0 U
MNEZPERCE  LEWSTON g 09N ] a1 i 1 100 U
0WA
HOOUMNTES  TOTAL 2 @ SN 698 2 5 9 1 1% 2 9 9 5 1
C0UNTES  HALFUNMETNELD 322 88 430 %6 1 L I | % B 2 A 4 1
POLK DES MORES 21 M 237 50 2 L 1 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
seott OAVENPORT 2} 10 2) 2 10 ] ]
WOODBURY  Sioux Ity rATE | M %) 1 I U ]
BLACK AWK  WATERLOO 18 % o 19 1 ' i .
POTTAWATIAM COUNCR BLUFES 17 100 17 . 2 100 J J
L CEDARRAPIDS 17 68 3% 26 1 4 ] ]
OUBUKE OUBUQLE 1.7 100 17 210 o .
JOHNSOR OWA CITY 13 8 6 16 1 9 ] ]
STORY MEYADA 12100 12 2 1% ] ]
CERRO GORDO  MASON C1TY 10 10 10 2 0% o .
WAPELLO OTTUMWA 19 10 10 3 N .
WEBSTER FORT DOOGE 3y 10 3 ! W . .
SUX ORANGE CITY 9 100 3 310 e . U
OLNTON NION $ { 0 11 3 10 J ]
FAYETTE WEST UNON $ 10 B | 2 10 ] ]
MARSHALL  MARSHALLTOWMNM 3 10 X | 2 10 e .
JASPER 2 10 k | . .
AYMOUT MARS $ 10 : | 1 10 ¢ ] ¢
(ESMORES BURLINGTON 3 % N $ l R e ) ¢
CLAYTON 1 K 1 i1 J .
NGOM LI R . .
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e Table 3. 516 Counties Contalning Half of Each State’s Uamet Need Tor Subsidizad Family Planning Servicas, by OEO Reglon ard State; Need, Service Levels, Existing and
v Potential Resources for Progrom Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked in Each State by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; o Designatcs Location of One or More Pro-
[ grams or Resources within County) continued o ' -

Estioated Famly Planning Existing and Pﬂfl{“’l ltmur:m lor Program Expansion -
Nead and Service Levely E'ﬂcm']:f :::'2:3:,:2'" Ralated Health and Osganizational Resources
] 2 3 |4 5 | 6 71 8] 9 Jw|ulw]ln Jul] 5]6]lu] s
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L A e R R R
og = t § 3 5.3; T | 2L §§ z |2 § 2 W] g gg 5 g gg 8!
" WA e
p
v TAMA TOLEDQ A B 2 ! 1 ¢ .
E MARION - KNOXVILLE 700 ? 1100 o s
1 DELAWARE  MANCRESTR .7 100 7 110 o o
| LEE FORT MADISON o 288 10 1 3 100 o o
4.y WINKESHIEX D ' Jo100 7 1 100 * o '
J 0100 7 1 100 U U
MAHASKA (SKALOQSA Jo10 7 1 100 . o :
BUCHINAN iNDEPENDENCE 100 ) 1 100 U L
105 COUNIIES  TOTAL 455 89 534 555 21 1 5 12795 % B 2 1
;:- -- ISCOUNTIES  HALFUNMETNEED 256 68 353 - A1 17 1 4 31 92 n 10 - 2 SRR |
B SEDGWICK WICKITA .. 68 B 173 69 1 : 4100 ¢ RICPTRENN
‘ SHAWNEE TOPEXKA - 28 81 i AR 32 1 2 100 LIV RRURT
NSON - --- OVERLANDPARK 20 94 - 115 21 1 2 100 o *
CRAWFORD  GIRARD : 15 100 15 2 100 ¢ ¢
RENO HUTGINSON 14 10 14 i 2 100 ]
WYANDOTTE  KaNSAS CITY 14 U 2129 4] 1} 1 3 4 66 .
LEAVENWORTH  LEAVENWORTH 13 1 ] 13 2 100 . o
MONTGOMERY | 12 % 8 13 1 3 10 o
RILEY MANHATTAN 12100 1.2 2 100 ’
LABETIE - QSWEGD 1210 12 . o o
. GEARY ~ JUNCTION CITY 110 11 1 100 ¢
LYON .~ EMPORIA 11100 11 20 o o
COWLEY WINFIELD 16 100 10 2 100 ¢ )
CHEROKEE COLUMBUS 8 100 9 2 10 ¢ ¢
BULTER - ELDORADO ™ 8 100 8 1 100 N LI
. MISSOUR! - T . o : Voo A
=, 114 COUNTIES TOTAL 1185 & 19388 1379 8 0 2 7% Bl 14 14 ...
o J7COUNTIES  HALFUNMET NEED 594 76 9170 785 6 10 2 % 76 10 17
“ooo STLOUWIS o STTOUIS 189 5 13557 324 3 5 3 13 N ¢
Co JACKSOM - ReNSAS CITY 02 70 : 4280 145 ¢ 4 15 6 6 ¢
27 GREENE - - SPRINGHELD 4 % - 20 50 : ©2 100 voce
T ASPER o JOPLIN e 30 - 8 - B8 il 1 3 0 o
. BUCHANAN SAINT JOSEPH 22 o 180 23 2 100 ¢ o
- BUTLER - POPLAR BLUFF 1 10 - -2l , ¢ ¢
“ BOONE - COLUMBIA 20 19 ¢ s 25 -1 -1 53 . ¢
-+ CAPEGIRARDE JACKSON - 19 100 - 19 1 106 o o
* MEFERSON - HUiSsoRO - 18 # P10 19 1100 .
. PEMISCOT - - CARUTHERSYL 18 % ' 8 19 1 1 100 .
o DUMKLIN - KENWETT o9 17 1 1 100 ¢
~. NEWMADRID - NEW MADRID 16 100 18 : o *
CPNASK . WAYKESVILE 16 100 - 16 e e
CLAY - “ - LIBERTY “15-9% - 1l 16 2 100 . *
. JOHNSON . W, ; 15 100 1.5 L 100 ’ ¢
G OSCOT - BENTON - - 15 10D 15 S e e
o~ CASS . =7 HARRISONVHLE ~ 14 100 - 14 1 100 . .
Y

197




Table 3. 516 Counties Contslning Hell of Each State’s Unmet Need for Sudsidired lelelcnnlng scndmhby 0EQ I?ion end State: Need, Service Levels, Existing and
Potential Rescurces for Program Expansion, FY 1968 {Ranked In Each State by Number of Mec!eally Indigant Women Not Served; ® Designates Location of Ons or Mare Pre-
grams or Resources within County) continue

Estimeted Fomily Planning ‘ Existing and Folential Resources for Program Expansion
Need and Servica Levels E’uc'fi:":f ::g'ﬁ'i.m'::'“ Related Heolth and Organizational Resources
] 2 3 |4 5 6 |7 fls] o [wlulwe[ws [w ][]
% P .
£ g | |18 iks §§§§2-§g
~1 : . 2122 efla ) E
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&% 3 22 (88 | 32 | 335 |38 |2 |385[28| 85|50 (88238 83|32 |38 |33
MONTANA
56 COUNTIES  TOTAL 146 9 1208 158 12 3 8 % % 16 2 2
9COUNTIES  HALF RMETNEED 7.7 91 800 8§ 12 15 100 8 6 1 2
YELLOWSTORE  BILLINGS 14 100 14 2 10 . .
CASCADE GREAT FALLS 14 100 14 2 10 . .
SILVERBOW  BUTIE 11 100 11 2 10 . . .
FLATHEAD KALISPELL 9 9 2 100 .
GALLATIN BOZEMAN J 10 N} 1 100 ¢
RAYALL) HAMILTON 6 10 6 1 100 ] ]
LEWISANDCL  HELENA 5100 $ 2 100 * . .
VALLEY GLASGOW 5100 K 1 100 .
MISSOULA MISSOULA 5 9 ) 13 12 2 100 . *
NEBRASKA
93COUNTIES  TOTAL 5 9% 1813 313 4 2 1 % 9% 9 3 1 1
I6COUNTIES  HALF UNMETNEED 183 91 176 200 4 1 ¥ % u 1 1
DOUGLAS OMAHA 51 13 1472 6.6 3 1 6 T 8 ] J ]
LANCASTER  LINCOLN 21 % 300 30 ) 4 100 v
BUFFALO KEARNEY 10 100 10 1 100 ¢ .
HALL GRANDISLANG 10 100 10 210 e ¢
SARPY PAPILLION 9 100 ) 4 1 .
GAGE BEATRICE 9 100 9 2 100 J
DODGE FREMONT 8 100 8 1 100 .
SCOTTSBLUFF  GERING 8 100 8 2 100 J ]
MADISON MADISON 8 100 3 310 .
ADAMS HASTINGS 8 100 3 1 100 ]
LINCOLN NORTH PLATTE 1100 1 3 10 )
DAWSON LEXINGTON . 5 100 6 3100 .
PLATTE COLUMBUS 6 100 6 2 10 .
SAUNDERS  WAHOO 6100 & .
CUSTER BROKEN BOW I 6 2 10 . .
KNOX BLOOMFIELD - .5 100 5 1 100 .
NORTH DAXOTA v :
53 COUNTIES  TOTAL * 173 %8 A s 1 2 B 9 KR 1 ) 1
12COUNTIES  HALF UNMETNEED 89 97 270 %1 1 1 a 9 } 1 1 1
VIARD MINCT 14 100 14 3 100 J
GRANDFORKS GRANDFORKS 12 100 12 3 10 .
CASS FARGO : 10 8 140 12 1 3 100 J J ]
DURLEIGH BISMARCK 8 100 X} 2 10 .
STUTSMAN  JAMESTOWN 7100 1 1 106 .
MORTON MANDAN J 100 ) 1 100 .
STARK DIGKINSON 6 100 5 .
RICHLAND WAHPETON 6 100 £ 1 100 .
VALSH GRAFTON . 5 1 5 310 .
MCLEAN WASHBURN . 5 10 5 2 100 .
ROLCTTE ROLLA § 1 130 6 1 11 v
BARNES YALLEY CITY 4 100 A4 110 .
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Tuble 3, 516 Countles Contalning Hall of Eack State’s Unmet Naed for Subsidized Faniily Plannlng Services, by OFEQ Region and State: Naed, Service Lovals, Existing end
Potentisl Resources for Program Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked In Each State by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; ® Dasignates Lacation of One o More Pro-
grems of Resources within County) continye : e

N _7 . E:‘um‘.teddf;:lil ﬂLn.nnI'ng ' - v :::f:'-;::nd Putcn!.ill qurm for Progre’ Expanslsg
o ' 2ed an ¢ Levein . Clinles and Agencies Related Health and Organizational Resources
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SOUTHDAKOTA . o
67 COUNTIES  TOTAL 224 R 3% 28 ] 4 R 6 2
16COUNTIES  HALF UNMETNEED 108 99 116 109 3 19 8 15 10
MINNEHAHA  SIOUX FALLS 1910 19 2 100 . ]
BROWN ABERDEEN ¢ 0 10 1 100 ]
PE'RINGTON  RAPID CITY 3 % 7] 8 1 1 100 . .
BROOKINGS - BROOKINGS 7 100 3 1 100 . .
YARKTON YANKTON 7100 A 1) . :
. BEADLE . HURON 7100 1 3100 .
MEADE - STURGIS 6 100 b ‘ .
ROBERTS SISSETON - 6 R 45 5 1 1 4 . . !
CODINGTON ~ WATERTOWN 6 100 6 2 100 .
CHARLESMiX  LAKEANDES 5 8 2 5 1 2 i . .
HUTCHINSON ~ OLIVET  + 5 100 - 5 2 100 ' .
DAYISON MITCHELL 5 10 5 2100 * .
LINCOLN - SANTON 5 100 5 L .
TURNER PARKER 5 100 5 1 1% . . . ..
CLAY - YERMILLION - 5 100 5 1 100 . N
BONHOMME  [YNDALL 4 100 4 100 . .
» ' 3 s - , 2
UTAH : ‘ ‘ 7
23 COUNTIES  TOTAL 4 98 49 199 | 3 25 65 7 1 B} ‘1
2COUNTIES  HALFUNMETNEED 105 9% 43 110 3 2 5 82 1 2 1
© SALTLAKE . SALTLAKECITY - 72 o 93 11 3 3 8 . ’
s PROYO - 30 33 o2 . . .
- WYOMING - - - - .
Z3COUNTIES  TOTAL 59 % 35 69 24 8 '
. SCOUNTIES HALFUNMZTMEED 30 99 ¥ 3 1 M i 3
LARAMIE CHEYENME . 3 % % 8 2 100 .
NATRONA CASPER J 100 . 1 100 .
o MBANY - LARAMIE 5 100 X 1 100 o °
FREMONT LANDER - £ 100 K 2 10 ] . i ;
- SHERIDAK — SHERIDAN - - - 4 100 4 1 o - e .
REGICN Vil
" ARIZONA .
14 COUNTIES  TOTAL 99 @ 8287 482 2 15 3 3 8 10 u 2 1
ZCOUNTIES  HALFUNMETNEED 257 79 6635 32 19 6 3 KK 2 2 !
MARICOPA  PHOENIX 183 & 385 ) 1 5 2 10 . .
PIMA TUCSON &4 N .28 87 2 1 1 3 9% . .
CALIFORHIA
58 COUNTIES  TOTAL 3031 & 753kt 385 0 27 2 5 25 & 1 3» 10 6 3 ]
4COUNTIES  HALFUNMETMNEED1S25 80 37793 1903 x| 8 12 1 9 4 2 1 1 2
LOSANGELES LOSAHGELES 938 74 32819 1263 18 § 12 1 58 n . * o e .
SANDIEGD - SANDIEGO 286 N 1962 256 7 i o9 ° . .
ORANGE SAIITA ANA 194 88 2691 21 2 8 100 .
SANBERNAR 156 9% 615 162 2 i 139 .
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Table 3. 516 Counties Conteining Hal! of Each Stete’s Unmet Need lor Subsidized Family Planning Services, ny OEOQ Region end Stats: Keed, Seivice Lavels, Existing and
Polentiel Rasources for Program Expansion, FY 1968 (Renked in Each Stals by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Se.ved; @ Designates Location of One or Mors Pro-
grams of Resources within County) continued

. , Existing and Potential Rasources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Plenning ;
Need end Sarvice Levels mgﬁ:::: ::"’“2;.’,::'221"‘ Related Holth end Orgenizationst Resourcas
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NEYADA
17 COUNTIES  TOTAL 53 6% 2417 17 2 17 68 15 0 1
1 COUNTIES  HALFUNMETNEED 29 68 1334 42 3 100 1
CLARK LAS VEGAS 29 68 1,334 42 3 100 ¢
OREGON ]
36 COUNTIES  TOTAL 98 9N J2 429 8 1 3 % W 28 2 1 1 1
SCCUNTIES HALFUNMETIHEED 215 90 2,523 241 1 1 2 18 91 3 5 1 1 1
MULTNOMAH  PORTLAND 85 19 2343 108 ] 7 8 . o o .
LANE EUGENE 41 100 4] 4 100 . .
MARION SALEM 36 100 36 4 100 . .
CLACKAMAS  OREGON CITY 29 9 200 31 1 1 100 .
JACKSON MEDFORD 24 10 24 2 100 . .
WASHINGTON
39COUNTIES  TOTAL 57 9] 5,154 59.8 9 2 2 8 95 ¥ A 2 1 2
SCOUNTIES  HALFUNMETNEED 286 85 4,939 336 8 2 2 0 92 4 1 1 2
KING SCATILE 14 A 3,997 154 6 2 16 86 . . U U
PIERCE TACOMA 17 9 109 84 1 6 155 . .
SPOKANE SPOKANE 533 % 107 54 4 100 .
SNOHOMISH  EVERETT 42 9 126 44 1 4 100 .
. -
1COUNTIES  TOTAL zl oM 2292 5.0 b 10 66 1
1COUNTIES HALFUNME(NEED 27 54 2292 5.0 8 10 66 1
ALASKA ANCHORAGE 21 o 2292 5( 8 10 66 .
HAWAIL -
ACOUNTIES  TOTAL 126 @ 1,041 135 4 2 16 50 2 4 2 1
1COUNTIES  HALF'AMETREED ¢3 9] 927 10.2 3 2 5 38 1 1 1
HonoLULU HONOLULU 93 9l 927 10.2 3 2 38 . . .
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Toble 4: Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Plaaning Sarvices In 984 Countles with More than 30 Percent Farm Population by OEO Region and Stete, FY 1968.
(% Deslgnates No Countiss In State with More than 309 Farm Popuistion.)

| Counties with More Than 30 Parcent Farm Populition
Exlsting oi:d Potertis] Resources for Pregrazi Expansion
Uamet Nsad  ]Existing Femily Planning
Countles FPopulation (000's) (000's) Clinlcsond Agencles Related Health and Organizaticnsl Resources Pepulation
1 2 3 4 5 [} 7 8 |9| 10|11 |12 P13 ¢ 14 J15 116 |17 {18 J19J 2021 |2
3 3 AL 3
§ ¥ : ?i ;
s (ml i [RelealsRald e nat 1T Rtleyl fe e 2
L1 I S R R
¥ E E ﬁg €§ § B8 |NBEE ; 5
: i R R B
AR AL HE R EHa R BB EE RHIE
e ales| 3 | 32| 3 [32|3%¢ 2 £E EE' gaﬁg 'g'ngg gz g? gz |2£)ds83 14
8 EEREAERE I BHB R s G e
U.S. Total 3072 984 195599.2 129187 45936 5710 80 11 4 3 665 990 735 533 14 2 6 1 464 423 9
REGION § Total 150 1 361114 32 5387 J 1 1 1
Conn, 8 m 28782 339 " mEE ® 2 A B B B E B EBE B E B
Me. 16 = 9776 [ 215 "= m B Em B " ®E B EFE B B B B " & B
Mass. 14 = 54030 m 859 = " B E B " ® B B m E B E ®m ®m 8=
NAH. 0 = 676.3 [ ] 138 " B B E = ¥ ¥ A ®E m B B B F B R
NJ. 21 ® 58992 u 978 " B B E B " = ®E B m N B B | I I ]
NY. 62 m 179680 w2521 " ¥ E®E B ®m ®E I mE E E E E @®m N ©®
RY. 5 = 8378 1] 168 " " E R B B ®BE B B R B H B " m B
Vt. 1 4112 32 108 A 1 1 1
REGION I Total 467 133 309588 21237 8416 1163 2 1 501000 51 98 4 2 51 64 1§
Del. 3 = 5130 n 68 " = E F P ®E ®E ®R BE E E E E ®mE B B
DE. 1 = 805.6 [ ] 24 " B B R B " ®E & ®E m E ER E ®m m B
l;(j" . 120 70 31811 8292 1304 444 1 25100 2 5 1 3 337 3
d. 23 = 35109 | 485 " = mEm N E B B % mE B AR P ® E B
NC. 100 36 49735 9583 2017 531 I 211000 1 3¢ 3 2 7 1613
Pa. 67 m 11,6008 " 2116 " B R E M ® ¥ E ®m B ¥ ® | I I |
- Va 98 22 44649  A53 1439 164 3100 17 9 10 16 2
Wys 5 5 18089 10 763 24 1 1100 4 4 4§ 1
. REGION Il Tota? 515 169 226412 32173 8106 1833 63 1 2 9% 997 17 Ny s 2 3 1 41 9% 3B
Aa, 67 19 35109 4475 1821 245 13 1000 8 1 13 6
Fla. 67 3 58934 26 1803 1 3 1 3 2 1
Ga. 158 39 4454 4279 1799 245 101000 2 33 20 18 |
Miss, 82 46 23368 9293 1226 548 1 1 28 988 2 20 3 1 1 34 8
S.C. 4 12 25833 4833 1118 240 26 1 131000 122 3 3 9
Tenn. 95 50 38656 9063 1739 545 39 301000 13 45 1 15 21 W
 REGICNIVTotal . 523 144 423083 26115 723 826 179 1000 143 1721 1 27 81 30
m 102 22 107859 2983 1584 99 121000 2 11 10 10 2
Ind. 92 19 49513 3039 1036 86 111000 18 11 3 15 1
Mich. 83 5 84676 1335 4 40 61000 5 5 1 1 3
Minn. 87 59 35723 10042 705 332 901000 5 5 10 80 9
Chio 88 8 103643 1893 1791 58 §1000 8 8 1 5 3
Wis. 71 31 41670 6823 764 210 521000 31 28 3 B 1




Table 4: Unmat Nead for Subsidized Family Planalng Services in 984 Countiss with More than 30 Percant Farm Population by GO Raglen and State, FY 19G8.

{® Designstes No Counties in State with Mors than

Farm Popufation.) continued

Countiss with Mors Thea 30 Percant Farm Population

[Existing and Potantial Resources for Program Expansion

UnmetNeod  [Exiating Fami Plalnlu
(000’s)

Countles Pog ulation (000's) Clnics and Ratated Health and Omnlulkml Resourcas Population
1 2 3 4 5 ] ? g |9|10]11]12] 13 15 71|19 j220|28]| 2
5 ;. 2 g |28y [s g 35 z g
pl B[R] bl géggsé bl 18 12
4 § s G IEIEE i 52|38 |42 |3
y |58 AT L H {ER PR
% g $ E s §~! IR LR E ¥
§ ; HEEHE R R L ED 5
D0OPIEl s | B s (Rl s R s e
g | BSE| 3 | 2% | B |3%|s8|E|5¥ 58|00 5% 8y z8|25| 58] 58] 35]R2( 83
REGION ¥ Tota} 52 108 197977 11252 7212 $9 7 59 1000 93 41 1 63 4 3§
Ark, 1525 19556 4089 1014 239 6 111000 19 17 1 8§ 13 4
La, 54 7 36167 nN24 1561 71 2100 7 3 1 § 1
NM. 2 1 10023 16 270 A 1 1
Okla. 77 18 24765 1570 816 59 181000 14 9 LI |
Tex. 254 58 10 T466 4453 350 179 I 281000 58 12 I BN
REGION VI Total 746 422 17,0413 37764 3943 1316 3 10 4 277 967 420 200 3 7 138 6
Colo. 63 13 19554 535 323 15 1 7100 13 1 13
|daho 4 2 6973 1830 158 45 151000 22 5 16 5 1
lowa 99 72 27602 11286 642 352 1 1 2 611000 71 72 2 i2 8 2
Kan, 105 51 22153 320 495 118 41000 51 8 0 1
Mo. 114 64 45635 7278 1185 3318 2 1 161000 63 64 1 33 28 3
Mont. 5% 25 015 1278 e 34 2 16 826 25 & 2 3 :
Neb. 93 71 14392 4684 355 163 1 51 982 71 25 B 13
N.D. 5 44 6430 3135 173 102 2 2 892 M 3 8
- $D. 67 52 679.2 3524 214 137 | 28 855 52 18 41 1
Utzh A 2 10072 102 194 2 11000 2 2
Wyo. 23 6 393 41.2 59 9 §1000 & 1 4 2
REGIONVIII’otaI 169 6 268405 563 4513 15 61000 6 3 4 2 ..
Ariz. " = 16028 [ | 339 E E B E BN [ | E § m m B B =m " E =
Calif. 5 = 188022 303l E B R E N m E E §E E E E E ®E E N
Nev. 17 n 430.7 ] 5.3 E E B E N E § E ®E U4 B E ® | I I
Ore. I 2 1928 210 N8 J 2100 2 1 1 1
Wash. I 4 30404 323 847 3 41000 4 2 3 1
Alaska 1 = 264.8 a 27 E ®E E R H A ®E B E E E E E E ®E @m
Hawai 4 =m 726.7 | 125 E ® B m N ® B E E E B E = N E N




VIR, ek e e e e o ~ SECTION 1. DETAILED TABLES
A R TABLES, 438 COUNTIES WITH NO IDENTIFIABLE FAMILY
. ) } ~ PLANNING PROGRAMS: POTENTIAL HEALTH AND
L T o ORGANIZATIONAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
o voee i S e D0 oo wo . . .. AND RELATED INDICES, FY 1968 (Ranked by Famlly Pisnning .
', . ‘ ; ! Need: Selected Counties Have Family Planning Need of 1.000
; or More Womon)

;o I | . NOTES TO TABLE 8.
Lol ! ; : Al column headlngs appear as In prior tables except the following:

ST B P ; ! } \
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Toble 5. 438 Counties with No Identifiabls Family Planning Programs: Polentis! Heatth and Organizational Resources for Pro&um Development ond Related Indices, FY 1968
(Renked by Family Planning Need; Selected Counties Hava Family Planning Need of 1,000 or More Women; ® Dasiznates Location of One or Mors Programs of Resourcas with-

In County)
: Non-Profit General Genenal Obstetriclan-
Care Hospitals Practitioners snecologists
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 il 12 13
- £
£
plld g g 4| 4
AR ¢ i i §
== 11 !
£ 3iz | £5 | & 4 £s 3 g 3 8| %
1 E ; 8% s £
5| 3 3 §35 88 ¢ | 2 |38 | £ s | § |3} £
T 438 COUNTIES 105 m ™2 43,149 n 9129 n 1329 ]

1 BRISIOL MASSACHUSETT 102 o § 7285 o n 8 76 23
2 JEFFERSON LOUISIANA 14 . 2 1,568 . 42 15 25 9 22
3 STCLAIR ILLINOIS 6.9 . 5 549 . 88 25 15 6 21.8
4 CAMBRIA PENNSYLVANIA 6.6 . 5 31% . 61 2 10 5 4.5
5 ATLANTIC NEW JERSEY 59 . 3 2830 . 68 3 10 5 215
6 WEBB TEXAS 5.7 . 3 2,002 . 16 2 3 4 2.7
1 SCHUYLKILL PENHSYLVANIA 5.6 . 5 2,503 . & LY 6 4 222
8 WASHINGTON PENHSYLVANIA 56 U 4 2,957 . 15 35 8 4 223
9 OUACHITA LOUISIARA 56 . 3 4167 » 28 25 1 10 26.1

10 STLANDRY LOUISIANA 5.3 . 2 827 25 )] 6 ? 319

1l CALCASIEY LOUISIANA 456 . 4 3,045 » 3 27 12 9 21.6

12 VERNON LOUISIARA 46 . 6 10 328

13 MADISON ILLINCIS 46 . 5 3,583 . N be'] 16 7 231

14 CUMBERLAND MAINE. 46 . 6 321 . 68 3 18 9 45

15 LAFAYETTE LOUISIANA 45 . 3 5023 3 K {} b 7 N8

16 RALEIGH WESTYIRGING 14 . 1 464 . 15 21 6 8 21

17 LORAIN OHi0 42 . 4 389 . 68 28 12 Y 229

18 ALLEN INDIANA 4.2 . 3 5,683 . 102 3¢ 12 5 222

19 TANGIPAHOA LOUISIANA 41 . 2 m . 18 ' 4 6 385

20 LANE OREGON 41 . 4 3530 . 6l 30 14 7 26

21 LAKE ILLINOIS 40 . 5 4,906 " 80 3 18 5 213

r HILLSBOROUGH NEW HAMPSHIR 40 . 7 474 . o7 k14 12 6 2.8

3 WINNEBAGO ILLINOIS 38 U 3 4876 . 62 27 17 7 2390

A ELKHART INDIANA 37 . 2 2,724 45 )} 5 4 79

25 DUPAGE ILLINCIS 36 . 4 5,784 128 32 30 7 NA]

26 MARION OREGON 36 . 4 238 . 50 3 10 7 214

21 BEAVER PENNSYLYANIA 35 . 3 2,504 . 6! k i} 7 3 19.5

28 WICHITA TEXAS 35 » 3 1434 . k] k)| 8 & 70

29 MCDOWELL WEST VIRGINI 35 . . 9 15 1 2 359

3 WilL ILLINGIS 35 . 2 3,940 . 58 26 13 6 247

NORTH CAROLI 15 . 2 1,187 . 18 19 2 2 218
WEST VIRGINI 34 . 1 n . 18 28 3 5 A7
YIRGINIA 34 . 2 498 . 85 3 n i2 a
LOUISIANA 33 . 2 725 15 26 4 7 297
UTAH 33 2 2,637 . 45 35 8 6 1.3
MICHIGAN 33 . 4 20 . 4 25 7 4 45
WEST VIRGINI 33 . 1 230 15 2 1 z 266
MAINE 32 . [ 1421 . 27 3 3 3 262
NEW YORK 32 . 3 2,66 . 48 k)| § 6 216
TEXAS 32 3 1,282 4 63 3 4 225
ILLINOIS 32 . 2 346 U 36 3 18 1 228
NEW YORK 31 . 2 7 . 5 N 9 7 4.5

. COLORADO 31 . 1 152 5 i 11 6 192
NEW YORK 3t . 5 2,707 . 50 3 7 5 2.0

" LOUISIANA 31 . 1 1,633 18 25 5 ! 315




Table 5. 438 Counties with No Kdentifiabls Familly Planning Programs: Potentisl Health and Organizational Resources for Pro‘(j;ul Devslopment and Related ladices, FY 1968
Ranked by Family Mansing Need; Selected Courlien Have Famlly Planning Need ul 2,000 or Mois Women; o Designates Loceticn of One of More Programs or Resources with.

n County) continued
I e 1 Non-Profit General Gonanal Obst.tricisn-
o L S P ! - : Care Hospitals Practitionars Synecelagisis
1 4 -3 2 4 5 ) 1 8 s 10 11 C 12 13
. g LTl (]
a8 SRRt ) AR i i g
B HE IR IR
5] 38 | 3 Flai]¢ 38) 5 |8 ] 5 |3 ¥
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CBRAIORIA TEAS 27 e 2 %07 2 # 140 195
 HAPRISON WEST VIRGIN 21 e 2 ym e T 2 13 29
©BOSSIER ¢ LOUISIANA 27 e 1 3 e 8 13 2 #1332
CL0GAN T, WESTVIRGIN C 27 e 1 e 19 ° % 275 4 20
“ ROCKLAND . REWYORK % e 2 % e 8% 8 29 27
SANPATRICID TEXAS 26 e L 8 e 1§ 2 T 1
b CONRE - PENNSYAVANA 26 o 7 18 e R TRE I
85 NAICHTOCHES ~ LUSAM 26 i % e w2 R
66 . FRAWUN © PENNSHVANA 26 e 218 e ¥oo% 5 51 17
D67 MADISON (LU INDANA <. 26 e 3 22 e 5% . -4 3. %3
D68 7 STEARNS . MINMESOTA -~ 26 o I8 e TR 5 B U4
8. MMGO T WESTVIRGH 26 o : ) g e 155 3 %2
0 ROCKISLND - HLNOSS 26 i 3 e w IS R S R L
ST DA PONNSYVANA 26 e i W e I I L) 22 0
TR COMBIANA - OHID g5 e 3 181 e 8w 3Ry a3
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COTh F NLEN S QMO e 25 e 3 352 e tAp R Aas AT 4
75 SARATOGR - NEWYORK 25 e 2 0 e 3 .8 313 2
o a8 e 1. 1m0 2y 3 M5 18
25 ¢ 1 I s 7 B 233 12
25 o RT3 JRE 2 W 652
A 25° - o4 2 600 e 8453 . 8 6 . AuS -
oy R T S noooo I R R I
S8 ©ORENTUCKY - 24 ! g e TR LA 262
B2 IACKSON O OREGON & 24 e ) 1264 e 2% 2 Sbva 180
OB LAWRENGE  PENNSYLVANA 24 e 3 IR e 241 2% 70§ 24
8- OSWEGD T NEWYORK - 24 e 2y e iR §sd B8
o8 SOPENSSTLVAMA 24 e 3 W e Bl WG 186
% MRMSTRONG . PINNSYLVANA 23 e 1 ;L e 2 @ Wt 18
81 KEMMEBECS - MANE % 23 e 18 e B AN 5 BE N0
& WL CVRGINA G 2§ e ’ SRR R TR 7095 %4
I COWA ., Y 23 ¢ 2 232 . 3 W R B <,
o EERN OO A0 23 2 TS e ¥ 55§ %2
TS VERMILION WNOIS 23 0 et 3 1g e @A 5res 5 284
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Non-PicfitGenersl | T Genenl | Obstetriclen.

Care Hospiaks Practitionars Symezologists
1 2 3 A 5 5 7 8 s | w 1l 2
301
§2S | 2 5 £ £
LR £ R £
i AR IR RN IR AL i
. i E| 33| S §| 8 |35 | & |%¢
o MAINE 22 ® 2 1,805 . 25 8 i 8
5] EV/ANGELINE LOWSIANA 22 ° (] 10 A
9% WASHINGTON LOURSIANA 22 . 3 92 12 2 3 7
9 JACKSON MICHIGAN 22 ° 2 2.50: ° 3 e d [ 4
% JACKSON RLINOIS 22 . 3 932 * 12 2 [} !
% HAMPSHIRE MASSACHUSETY 22 . 2 1,511 . 42 3 ) (|
100 BRAZOS TS 22 ¢ ) 754 15 s} 3 6
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1R MCLEAN WLLINOIS o2 (] 2 1,152 3 A 6 6
103 STMARTN LOWSIANA 22 . : 1) 15
104 OHI0 ) 22 . 2 2,202 . n 27 (| L]
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108 MONROE MCHIGAN 21 . 2 H U A 2 2 2
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110 EGIOR DS 21 ) 1 1,89 16 " 8 9
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Tahla S. 438 Counties with No [deatiftable Famlly Plasning Programs: Peteatial Heokih and Orgsalzational Resources for Pregram Develepment ond Related Indices, FY 1968
me by h&n{dmm Need; Selocted Counties Have l’mlly Planning Need of 1,000 or More Wemen; ¢ Designates o0 of Ong or More Pregrams o lwrf'fm :M-
County) % ‘ T

\ - Noa-Profit Genaral Caneral Otsletriclan-
Care Hospltals Practitioners Gynecologists
s 9 10 " 12 13

112 3 4 5 6 1
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15 A0S 00 1 1 s e T R
16 PONSETT ARKANSAS s * ' % aaven 0D
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O A S T . SECTION !t. DETAILED TABLES

. T o : : TABLE 6. NEE() FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY MNINO SEﬁVICES
IN 290 COUNTIES WITH HIGHEST NUMBER OF EXCESS INFANT
DEAYHS: NEED, FY 1968; EXCESS DEATHS, 1961-65

NOTES YO TABLE 6.
All column head'ngs appear as in prior tables.
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U.S. (3072 Counlies)-—Total 148,709 5,365,741
High Excess Infant Death Counties—Total 92,706 286,320
Percent of U.S. Total 62.3 50.
1 Cook linois Chicago 4998 82,490
2 Los Angeles Cslifornla o5 Angeles 3557 .48
3 Kings New York New York 3016 63,973
4 New York New York New York 2,550 49,183
5 Philadelphis Pennsylvania Philadelphia 2,163 49469
6 Wayne Michigan Detroit 2120 380
i Washington District of Columbia Washington 1,580 20,781
8 Batimore Maryland Baltimowy 1404 32,006
9 Essex New Jersey Newark 1,269 18,410
10 Hartis Texas Houston 1221 $HOI
11 Bronx New York New Yook 1219 s40
12 Cuyahoga Ohio Clevetand 1182 23,564
13 St Louis Missouri $t. Louis LI 32412
[ Orleans Lovisiana New O-'ears 1,049 26,519
15 Shelby Tennessee Memphis 918 2.2
i Dallas Texas Dallys 890 30,285
1 San Diego California San Diego 812 25,611
18 Almeny Pennsylvania Pittsburgh 864 31467
It Norfolk Yirginia Notlolk Uus 19.236
1] Fulton Georgia Mianta U6 618
2 Bexar Texes San Antonio 10 32430
22 Dade Florida Niami 15 %00
23 Jelferson Alabama Birmingham 69 25,685
) Jeftercon Kentucky Lovisville 612 12,092
4] Alaska Aaska Anchotage 611 5013
4] Milmaukee Wisconsin Milnaukee 608 14,031
e Marioa indiana Indianapolis 03 13,802
2 Owral Florida Jacksonvilly €02 16.657
a Loke indiana Gary 589 8196
30 Jackson Missoxri Kansas City 558 15,506
b)) trie Kew York Buflalo 558 20,194
2 Marikopa Aricom Photnix 530 23,656
1 Hillsbotough florida Tampa 506 18,458
k] ] Ternant Teus Ft. Wodh 90 17481
¥ Broward Florida ft. Laoderdate 83 16,884
# Denvet Colorado n 10437
3 Hartford Connecticet Harthord 436 835
3 Lobbock Terss Lobdeck 36 5,205
» Sviteld Bostor 12 15862
¥ Meckienberp N. Corvlina Charkotte L] 103%
] San Francisce Catiformia San Francisos in 12,801
2 Davidson Teanossee 415 14,338
o Nameds Cabiforaia Oskland 413 281
7] Hinds Mississippl Jackson i w
4§ Hdalge Toiss McAllen 406 13946
(1] Oklabomsy Oldalx ma Okahoma City 0 nA
Y] Providence Rhode Island Providence k2 X 13,418
[ ] Mobile Nabsma Mobile T 12867
o Orange Coliformia Sama Ana w2 2102
5 Hodson New Jersey Jersey Oty mn 11,087




Tadie 6. Need for Subsidized Family Planaing Services in 290 Counties with Highest Numbaer of Excess lnfant Deaths: Heed, FY 1963; Excess Deaths, 196165 (Ranked by
Mumber of Excass Infast Deaths, Defined as Those In Excss of 1.8 per 1,000 Live Births) continved :
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51 Queens New York New York n 25,224
52 Coahoma Mississippi Clarksdale 369 2,896
53 Montgomery Onio Dayton 367 10,888
54 Cameron Texas ‘ Brownsville 365 8,112
55 Palm Beach Florida . W. Palm Beach 362 11,155
56 Montgomery Alabama Montgomery k1) 1,09
57 Caddo I oulsians Shreveport us 10,175
58 Hamilton 0l Cincinnati us 9,
5 Charleston $. Caroling : Charfeston k1] 13424
f0 Guilford N. Caroling Greenshoro 340 8312
61 Washington Mississippl : Greenville 339 4,488
62 San Beriarding California $an Ben.xdino 338 16,193
6 £1Paso Texas €l Paso ki) 1An
4 New Haven Connecticut . New Havea 332 10,284
£5 Middlesex Massachusetts Cambridge 39 17,856
66 Prince Geo. Haryland Hyaltzville 328 6,724
Y] York Yieginia Newport News n 1820
63 Pulaski Arkansas Little Rock 3 115
] Franklin Ohio Columbus 3l 16,365
0 St Claie 1linots €.t Lowis 310 6,503
n Cenesea Michigan lint 305 1444
1 Passaic New Jersey Paterson T N
L] Riverside Californa Riverside 57 12,164
N King Washirgton Seatthe el 15,365
L] land S. Carolina Columbia M 1nm
16 Oumberiand N. Carolina Fayettevitie 292 .07
n Oakland Michigat Royal Ok %) 1,348
n Hamitton Tennesses Chatianooga H2 9482
N Bofivat Missiclopi Cleveland 2N 38l
80 Clack - Nevsda Las Vegas 1] 28
b Wt Hacaschoet Worcser n 10316
o s o
4] CGreeaville $. Coroting Greenille N 8,593
7] Onnge - Florida Orlando 268 10,220
8 Lefore Mississippl Graeawood 268 318
86 Dooglas Nedraska Omahy 266 658
g Farheld m‘w ;ndmod ﬁ 5333
L] Escambia Florida Pensacola 2%l 1058
» Bernatifle New Mexice Aboquetqne 2% §.48
() Senall Ohio Akroa o] (1. ]
(74 Delsaars i Darky n 13%
] rEoid ol v e, C60
] Remsey Minnescta CR 29 on
£] i Colorade COolotade Springs ns 433%
] Latas Ohie Toleds al LR
% Honolele Hewsd ‘ Homviwhe 2] 1028
9 Multsonsh [ Poriond 1] 1089
9 Sedevwick Ronsss Wichita A 941
100 Uniea ¢ New Jersey (170 % T M $.250
1] Wesichester New York Yoahers ] 10,483
12 £. Baton Roope Lowisiand Baon Rouge n $.188
I N. Coroling Creenshors m 6512
;] Goorgls Colombes 00 L0
% St Landry Lowisions Opelonsas el L%/
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Table 6. Nead for Sudsidized Famlly Planring Servicas in 200 Countles with Highest Number of Excess Infent Desths: Need, FY 1968; Lxcosy Daaths, 1961-65 (Ranked by
Number of Excass lafant Deaths, Defined as Those in Excess of 17.8 per 1,000 Live Births) continued

1 2 3 4

(7]

MNumber
{nfant Deaths ic
Excess of 17.8 per 1,000

of Family
Plasning Services

Live Births, by
Residence of Mother
Madically Indigent
Women in Need

§

] ] 8 3

106 Floren:e S. Caroling Florence 7 5241
107 Pittsylvania Yirginia Danville 2 4534
108 Mississippi Arkansas Bivtheville 221 4.9
109 Nassau New York Hicksville 28 12,601
110 Chatham Georgia Savannzh 2 7,886
11 Jeflerson Texas Beauraont 216 1435
1 Sunflower Mississippt Indianolia 25 255%
113 Monroe New York Rochester 214 19,108
14 Stark Ohio Carton 2 6,683
115 CGadsden Floride Quincy 21 2,638
116 Pinellas Fletida Tampa 20 16,025
117 Navajo Arizona Holbrook 25 2215
118 Tulsa Oklzhoma Tulsa 0 9915
19 roik Flotrida Lakeland ol 471
120 One:da New York Utica 21 5187
121 &rie Pennsylvania Erie 21 5469
122 Pima Aricona Tucson 200 8629
123 Hennepin Minnescls Minneapolis 198 13,135
124 Mercet New Jersey Traaton 196 5164
128 Essex Massachuzetts Lynn 195 11,088
126 Wake N. Carolina Raleigh 195 8107
17 Orangedurg S. Caroliza Orangedurg 1N 4,651
168 Sacramento Catiformi Sacramento 192 9,54
1% Albany New Yok Aibany 192 5849
130 Macomd Michigan Warren 151 8357
13} Madison Mabama Huntsville 188 1,83
12 Oallas Alabama Selma 185 m
3 Ra{idu Lovisiana Alexsnsria 184 6,566
14 Mclennan Tenas Wato 11 5605
135 Necces Tenss Corpus Christi 184 9587
1% Karg Vitinois Aurora 181 2518
k1) Lauderdale Mississippi Mesidisn 1] 4,162
13 Spodane Washington Spokare 181 5411
13 Cakasien Lovisiana Lake Charles 180 L84S
10 Apxche Arizoma St. Johns N 29
1 McKintey New Mesico Lilley 19 21
142 Onondapa New York Axue 1 161$
143 Pierce Washinglo 1200M4 1% Al
1 Rern Calitormia Bakersheld 1 13
145 Piral Arizona Florente 3 224
][] Kest Mickigan Grand Rapids 173 (121
1 MoamaAh Newm Jersey Long Branch 171  ($5]
1) Hotry $. Canvtima Conmay n Lae
149 Latayette Lowisians Latayetie 1| 159
1% Camden New Jersey Camden M 1388
151 Tangipshos Lowisiand Amite 18 113
15¢ Nagana New York s falls . 169 493
159 Orittenden Arkaasas w ﬁmks 168 1N
)54 Onslow N.Caroling 168 4,204
15% Maribore $. Carvling Bennettsvlie 168 18
15 Coconine Arizons Pagstaf 16) 1585
1% wo iinois Joket 10 3488
158 Volesis Florida Dayloms 164 132
19 Comberiand Nen Jersey Yinelané 16 I8

18 Muskepon Wickigae Meskeor 188 Ll




Table 6. Nood lor Subsidized Family Plarning Services in 200 Counties with Highast Number of Excess Infant Deaths: Need, FY 1969. Excass Desths, 1961-65 (Ranhd by
Mumber of Excess Infant Desths, Deflned a3 Those in Excess of 17.8 per 1,000 Live Births) continued
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i % 5 ggfg T
! ﬁ 3 £558 EEBE
}g% %gecdorabe E Carolina ﬁocky Mg_l;nt }Ssg 2.%;
andotte ansas ‘ ansas Ci \
163 Chrlstizn glensgcky ﬁpkiﬁvilre ' igg %’ggg
}g I(-;I?lnaa:( M. Carolina Wl 160 3,595
166 Travis Texas Austin 160 9,791
167 . Saginaw Michigan : Saginaw ‘ 158 3,764
168 Talladega Alabama Talladega 157 3,630
169 Spartanburg $. Carolina : Spartanburg . 156 - | 7,884
170 Dillon S. Carolina Dillor 155 2,130
};; :relrpi;tcot ﬁlssourl glaruthﬁville iﬁ g,ggg
\ ington rginia - exandria ' \
173 Fairfax Vrglma Arlington 154 3957
174 Atfantic New Jersey Atlantic City 153 5,800
17§ Columbus N. Carolina Wiiteville - 153 ' 3,001
176 Panola Mississippi Batesville 151 1846
177 Gaston N. Carolina Gastonia 149 5395
178 Rock island IUlinols Pack Island 148 2,567
179 Roanoke Virginia Reanoke 148 6,203
180 Tulare Califorria Visalia 47 6,081
181 Terrebonne Louisiana Houma -~ ~ u; 3,065
v
i : .Carolinz - reenville : 1
184 Jeiferson Louisianz Gretna ' - , 144 1436
185 Calhoun Alatama Anniston - 44 4,550
136 Sussex Delaveare Ceorgetown 145 2452
187 Lackawanna Pernsylvania Scranton 43 6,993
}gg , ?risitol . 'ld'._as§ac'hu§etts ' ;Ieu]rBedford ’ i:g o lg%gg
" unica ississlppi unica .
190 ¢ Warrep. Mississippi Vicksburg ‘ 140 2962
191 ° Cumberland © Mane - Portland - 139 4512
192 | Durham N.Carolina Ourham ’ 139 4892
19 Doty G Ao B it
oughe eorgla an e :
195 Buncombe N. Carolina - Asheviylle ‘ 138 5,799
196 Dinwiddie Virginia . Petersburg 138 2,611
i foran A g~ 5 Pt
, orain ' i orain - ', ,215
199 . Luzerne Pennsylvania Wilkes Barre 135 - 12,090
290 : Darlington S. Carolma Darlington ' 135 3'2[.5
201 | Richmond Georgia = - Augusts 133 8,984
202 Madison itinole ™ Mton " 134 4,586
% ‘i Eylscaloosa ﬂgbama o El;sga!oosa S igg t G,ggg
ila " izona obe ! o
205 - Winnebago llinols Rockford 133 3828
206 | Aane-Arundel Maryland _ Annapolis ) 133 4,578
201 Harrison Mississippl -~ Biloxi P 133 " 5997
% : gealrlmning ?hio D ¥oungls!own b igg . 2%3;
‘ o exas i emple -~ ,
200 Yakima Washington .. Yakima ¢ 132 . 4011
211 Beaufort $. Caroling " - Beautort . 1B 2,689
a2 - - Madison Mississippi * ; Canton ) 130 2,217
23 | Etowah Alabama - Gadsdeir 7 18 4,162
x 214 Tallahalchie Mississippi Charleston .. * 129 - 1,586
O a8 Orange NewYork =~ Newburgh "~ 19 4497
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215 Chester Pennsylvania W. Chester 129 4,081
217 Fayette Pennsylvania Unlontown 128 7,238
218 Galveston Texas Galveston 128 5,802
218 Allen Indiana Ft. Wayne 127 4,205
2 Norfolk Massachusetts Quincy 127 6,150
221 New Castle Delaware Wilmington 125 6,053
222 Laurens Georgia Dublin 125 1,951
223 Dauphin Pennsylvania Harrisburg 125 4,83
224 Russell Alabama Phenix City 124 2,843
225 Lake Ilinois Waukegan 124 3994
226 St. Joseph Indiana South Bend 124 3,803
221 Kanawha . Virginia Charleston 124 7,883
228 Hampden Massachusetts Springfield 123 7,603
29 Hale Texas Piainview 123 1,486
230 McDowell W. irginia Welch 123 3521
21 Jones Mississippi Laurel 122 2,807
232 Middlesex New Jersey New Bruns vick 122 6,943
233 Madison Indiana Anderson 121 2,606
234 Berrien Michigan Benton 121 3264
235 Nash N. Carolina Nashville 120 3,500
236 Lowndes Mississippt Columbus 119 2945
231 Buchanan Virginia Grundy 118 2,285
238 Ventura California Ventura 18 7409
239 Quitmax Mississippi Marks 118 1424
250 Cambria Peaasylvania Johnstown 118 6,571
241 Wilson N. Carolina Wilson 117 3546
242 New London Connecticut New London 116 3814
243 Aroostook Maine Presque Iste 118 3,245
244 Craven N. Carolina New Bern 116 3,009
245 Humphreys Mississippi Belzoni 115 1,482
246 Yazo00 Mississippi Yazo City 115 2,145
247 Allea Ohio Lima 115 2530
248 Leon Florida Tallahasee 114 4,050
245 St. Lucie Florida Ft. Pierce 114 2,082
250 Lee Alabama Auburn 114 3403
251 Ouachita Louisiana Monroe 114 5,605
252 Holmes Mississippi Lexington 14 2,005
25 Johnston N. Carolina Smithfield 114 4,019
254 Peoria Hlinois Peoria 113 3,556
255 Montgomery Tennessee Clarksville 112 2,591
256 Alachua Florida Gainesille 111 4428
257 |be.ia Louisiana New |beria 1l 2412
258 Berks Pennsylvania Reading 11 5,271
7% Washoe Nevada Reno 110 1,655
260 Salem New Jersey Salem 110 1,289
261 Haywood Tennessee Brownsville 110 1,340
262 Solano California Vallejo 108 3,646
263 Campbell Virginia Lynchburg 108 2,960
264 Racine - Wisconsin Racine 108 2,145
265 Delaware Indiana Muncie 107 23815
266 Polk . lowa Des Mcines 107 5,002
267 Cathoun Michigan Battle Creek 107 2,549
268 Fayette Kentucky Lexington 10§ 5,598
269 Nev Madrid Missour New Madrid 108 1,618
270 . Wayne N. Carolina Goldsbore 106 5,235
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21 Potter Texas Amarillo 106 2,778
22 Renry Yirginia Martinsvills 106 2475
2 Imperial California El Centro 105 1933
204 St. Mary Louistana Tranklin 105 2,150
215 Union N. Carolina Monroe 105 2,188
276 Smith Texas Tyler 105 3992
217 Southampton Virginia Courtland 105 1,458
278 Houston Alabama Dothan 104 3201
219 Lee Mississippi Tupelo 104 2,262
280 San Juan New Mexico Aztec 104 1,233
281 Halifax Virginia Halifax 104 2242
282 Jefferson Arkansas Pine Bluff 103 4,621
283 Pike Alabama Troy 102 1985
284 Pueblo Colorado Pueblo 102 2,599
285 Yermilion Illinois Danvifte 102 2,250
286 Catawba N. Carolina Mewton 102 2963
287 Fort Bend Texas Richmond 102 1979
288 Plymouth Massachusetts Brockton 101 1421
289 Bossler Louisiana Shreveport 100 2,670
290 Buriingten New Jersey New Hanover 100 4,558
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SECTION |I. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 7. NEEO FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
IN 17 COUNTIES CONTAINING HALF OF U.S. HOME-BASED
MIGRANT POPULATION: NEED, SERVICE LEVELS, EXISTING

AND POTENTIAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM EXPANSION,

FY 1968 ,

NOTES TO TABLE 7.

All column headings appear as in prior tables except the following:

Column 20

Counties with Migrant Health Project Grant Assistance: Bullet Indl-
cates a county In which there are one or more Personal Health and
Sanitation Services Projects supported by a Migrant Health Project
Grant from the Community Health Service, HSMHA, PHS, DHEW;
a hiank indicate no agricultural migrant grant-assisted services,

A ?/227



Table 7. Noed for Subaidized Famity Planning Services in 17 Counties Contalning Hatf of U.S. Home-Based Migrant Population: Need, Service Levals, Existing and Potential
Reswurces for Program Expansion, FY 1368 ( @ Designates Location of One or More Programs of Resources within County)

Existing and Potertial Rezources for Program Expansion
Estimated Family Plaaning
Need and Service Lavels E‘é’,ﬂ"}f,r:"l':" ':1;32:"' Refated Kealth and Orgaalrational Resources
1 2 3 4 5 3 7809 10 barlaz a3 wafs|e| 127 )1ef19] 20
-4 20
: § 2 [z8(22]s M
£ |2 E g P § : g £l geg °F EE £
B i 1§-§ 3138 |42 §§ s2q| slstied |83 |E5
5 R g § 555 g cE ﬂg gsg gogox :52 =§
= =3 = “'; =1 ; s s g‘ 32| ﬁg%g E E-g E g
= K = = ?ﬁa’. e [CEY @ ce ') gslg gg
g | i |3 g 3 5} g;gs_“ 218%y E%ég 2|25 e?-'g?s‘ﬁgg £E|E e§§
B E [2z8|83 | D5 |Bc8loR|5|5K3[55(85 (2w |385]35]35(285(58 (3332
Total - 212540 147 762 33693 193 58 10 9 58 652 7 16 8 1 & 4 13
Hidolge  Tesss 250 114 820 2507 133 7 7 4 1000 o o
Palm B2ach Florida 20877 9.1 813 2081 112 7 6 1000 ° .
Pinal Arizona 1500 18 80 39 22 2 1 3 7715 .
Bexar Texas 15000 281 BR66 4343 324 y A ki 3 8] e o o e o
Cameron Texas 15000 82 935 514 88 3 3 100 e o o
Seminole Flosida 12500 27 843 507 32 4 1 1000 ]
Broward Florida 12076 134 792 3519 169 6 1 3 57 ] °
Qade Florida 11,000 271 752 895 361 7 1 g 698 e o ¢ o o
Inperial California 10,787 19 1000 19 5 1000 o o °
Maricopa Arizona 10000 193 816 43% 237 17 § 2 10 299 e o
San Miguel New Mexico 10,000 5 424 788 137 ) 1 1000 .
Orange Flgrida 9000 723 715 2908 102 4 5 100 [ [
Nueces Texas 7500 72 754 238 96 | 2 1000 o o o .
Webbd Texas 1500 57 1000 57 1 100 e o °
Collier Florida 6,800 9 682 413 13 3 1 1000
Maverith Texas 5200 15 1000 15 1 1000 o o o L]
Tavala Texas 510 11 1000 11 e o o
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SECTION !I. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 8. NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
IN 50 COUNTIES WITH 75 PERCENT OF INDIAN POPULATION
SERVED BY THE INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE: NEED, SERVICE
LEVELS, EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM
EXPANSION, FY 1968 '

NOTES TO TABLE 8.
All column headings appear as In prior tubles except the following:

Column 1
Rank Number shows the ranking, from high to low, of the 50 selected

" countles with highest Indian population (Column 4).

Column 21
Countles with P.H.S. Indian Hospital: Bullet identifies a county in
which thsre is is a Public Health Service Indian Hospital.
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Tebls 8. Need for Subsidized Femily Plenning Services In 50 Counties with 75 Percant of Indien Populstion Served by the Indisn Health Sarvice: Need, Service Lovals, Exist-
ing and Potential Resources for Progrem Expansion, FY 1968 (Renked by Size of Indien Population; @ Desigustes Location of One or More Programs or Resources withln County)

Estimeted Family Plannirng

Existing and Potantial Resources for Pregram Expansion

[Extsting Femily Planning

Need and Service Lavals encles Releted Health end Orgenizations] Resources
1 ] 3 4 5 ] 7 8 n |12 TR 16717 ] 18 TREERED
g g 2 P
g g | e 3 leg|; B |
= 2 |22 |gf|q g g §§ » gg 5g g-
§|E (3<|% |BF |35(E §% |aaie | figefed |25 |2
¥ 153 |% E g g8 Bl5E |8 3 §€“- g 8lse
E 5331z =§ > | =8 E;S w|® "gns § 'c % -?'% %E £ gs €§ £
T |3 i (100G 32 a3 i llis st A s v [ g
P13 8 | 335|338 |83 | 15! 358|815 | 255885 |57(582 [35(20 |85k | 5% (35|58
Total 302,285 993 834 20,062 1190 42 4 19 97 685 31 37 7 1 5 2
1 Alaska Alaska 48800 27 543 222 S50 1 8 10 660 o o
2 Apache Arizona 26740 26 914 2339 23 1 3 616 o ° °
3 McKinley New Mexico 25,730 16 75. 5217 21 1 3 2 263 ° °
4 Navajo Arizona 24540 17 773 503 22 3 3 438 o ° °
5 San Jvan NewMexico 16700 9 74 321 12 1 1 528 ° °
6 Conconino Arizona 15670 15 799 319 19 2 2 58 * °
1 Maricopa Arizona 8480 193 5§16 435 237 5 2 10 29 o o °
8 Pima Arizona 1110 64 737 2280 87 1 1 3 954 e o e o
9 Sandoval NewMexico 6,730 13- 978 2 13 °
10 Shannon S. Dakota , 3 6L 158 5 1 [ ] °
11 Pinal Arizona 5590 18 830 319 22 1 3 15 [ ] °
12 Valencla NewMexico 5530 10 1000 10 [ ] o
13 Oklahoma Oklahoma 5300 112 863 1714 129 1 3 7 867 e °
14 Rolette N. Dakota 5000 4 7713 130 .6 1 1 193 e °
15 Glacier Montana 4940 2 536 176 4 1 1 391 e °
16 Tulsa Oktahoma 4830 82 824 1741 99 7 5 1000 ° ° °
17 Yakima Washington 4,370 39 947 215 4l 4 1000 o o
18 San Juan Utah 3800 .2 1000 2 2 1000 e °
19 Bernallilo NewMexico 3,780 47 708 1925 66 6 1 7.2 e o o o
20 Fremont Wyoming 3700 6 1000 6 2 1000 o [ ]
21 Gila Arizona 3520 8 867 119 9 3 751 e ° e
22 Big Hom Montana 3520 3 738 102 A4 1 326 o [ ]
23 Cherokee Okfahoma 3190 11 681 434 5 22 o [ ] °
24 Caddo Oklahoma 3120 13 952 68 4 1 1000 °
25 Adair Oklahoma 3080 11 964 40 B 1 1000 °
26 Todd S. Dakots 308 2 693 96 . ° °
2] Beltram! Minnesota 2900 10 965 3 1 1799 e ° °
28 Roosevelt Montana 2880 4 1000 2 1000 o
29 Pennington S. Dakota 2700 8 947 44 1 1000 o ° o
30 Rio Arriba NewMexico 2600 15 932 112 2 700 °
31 Commanche  Okfahoma 2540 30 905 309 1 761 ° e o
32 Seminole Oklahoma 2340 1.2 1000 2 1000 o °
33 Dewey S. Dakota 2,180 2 933 14 ° ®
34 Delaware Oklahoma 2,130 11 1000 2 100 e [ ]
35 Okanogan Washington 2,130 .7 1000 3 1000 o .
36 Corson S. Dakota 2035 .3 1000 1 100 o
37 McCurtain Oklahoma 2030 19 1000 1 1000 e [ ]
38 Sioux N. Dakota 1880 .2 786 44 ° °
39 Muskegee Oklahoma 1920 25 873 364 1 1000 o o
40 Blaine Montana 175 .1 408 126 ° °
41 Osage Oklahoma 1740 9 907 87 3 1000 e o
42 Pottawatomie Oklahoma 1740 17 93l 125 1 1000 (]
43 Lake Montana L710 .4 1000 2 1000 e
44 Swain N.Carolina 1,710 .6 1000 2 1000 o °
45 Mayes Oklahoma 1,710 1.2 100.0 1 1000 o ]
46 Cass Minnesota 1,710 7 898 75 ° ] o
47 Thurston Nebraska 1,700 3 1000 2 602 o ° °
48 Bingham Idaho 1,650 .7 1000 1 1000 o
49 Yuma Arizona 1630 14 877 33 1 947 o ° °
50 Okmulgee Oklshoma 1630 12 753 407 1 1000 [ ]
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SECTION 1), DEFINITIONS, SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS
OF THE DATA!

A. GEOGRAPHIC CODING AND CONSOLIDATIONS

Data were gathered from many sources, none of which used the
same conventlons in assigning numeric locatfon codes. It was neces-
sary to code or re-code all data on a uniform basis, and for this pur-
pose the Geographic Locaticn Codes, published by General Services
Administration, October 1968, were uscd.

1. Consolidations

The geographic data base of the information gathered was sc varied
that it was necessary to make a number of consolidations in order
to malntain consistency and present all data uniformly by county.
The following list identifies the consolidations by sture:

Geographic Location
Stale County Included in County
Alaska None — State Ali subdivisions
Total Only
Georgla Muscogee Chattahooches County
Hawali Maul K “awao County
Idaho Fremont Yeilowstone National Park Part
Maryland | Baltimore Baltimore City
Missouri | St, Louls St. Louls Ci
Montana | Galfatin Yellowstone Natlonal Park Part
Vlrgulma Albemarte Charlottesville*
Alleghany Covington*
, Clifton Forge‘
': Ariington Alexandrla
Augusta Staunton®*
Waynestoro®
o Campbel Lynchburg®
" Carroll Galax*
" Chesterfield Colonial Helghts®
" Dinwiddie Petersburg®
" Fairfax Falls Church*
Fairfax®
" Frederick Winchester®
" Halifax South Boston®
:: Henrico Richmond®*
. Henry Martinsville®
James City Williamsburg®
" Montgome Radford®
': Nansemon Suffolk®
! Norfolk Chesapeake®*
Norfolk®
Portsmouth®
. South Norfolk®
" Pittsylvania Danville*
" Prince George Hopewell*
" Princess Anne Yirginia Beach*
" Roanoke Roanoke*
" Rockbridge Buena Vista®
! Rockingham Harrisonburg®
" Scuthhampton Franklin®
'’ ‘S‘fots Ivanla Fredericksburg®
"’ ashington Brl.tol®
” Wise Norton*
"’ York Hampton*
: : Newport News®
Wisconsin | Shawano Menominee County
Wyoming | Park Yellowstone National Park Part

2. SMSA Designation
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (Column 3) have Leen de-
fined in accordance with the 1967 publication of the Bureau of the

¥ Column numbers cited in the text refer to calumns in Teble 1, Section 1),

* independent cities which ere customarily treated os independent jurisdictions
by the state have bean combined with ths county in which they are located
In crder to malntaln consistency of county coding; e.g., Aluxendria, Virginla,
I's not separately identifled i1 our code, but is Included with Arlington County.

ERIC
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Budget.® In New England, where the Bureau of the Budget defines
SMSAs by towns rather than counties, State Economic Areas (SEA)**
and entiro counties were used rather than SMSAs because vital statis-
tics and population estimates are available on a county basis and
cannot be accurately subdivided into towns. (Table 1, following page)

In additior. to the above SMSAs, 79 potential Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas as defined by Sales Management in the 1968
Surcey of Buying Power®** were also identifed. These potential
SMSAs have a central city that does rot yet meet the 50,000 popula-
tion test, Based on analysis of their growth and development patterns
they can, however, be expected to meet all SMSA requirements in
the near future.

The coding employed in Column 3 follows:

1 —~ Counties in $MSAS with 50,000 to 500,800 pop.

2 - Countles in SMSAs with 500,000 tc 1,000,000 pop.

3 = Counties in SMSAs with 1,000,000 to 5,000,000 pop.
4 — Counties in SMSAs with 5,000,000 or more pop.

5 — Counties considered potential SMSAs

6 — Counties In SEAs with 50,000 to 500,000 pop.

7 ~ Counties in SEAs with 500,000 to 1,000,000 pop.

8 —~ Cour:ties [n SEAS with 1,000,000 to 4,000,000 pop.

9 ~ Counties in SEAS with 5,000,000 or more pop.

Blank — Non.SMSA/SEA Counties

Code posjtion numbers above [deniify countles in SMSAs or SEAs
by population size of the entire metropolitan area (or potential met-
ropolitan area) of which the counties are a part; e.g,, a county coded
1 in Column 3 of Table 1 indicates that this county is part of a
defined SMSA with a population between 50,000 and 500,000. The
code appearing in Column 3 is not to be understood to define the
range of county population size unless (as is the case in Los
Angeles), che entire SMSA consists of a single county.

B. POPULATION ESTIMATES

1. Total Population

Population estimates for July 1, 1968 (Column 4) were obtained
from the Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the ‘ensus. These
Bgures had been published previously by the Bureau of the Census
in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, Nos. 401, 404, 407 and
409. A detailed discussion and analysis of these county population
figures will be given In & forthcoming summary report, Current
Population Reports, Serles P-25, No, 427, “Estimates cf The Popila-
tion of Counties and Metropolitan Areas, July 1, 1866, A Summary
Report.”

2. Home-Based Migrants

The source of estimates ont number of migrants by county (Column 5)
is mostly unpublished data, as of February, 1969, developed by
the Public Health Service from U.S. Department of Labor reports,
The Good Neighbor Commission of Texas and reports of migrant
health project grants for 1967-1968. Some of these data appear in the
1669 Report of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United
States Senate, on S. Res. 222, made by its Subcommittee on Migra-
tory Labor (Report No. 91-83). These data were made available by
Spencer A. Larsen, M.D,; Acting Assistant Chief for Migrant Projects,
Compreheasive Care Systems Branch, Division of Health Care Serv-

* Standard Meiropolitan Statistical Aress, Bureau of the Budget, Washing-
ton, D. C., 1967, as amended January 15, 1963.

** Current Population Reports, Series P23, No. 7, Nov. 19, 1962, Correspond-
ence from Herman P. Miller, Chief, Poputation Division, U.5, Bureau of the
Census. o

¢*9 Marketing Magazine, June 10, 1968, pp. C-13 to C-15.
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NEAREST EQUIVALENT STATE ECONOMIC AREA OR COUNTY FOR NEW FNGLAND STANDARD METROPOLITAN

TABLE |
: STATISTICAL AREAS

Standard Metropolitan 1960 ’ 1960
Statistical Areas) Population Kaarest Equivalent Population
Bridyeport, Stamford, Norwalk, Conn, 609,741 Connectlcut SEA A 653,689
Hartford, New Britaln, Conn. 654,604 Connecticut SFAC 669,655

New Haven, Waterbury, Meriden, Conn. 545,160 Connecticut SEAB . 660,315

New London-Groton-Norwich, Conn. 156,913 New London County, Conn. 185,745
Lewiston-Auburn, Maine 70,295 Androscoggin County, Maine 86,312
Portland, Malne 120,655 Maine SEA A : 182,751
Boston, Lawrence-Havsrhiil, Lowell, Mass. 2,934,884 Massachusetts SEA C 3,109,168
Brockton, Mass, . 149,458 Massachusetts SEA D 248,449

New Bedford, Mass., and rall River, Mass.-R. I. 281,332 Massachusetts SEAE 398,488
Worcester, F itchburg Loomlnsler. Mass 405,792 Massachusetts SEA B 583,228 - :
Pittsfield, Mass. o ‘ . 73,839 Massachusetis SEAF 142,135 © -~
Springfield, Mass. - S e . 478,592 Massachuseits SEAA 532,682
Manchester, N. H. R : 95,612 New Hampshire SEA A 178,161 .- -
Providence-Pawtucket, R. I. Mass 816,148 Rhode Island SEA A 718,543

Scurce: U.8. Buresu of tha Census, Curranl Population Reports, Serles P-23, No. 7, Appendix A, November 19, 1962, C R

- lces, HSMHA, USPHS, DHEW, and Grace K. White, Program
Analyst, Program Review Branch, Division of Health Care Services,
HSMHA, USPHS.
"« Thedata supplied for each migrant county included “number of
home-based migrants,” “number of In-migrants,” and identification
of grant-assisted health and sanitation services available to migrants.
The in-migrant data contain duplication since migrants may
work in several counties during the year. Since overall duplication
s estimated to oocur as much as two or three times for the year, only
- the home-based figures have been employed inasmuch as these are
:* the only unduplicated counts.

- Less than 50 home-based migrants in a ocounty are not shown
in Table 1 since Column 5 has been rounded {000s); these small
numbers of migrants are, however, included in state and U.S. totals.
3. lndian Populatlon o
Unpublished estimates as of ]nnua.ry 1988 of Indiau popu]ation for
1068 {Column 8) were secured from George Spatafore, Chief, Office
of Program Planning and Evaluation, Indian Health Seivice,
HSMHA, USPHS, DHEW, and Everett E. White, Special Assistant
for the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation,

.~ . The estimates are for 276 counties which conteln Indians for
whom the Indian Health Service provides medical care. The esti-
mates are not inclusive of all Indian populations since there are
Indians not lnc!uded in the above program of delivery of health
servioa H b wds 2o L , ;

ST "‘
4. WOmen 15-44 o

Estimates for esch county of the number of women la to 44 years of

age (Column 7) as of July 1, 1966, ave also part of the data received
" from the Bureau of the Census, These estimates were derived by a
ocohort-component method in which the net migration rate for females

15 to 44 years of age, for each county, was derived from the implied
net migration rate for the tota) population of the county. The figures
were adjusted to tie in with separately derived state and U.S. totals
in this age -sex group
¥ PN doardt 2¥hy pie e
~ C. NEED FOR SUBS!DIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

- The number of medically indigent women in need of subsidtzed
. fnr:{]v olanning sarvices (Colunin 8} was estimated by epplying the

.\.
e

Dryfoos-Polgar-Varky (DPV) formula to the Census Bureau est-
mates of women aged 15-44 In 1968 for each county,

This universe was defined as all fertile women who are exposed
to the risk of unwanted pregnancy and who cannot afford private
medicel care. It consists of all women v/ho are: a) medically indigent;
b) fertile; c¢) exposed to risk of pregnancy; and d) not currently
pregnant or seeking a desired pregnancy.

For purposes of approximating a national level of medfcal in-
digency, the near-poverty level formulated by the Soclal Security
Administration® appears to be the only standard applicable nation-
ally which is a relatively realistic criterfon of the need for subsidized
medical care.®® The SSA standard is a sliding scale relating fncome
to family size. In 1966 the incume cutoff for a pon-farm family of
four, for example, was $4,345 annually, with higher or lower income
levels for larger or smaller families.

There exists no data, nationally or on a county level with which
to enumerate precisely women who have the characteristics listed
above, The DPV formula attempts to approximate this number by
using available soclo-economic and demographic Information, com-
bined with relevant findings of social and blological research,

The formula® * * was developed in 1964 by Stephen Polgar, Ph.D.,
then PPWP Research Director (currently Assoclate Directoz, Caro-
lina Population Ceater), and Mrs. Joy G. Dryfoos (currently
CFPPD's Chief of Planning Methods), with the help of Oscar Orati,
Ph.D., cf the New School for Soclal Research, and approved by
Planned Parenthood-World Population’s Soclal Science Committee,
then headed by Cherles F. Westoff, Ph.D., of Princeton University’s
Office of Population Research, New statistical Information was inco?-
porated in 1968 by George Varky, PPWP Research Economist. 2"

l.'*-'ﬁ?-“t}'.:i?;":') “34:?» BA
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* M. Orshansky, * Rocounun; the Pw—A F'IwYur Roview,"
" Bullatin, April, 1966.
il |
¢* This follows the procedurs u.d to dnﬂno modlul Indluncy by the Depart-
. ment of Hesith, Education and Welfare, Office of Pro:ram Analysis, In
. Dslivery of Health Scrvim to the l’oor (1967), pa;o 8. e ,.,, o

"' Its original nnion wu cmd in F s. Jnﬂn. "F‘Inancin; fnmllr Planning
Services,” Arasrican Journal of Public Hunh. 86:917, June 1966,
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It should be emphasized that the purpose of the formula is to
estimate the le el of services needed, not to define eligibility for
services, Thus, while the formula employs certain sge and income
criteria for purpose of calculation, those who need service are not
necessarily limited to these age and income groups; nor are all mem-
bers of thess groups exposed to risk of unwanted pregnancy and in
need of services. For instance, the formula uses an age bracket of
18-44 to define the childbearing years which actually begin earlier.
Yet not all women aged 18-44 are exposed to pregnancy, while some
below 18 are. It is considered that those above 18 not exposed to
pregnancy cffset those below 18 who are. This also appliss to the
use of a fixed income measure of medical Indigency.

In calculating the number of women exposed to the risk of un-
wanted pregnancy at any given time, the formula takes into account
that Jow-income parents fiave consistently stated that they want an
average of three children. It accordingly counts them as potential
contraceptors only when they are not seeking or having an average
of three desired pregnancies. For those not exposed to pregnancy
due to permanent impairment of fecundity, it uses estimates made
by Arthur A. Campbell, Assoclate Director, Center for Fopulation
Research, Nationa} Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, DHEW.® A

The yardsticks of annnal cash income figures used by the SSA
to determine those below the near-poverty level vary with family
size and are different for farm and non-farm families. Since the
detailed data on local population by income and family size needed
to apply these yardsticks directly for any given community generally
are not avallable, the DPV foraula uses the percentage of all fami.
lies with less than a single nverage annual income for purposes of
computation. On analysis, the most suitable and available ayerage
fam-’Sy fucome for this purpose was found to be the percentage of
families with incomes below $3,000 as reported in the 1860 Census
of Population. R :

*..'The two apparently disparate income standards are in fact com-
patible, as shown by the closeness of the estimates obtained for the
nation as a whole by the application of this formula, and by a more
precise count made for PPWP by the U.S, Bureau of the Census
applying the detailed SSA near-poverty yardsticks by family size to
national data gathered through its Current Populstion Survey of
March 1868. Both estimates ylelded nearly 5.3 million women as the
approximate number in need of family planning service as of that
date. This compatibility springs principally from the following
factors: :
.+, 1) There is a disproportionatcly large number of elderly per-
sons, who are not potential contraceptors, among families with in-
corres below $3,000 a year. Hence, the use of the percentage of
the general popuZation with family incomes belcw this figure defines,
In 1ffect, a childbearing population at a higher income level. -
1 2) Family incomes have risen since 1960. Thus, applying the
perc wtage of families with incomes below $3,000 fa 1960 to the
estimated 1966 population defines a higher income level as of the
latter date, ooy o T a0 :
.v: ‘The 1968 revision of the DPV formula also applies a firal ad-
justment factor to account for the different income levels used to
define “near-poverty” amung non-farm and farm families. These
-~ farm-non-farm adjustment coefficients were derived from analysis of
-* . the Census Bureau’s special tabulation {mentioned above) of women
" ~by age, selected characteristics, and specified poverty levels — for
" areas of the United States classified by the proportion of the popula-
tion living on rural farms. ‘ ‘ '
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' '.A. A Camﬁt;oll; “The Role of ?lmliy Plenning In the Reduction of Poverty,”
Journei of Merrisge snd the Famity 30:236, Mey, 1968, Y .
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The DPY formula was applied in this study as follows:
Steps Data Employed

1. Estimate the nuraber of wom-  Census Bureau estimates for
enof chlidbearing age (18-44) each county of the number of
for each county. women aged 15-44 in 1966,
reduced by 13.2% (the pro-
portion of all women 15-44
who were aged 15-17 as re-

ported in the 1960 Census).

2. Multiply this number by the Percent of families with in-

proportion of families with In-  cories below $3,000 for each
comes below $3,000 In 1960 county, as reported in the
to estimate the number of

1960 Census. : :
, medically Indigent women of .
chiidbearing age. o R
3. Multiply the above number by
.75 In order to deduct from it
those women who do not need
protection from pregnancy at
any given time, either be:
cause of Inability to concelve
or because they are pregnant
or actively seeking a pregnan: T
cy. This deduction is based on
the following steps: )
(a) 139% Is deducted for nat-
uralor postoperative sterility. *
(b) from the remaining popu-
fation another 14% Is de-
tfucted to allow for the time .
period needed by a woman to ‘
have an average of three . ,
wanted children.®® ‘
The combined effect of these .
two deductions Is to have a
remainder which Is .87 X .86
= .75 of the starting number.
4. Since the same cash income
represents a higher real in-
come for a farm famiiy than
for a nonfarm family (be. ,
cause of such items as food
which are not purchased), the
application of the same In-
come measure for both would
tend to exaggerate the family
pianning need In farm areas .
_ and, by the same token, un-
derestimate it for urban areas. .
Hence the number ylelded by \

Pefcént of bobulatlon Ilvlné
on farms for each county, as
reported [n 1960 Census.

¢

’

* As per estimate by Campbell, op. cit.,, based on evidence from the 1960 sur-
© vey of Americen wives reported in P. K. Whalpton, A, A. Campbell and J. E,
Pattersan, Fertility end Femily Pianning in the United Stetes, Princeton, 1966;
the 13 percent excludes sub-fecundity since contraception would be needed
where sterifity hes not been definitely sstebiished, R

** A live blith makes contraception unnecessery for o total of 15 months, com.
posed of en everege of six ths of king o pr y end o further
nins months until term. A fetal death similerly eccounts for nine months,
composed of six months of seeking o pregnency snd ancther thres months
until fetal death. Assuming that fetal desths spproximate to sbout 11 percent
of live births, the time for which & woman on the sverage dces not need pro-
tection corresponding to esch llvg birth = 15 + .15 X 9 months = 16.35
months. The total period for thres live births = 16.35 X 3 == 49.05 monthe. Of
oli births 95 percent heppen In the age period 18-44 (deduced from Mcnthly

_ Vite! Stetistics Report, 15, No. 11 (February 10, 1967) p. S, Hence period
of tims for which contraception Is not needed dus to thres desired pregnan-
cles betwean 18-44 w= 49 X .95 months. The proportion of the 27-yesr period
- 43 X .58 ’ oo - 'i'j,j_

TZX 2T X 100 = 14.4%, rounded off os 14% Inthe text. . ., .
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Steps Data Employed
step 3 was adjusted for farm
population concentration by
_ use of the following formula®:
If 2(, of the Total Population  Multiply the Number Resulting
That Is Rural Farm (F) is: from Step 3 by:
equsl to or greater 1.2
than .020 Fon
less than .020 1.12

0. CURKRENT FAMILY PLANNING SERVICE LEVELS

To determine the number of medically indigent women receiving
family planning services through organized programs in each county
in FY 1868 {Column 9), service statistics were sought from the
major organized channels through which medjcal family planning
services are delivered. These included hospitals, health departinents,
clinics operated by Planned Parenthood-World Population (PPWP)
Affiliates and other agencles, and OEO-funded projects in which the
medical services are not delivered through hospitals, health depart-
ments or PPWP Affiliates,

1, Objectives and Definition of the Study Unlverse

The basic objectives were to 1) obtaln, as accuralely as possible, an
unduplicated count of medically indigent patients receiving family
planning services in the study year, and 2) Identify the Jocations of
facilities providing these servieas by city and ccunty,

Achievement of these objectives was limited by the podrly strue-
tured state of the family planning field. At the outset of the study, for
example, there was no established universe of facilities providing
faniily planning services to medically indigent patients, although dis-
parate information existed of varying extent and quality on agencies
providing services. It was clear from previous studies that the record
systems in different types of clinics varied so considerably that many
facilities could not be expected to provide accurate information on
patients served (as distinguished from visits} or on ircome status of
their patients. These limitations required that the study adopt meth-
ods of triangulation from previously known data for purposes of
defining the universe and securing the best approximation possible
of the current level of family planning services.

To establish a provisional universe of organized family plan-
ning services, previous surveys, miscellaneous governmental and
non-governmental reports and other data were examined. From these
diverse sources, an initial list was made of the agencies reported to
be involved in the provisitn of organized family planning medical
services (whether In free-standing clinics or as part of larger systems
of care). This list included public and voluntary hospitals, Lealth
departments, Planned Parenthood clinics, OEO family planning
projects, Neighborhood Health Centers, Maternity and Infant Care
projects, ard other agencies known to be engaged in demonstration
or research projects related to family planning. Analysis of the list
led to the conclusion that a differentiated survey appioach, as de-
tafled below, would be required for each major type of agency.

In order for the data to be comparable, patient service level in-
formation was sough: for fiscal year 1988 (July 1, 1967-June 30,
1668). Health departments and hospitals usually report statistics on

a fiscal year basls, and monthly reports of Planned Parenthood
Affiliates could be grouped by any selected 12-month period.

2. Definition of Family Planning
For the surveys, the following definition of family planning was
adopted;

Family planning is defined as any medical means by which concep-
tion Is prevented or postponed. It Is also called fertility regulation,
contraception, birth control, planned parenthood and includes the
rhythm method.

3. Hospltals
The provisional universe for the hospital survey was constructed
from the following sources:

1) The American Hospital Assoclation, in its 1968 survey of
affilfated {nstitutions, included questions which ylelded information
on hospitals providing family planning services. The survey included
4,345 non-federal, short-tern general hospitals; 254 respondents
stated that they provided family planning services.®

2) In 1067, the Center for Population Planning of the Univer-
sity of Michigan, in cooperation with the American College of
Obstetriclans and Gynecologists and the American Public Health
Association, conducted a survey of 384 hospnals with Ob/Gyn resi-
dency programs. This yielded information on number of ward deliv-
eries, postpartum return rates and family planning service levels;
238 of the hospitals responding to this survey stated that they
provided family planning services.*®

3) During the summer ¢ 1967, Planned Pazenthood-World
Population sent detailed questionnaires to a group of hospitals se-
lected on the basis of data available from the 1968 Hospital Guide
Issue of the Journal of the A erican Hospital Association. The 1,279
hospitals surveyed included &l] hospitals with more than 1,000 de-
liveries and others listed in the Guide as reporting the provision of
family planning services. This survcy yielded 444 respondents, of
which 204 hospitals rcportes! the provision of medical family plan-
ning services through their facilities.

4) As part of a special project, the Pennsylvania and New
Jersey Hospital Associatiuns conducted surveys in 1968 to determine
the availability of family planning services in affiliated hospitals with
more than 500 delivv.ries annually, Of the combined total of 202
hospitals surveyed by the two Assoctations, 71 respondent: reported
that they provided these services.**®

In all, the Michigan, Planned Pareathood-World Population,
Pennsylvania and New Jersey surveys yielded a total of 513 hospitals
which had reported the provision of family planning services, Elimi-
nation of duplicates resulted in a list of 421 separate hosgitals which
had responded affirmatively to one or more of the four previous
surveys. A deck consisting of these entries was than sent to the AHA
so that a comparison could be mads with their 1938 survey data, This
cross-check with responses to the AHA survey did not yield any
additional hospitals claiming to provide family planning services.
Where AHA respondents provided estimates of family rlanning
patient visits, however, the figures were entered on the cards and
returned to CFPPD so that these data could provide an additional
check on the reliability of responses to the Center survey.

= * Ths satimates of woman in need, obtiined by step 3 of the formuta for & set

+~ of eight separste segments of the U.S. population, showed differences from

v the direct counts of them cbtained from the March 1956 CPS date mentioned

" sbove. These were strorgly correlated with the percunt of the total populs:
tion In these segmants living on rural farms In 1960. The sbove equation s
darived from s least squars regression of an eightpoint scatter of farm
adjustment coefficients known accurately from the special tabulation of CPS
data of March 1966, The regression was manuaslly sdjusted to improve the
fit at the smaller values of . -
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* Wa are Indebted to James Cooney, Ph.D., of the American Hospital Associe-
tion for providing the tabutations from this survey in sadvance of publication.

** Johan W. Eliot, M.D., Ph.D., of the Center for Population Planning, Unive:sity
of Michigan, generously permitted us to oblaln dats from his files.

*** W are indebted to John S. Worman, Executive Director, Hospital Assoclation
of Pannsylvanis and Jack Owen, Direvior, New Jersey Hospital Associstion
for sharing the results of thair surveys.




Coples of this unduplicated list were then malled to all Planned
Parenthood Affiliates with a request to inform the Center of any
other hospitals providing services in their communities which were
not included. An additional 10 hospitals resulted from this request.
Reports on hospital family planning services aiso were requested
from the Indian Health Service of the Health Services and Mental
Health Administration which added 30 hospitals to the file. The
survey of Matemnity and Infant Care Projects (discussed below)
yielded data on eight udditional hospitals.

Thus, the final universe of hospitals surveyed for this study came
to 462. Since the previous surveys end the AHA questionnalre cov-
ered most hospitals which were likely to be providing family plan-
ning services, it is believed that this universe constitutes most, If not
all, hospital-based family planning services in FY 1988,

4. Health Dspariments
The selection of 8 universe for obtaining data on the family planning
activities of official health departments was made particularly diffi-
cult by the Inadequate information available regarding the organiza-
tion and programs of Jocal public health agencles. It was known from
previous studies conducted by the American Pubkic Health Associa-
tion that many local hes!th departments provide few if sr:: personal
health services.® A survey of all health units in more «n 3,000
counties, and of those city health units which are not within the
of those counties, secired neither feasible in terms of
time and budget constraints, nor purposeful In terms of the likeli-
hood of obtalning usable information. Attempts were made to obtain
information on county health departments providing personal health
services, a universe which would have been more appropriate to this
study and which would have reduced the health department survey
to more manageable . However, such {nformation appar-
ently bas never been collected by federal agencies or professional
tions.

In dev g » feasible approach to the health deTuimenl
survey, the { g earlier surveys and reports were analyzed:

1) The American Public Health Association surv.y, “Family
Planning Policies and Activities of State Health and Welfare Depart-
meats, 10677 ¢

2) The Children's Bureau reports, “Family Planning Services:
Matemnal and Child Health Programs,” for FY 1067 and FY 1968
{preliminary) compiled by the Research Divisior: of the Child Health
Studies Branch, Sccial and Rehabilitation Service, DHEW,

3) The Children's Bureau s, “Statistical Suramary of
Patients Served indet Matemity and Infant Care Projects,” for FY
1967 and FY 1963, compiled by the National Center for Social
Statistics, SRS, DHEW,

The APHA data showed an Incresss over Frcvlom years in the
rumber of state health departments peoviding family plaming serv-
fce data. A comparison of the data submitted for fiscal 1067 by state
beakh to APHA and the Children's Bureau (in the MCH
reporl) was made by ranking the states by the numbet of family
panning patients reported, at shown In Table 11 (following page).

Each tabulation resulted in a listing of 15 jurisdictions which
sppeared to account for nearly 05 parcent of all repotted heakth
departinct? family planni.g acthvity. { The table also illustrates the
wide variation ia the reporting of famly planning services by state
heakh departments.)

Together, the two reports covered 19 states and the District
of Cohurnbla. This list was analyzed and reduced by eliminating thuse

state heakh departments known to be repoeting family planning

* Donetd Harting. M. O, Oicecior, Famity Hanning Program, APHA, provided
wnabul 8vice on This question.

"o O Hartng. L Corss, 1. ERot, Pvbfic Masith Reports, $4:31) Febrrary, 1969,

ERIC
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services which were provided prirziily or wholly by Mutemity and
lnfant Care (MIC) projects or by Planned Parenthood, or which were
financed primarily under OEO grants. This left 14 sta' -~ “nd the Dis-
trict of Columbia which defined a universe of particular interest to
the study: those jurisdictions which appeared to contain almost all of
the family planning services provided through normal health depart-
ment channels and financed primarily through federal Maternal and
Child Health (MCH) formula grants and local matching funds.
These 11 states and the District of Columbla (whose family planning
program Is funded, {n part, by a direct Congressional appropriation}
were selected for more persisient follow-up than the remaining 36
state health departments. Although questionnaires requesting patient
data and clinfc locations for each county in their jurisdictions were
mailed to the directors of all 51 Maternal and Child Health pro-
grams, the directors of the 15 selected programs were contacted by
telephone beforehand to inform them of the survey and to ascertaln
the nature of the data they would be reporting.

At the same time, questionnaires requesting patient data by
clinic location were sent to 50 MIC project directors, since experi-
ence had shown that accurate information about family planning
services provided through these nrojects was not always availible
at the state agency level.

5. Planned Pare:thood

The survey of Planned Parenthood.World Populstion Affilistes in-
volved o clearly defined universe of 128 locai sgencles providing
medical contraceptive services in free-standing clinics, hospitals, or
health departments in FY 1968. (There were, in add:tion, 31 PP\YP
Affiliates which provided no medical services and those wera not
surveyed.)

Statistics on new and old patients and visits, and soclo-eccnomic
data for new patients, were available at the national office of Planned
Parenthoud-\Wotld Population in annual reports provided on a calen-
dar year basis by each Affiliate. In addition, similar date were avail-
sble on a monthly basis for the 89 Affiliates participating In the
Plaaned Patenthood Automated Record System (ARS), as of June
19¢8. For the pu of this study, it was to obtain
patient data for fiscal 196¢ and to secure Jocal clirk addresses and
the nutnber of patients served by clinke Jocation for those Afiliates
providing services at more than one facility and, occasionally, in
mote than one county. In addition, Affiliates were asked to indicate
the participation of othe;:gendu (OEO, health departments, and/
or hospitals) in either funding ot staffing the service at each clinic
location. This information was needed to enable the staft to approxi-
mate the number of patients reported by Planned Parenthood who
were duplicated In the data reported by the other agencies, since
the operation of family planning clinics often invnlves multi-agency
pariipation.

For Affiliates in the ARS, patient data collected from the f)3-
tem’s monthlv printouts wete entered fce each clinke brcation on the
survey forms %Ly code number (the only means of identifying the
clfnic on the printout). These Afiliates were asked to verily or cot-
rect the patient figures allocated, and also to provide street addresses
for eact numerically coded location. Affiliates not participating in the
ARS were asked to summarize thelr monthly records for sach clinke
cation and to provide street addresses.

§. OEO Famiy Planning Programs
The Offce of Economic
1ing programs peioe to Ju
these peograms were

had funded '48 family plan-
lmﬁhﬂ\ediml services in most of
by departments, Planned Par.
enthood AMlates c;, als. A separate survey of OEO-funded
programs operated by these service agencies was unhecessary since
patient dats was to be collected directly through surveys of the
delivery agencies. Fowever, R was necessary to obtain information
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TABLE L.

COMPARISON OF PATIENTS RECEIVING FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES IN FISCAL 1967, AS REPORTED TO THE

AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION AND THE CHILDREN'S BUREAU, DHEW

APHA SURVEY OF HEALTH DEPARTMENT
FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES, FY '67°

CHILDREN'S BUREAU MCH REPORT OF
FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES, FY '67°¢¢

Number of Number of ‘
Family Plan-  Cumulative  Cumulative Family an- Cumulative  Cumulativa

State niag Patients Total Percent State ning Patients Total Percent
California . 95,423 95,423 * Alabama 45,000 45,000
Virginia 59,673 155,096 Forida 28,704 73,704
llinois 34,090 139,186 Catifornla 28,165 101,869
Florida 28,600 217,786 ] virginia 24,899 126,768

" Georgla 20,701 238,487 68.09% Mississippl 13,736 140,604 61.2%
Alabama 138,285 256,775 Georgia 13,208 153,712
North Carolina 16,443 273,215 Noith Carolina 13,16% 166,877
Washington, D.C. 10,700 283,915 South Carolina 12,803 179,680

* South Carolina 10,093 294,008 Tennesses 7,433 187,113
Meryland 8,401 302,409 86.2 Kentucky 6,632 193,745 84.4
Tennesses 7,137 309,546 Maryland 6,448 200,193
New York 6,219 315,765 Taxas 5,793 205,986
Pennsylvania 6,000 321,763 New York 4,299 210,285
Michigan . 5,257 327.022 Kansas 3,776 214,060

" Waest Virginia 2,714 329,736 94.0 Arkansas 2,446 216,506 94.3

i+ Tolal patients for 81 npodlru ‘ Total patients for 31 reporting

: jurisdictions: 350,629 jurisdictions: 229,487

" % The American Public Hoalth Associstion survey, "FamRy Planning Policies and Activities of State Heshh and Welfsre Depsrtments, 1962," reported in Marting.

ot ol, 0p. eR.

40 Chitdren's Duresw repots: ~mwy mmm Services: Materns! and Chitd Health Programs, FY 18877 (prefiminary), compiled by the Resesrch Division of the Chird

Hum\m MM SRS, DM

Mkstopmadmhlnendby(:ommunhy Action Agendcles where
family planning secvices were not provided by a health de-
pufmm!,hospm o¢ Planned Parenthood Affiiate. Data on 28 of
these programs, inclading patient statistics, were made available for
thustudy Bio-Dynamics, Inc., which had surveyed all OEO-
planning seavices during the fall of 1068.*
reference should be made here to the Lovisiana

hmﬂy Planning Program, lnc., funded primarily by OEO, which

inftiated and openlet 2 state wide . Patient data and clinke

addresses for FY 1088 by partsh (county) were obtained for this
am directly from the Ceniat for tion and Family Studjes

of the Tulane University School of M

7. Other Famity Panning Programs

Two cther Mmkmtobepmidingfmﬂyp’m

ning services to indigent women were also sun

n The clinks of the hmﬂy Hanning Centers of Los Ange\a,
lne

8) The clinics operated by Better Family Planning, Inc, in
wﬂhdanmﬂmpw}m nppoﬂedbydnl’opnhuon

T nc o  matis aly pueing patieo epting pote de.
a naticnal tient system
temhedlhemﬂbodmddeﬁpndtﬁehospmlmdhgkhdepm
went turveys. Based espraience with other f phnning
surve)s, R was thumcadthedmnbn

difficult to Inlerpm Stmple questionnaires were believed essential
to sacure the lur mg prssible response, minimize the diffculties for
survey coders and reduce the possibility of error for respoadents.

The questionnaires {see Section 111.G) were thus designed to
ask a minimum of questions and to place emphasis on defining family
planning as an medkdmmbywhkhconoepﬁonhpmmleda
post Ine{rdln the thythm method. (The
that other terms for hmﬂy plannlnghdudefutﬁity tumla.ion, con-
traception, birth control, planned parenthood.) A distisction was
drawn between patients and visits. Although more detafled ques-
tionnaires might have aided in interpreting the data, longee forms
were Jess likely to yield adequate returns.

Eight cities were selected for Seld testing of the survey instru-
mmn.(}nerhfotaelecﬁonlndudedwbetbaotnot!hqhda

hospital family planning clinie, an omt:‘}‘;dd t, an L:elg
project ot & PPAVP ARlate. A 10 in the

during December IMMdam gt{: a) and
ﬂmhlemqmmando&m;t}am on the

fmﬂyphnnlng activities of related MlCPm)e«sdeAPAgnds.
were tnailed during the frst two weeks

ln]amwy n«ompmiedbyleﬂmﬁdchexphbedtbepwpomo‘
the turveys. The were directed to the Chiehs
of Ob/Cyn, wih 1tion copies to hospital administrators and
to the executives of the state hospila) associations.®

Comphtion rates for cullection of service data are shown in
Table 11 (following pege):

'mmmummunmm,mmmum
dmmmmnu , .

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

* The American Hospial Associstion 6 not tosporsor the tutver. A &id
fend Rs dpprovel, which was neted in the tovering lether,



TABLE II,. COMPLETION RATES FOR COLLECTION OF
SERVICE DATA
Total Total

Total Number of{ Number of

Number of |Agencis, [Agencles,

Agencies |Data No Data  [Comple-
Agency in Unlverse| Obtained® [Obtained |[tion Rale
Hospitals 469 455 14 97%
State Health Dept.

Programs 51 Qe . 98%

Planned Parenthood 128 128 —_— 100%
MIC Projects 50 60 — 100%

* Most of the deta On patients served waere obtained through the maeil survey.
In the case of » few non-raspondents Lo tha CEPPD hospitel survey, dets were
obtained from recant Surveys conducted by the Kew Jersey and Pennsylvan’e
Hospital Associations.

** Dats wors obtained for 455 out of the tolal of 469 hospitals surveyed: Affirms-
tive dota ware coded for 438 hospitels; 20 others reported no organized
famity planning services ducing fiscal 1968, '

$0¢ Ong stels department of heolth (Tennessea) did not respond to the survey:
informatina oA some county Fogrami in the state wes Obtained directly
 from the programs ead wae sntered in the hile

9. Estirntion of Medical Indigency Status oi Reported Patients
Since data on the income status of patients were available oaly for
Planned Parcnthood Afiistes, estiinates of the number of m
indigent S:l‘enu racetving family planning services through hospi-
tals, departments and other agencies surveyel were based oo
certaln assum , It was known that different agencies (e.g., hos-
tals and OEO ) bave very varied eligibility requirements
ot free family p g services.
< By definition, the medically indigent family is unable to afford
the cost of private medical care and ls therefore more likely to utilize
clinic facilities when health services are needed. The assumption
was made that the family planning services of hospitals, health de-
and OEO-funded clinics (regardless of the operating
sgency providing the tervice) were, in ol likelihood, utilized pe-
by medically indigent women. Thus, the patient figures
teparted by these agendies to the sunveys were coded, after editing
for consistency, no effort made to distinguish the
of patients who were medical'y Indigent. This procedure undoubt-
edly overestimates the number of medically indigent women recetv-
ing services through these agencies, since some’ patients above the
medical indigency level were served. In the absence of
detafied soclo-economic data on the characteristics of patients, how-
uﬂ.ﬂm%&nnmw to sccept the reported Bgures as
tepresentin thents,
thagrl Parenthood lmg. serve both the medically indigent
and those at slightly higher Income levels. Income, family size and
rziydnuonwpaﬂenumedbyn ative sample of
I ASYstes which participate in the Autornated Record System
develop 8 procedure for estimating the number
indigent patients in all Planned Parenthood clinkcs.®

. *The pracedurs nit devsloped by Elanoe Sayder, PA D, Director, #0d
Grorgt Virky, Retsarch Economnt of PPWPs Degortmecd of Rezesrch

Orsharaly, sp. 0. -

The estimating procedure assumes that the distribution of medi-
cal indigency status is the same for new and old patients since the
proportion of Planned Parenthood's new patients with incomes below
$75 weekly has been relatively constant for nearly a decade when
changes in consumer prices are taken into account. It alsc assumes
that the proportion of patients who are medically indigent does not
vary significantly between Affiliates particlpating fn the ARS and
those which do not. The method {3 based on the linear correlation
(positive) between the percentage of new patients who are medi-
cally indigent and the average number of living children of all new
patients.

For ease in calculation, the estimation of the percentage of
patients who are medically irdigent was undertaken in two steps.
The first step fnvolves calculation of medically indigent new patfents
as a percentage of all patients with weekly incomes of $100 or less.
The second step adjusts this percentage to apply to all new patients,
including those with inccmes of $100 or more.

To develop the estimating formula, individual patfent records
from the 21 sample Afiliates for the first quarter of 1968 — approxi-
mately 10,000 cases — were classified according to the SSA poverty,
near-poverty and non-poverty standards, and by weekly incomes
below and above $100. This procedure established for each AfRlfate
the number and percent of all new patients wha were medically In.
digent, and the number of new patients with weekly incomes below
$100. The proportion, all medically Indigent patients divided by the
total number of new Fllknls with Incomes below $100, (Y), and
the average number of living chitdren per patient per Affliate, (X},
was then plotied on a graph and the linear regression was caleu-
lated. The resulting equation Is: Y = 36.2 + 19.6X.

As would be expected, the deyree of assocfation Letween Y and
X was high, with a correlation coefBcient of .85. (A coefficient of 1.0
indicates perfect correlation.) Wwhen the values of Y obtained from
calculation of the regression equation are compared with the actual
values obtained for the 21 sample Affiliates from ARS records. the
average difference was five percentage point:.

Calculated valves of Y were then multiplied by the ratio of new
patients with weekly incomes below $100 to the total number of
new patients reporting an Income, In order to convert Y to YZ (the
percentage of all new patients who are medically indigent). Thus,

number of medically indi- total number of patients
Yz gent patients with incomes below $100
" tolal number of patients total number of patients
with incomes below $100 with knoam incomes
‘This method was applied to all ARkiates regardless of whether

they participated in the ARS. Since the Afiliste survey provided data
by clinic Jocation, it was posuihle to oblain figures on the medically
indigent propottion of the total cascload for each clinic by nppbm
the percentages derived from the procedure descrited above,
these Sgures wece enterad into the fle,

The estimates are subject to some error, in that the basic data
from which they ate derived represent the average for each Afiliate.
Some AfEliates operate more than one clinie {Le., in different locs-
tiors) and, hence, the estimate for an individual clinic is expected to
show some deviation from the average for the Afliliste. For hospital,
heakh , and OEO clinks operated by Planned Parent.
hood Aflitiates, the assumption was made that these clinks were pri-

utilized by medicelly indigent patients, and the Fgures fx»
those individual clinics were coded a3 reported. This followed the
assum used for eeports from heakh department, hospital and
OFO dlinics spenated by other agencies, as noted above.

10. Coding Methodoloqy snd ERmination of Duplications
The nature of the da:z obisined from the hospital, heakh department
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and MIC project surveys was so diverse as to require formal methods
of analysis and interpretaticn in order to yield ar approximation of
the number of family planring patients served by these agencles.

For the hospital survey, responses to the questions regarding
the location and organization of the services (l.e., separate family
rlanning clinie, postpartum clinc, etc.), the number of visits and the
average number of visils per patient were used to interpret the
figures on patients served. Hospitals with separately organized family
planning clinics were best able to provide relatively firm statistics
on the number of women served. In those Instances where figures
were available only for the nnmber of visits, the respondent was
usually able to estimate the number of patients based on an annual
average of two to three visits per patient.

More ambiguous responses were provided by hospitals in which
family planning services were delivered through obstetric and post-
partum clinics. In these cases other sources were used to validate or
modify the iesponse. A similar procedure was adopted where the
respondent could not provide separate patient data on famfly plan-
ning, or where the figures entezed were questionable (when checked.
for example, against the number of deliveries for that hospital). For
example, th2 University of Michigan study of Ob/Gyn residency
programs yielded data for most of the 238 responding hospitals re-
porting the prevision of family planning services on: the number of
non-private deliveries; postpartum return rates of non-private pa-
tients and percentages of postpartum patients receiving family plan-
ning care. These rates were used to calculate an estimate of the
bospitals’ iew family planning patients in the study year. To estimate
conlinuing patients from the previous years it was assumed that
spproximately the same number of postpartum patients were pro-
vided family planning services tn the previous year and that half of
them retu for an annual re-examination in FY 1968. This per-
centage was applied to the previous year’s new patients to yleld 3
figure for continuing patients. Continuing and new patients wert
combined to estimate the total number of women receiving family
planning services through the hospitals. Table IV (below) illustrates
the estimating metnod employed on the data obtained from the
Michigan study.

Responses to the CFPPD survey from hospital programs which
had also responded to the Michigan questionnaire were compared
with the patient »-limates detived through this method. Where the
Michigan-derived estimates were Judged to be more accurate than
the response to the CFPPD survey, the former wete coded; this
occurred fn Jess than 10 percent of the cases.

Additional tesources used for validating hospital responses were
the AHA report on the number of births for 2ach hospital, and the
previous hospital family planning su~veys conducted by Planned
Patenthood-\World Population and the two state hospital associa-
tions. Foe the hospilals least able to #dentify the number of family
planning gstionts (usually those whose services were provided
through gynecological or general outpatient clinics) the Bgures
tubmitted were analyzed by employing a method similar to that
fTlustrated in Table 1V. However, since data on postpartum return
rates and on the of all deliveries which wete non-private
were tot avalable for these hospitals, it was conservatively estimated

that 50 percent of all deliveries returned for postpartum care and
50 percent of the postparturn patients received family planning.
Where the respondents stated that no estimate could be made, the
analyst did not attempt to determine a figure. In 28 such cases, the
hospitals were coded in the report as providing services, but no pa-
tient figures were assigned.

The data provided on family planning actizi*” - of health de-
partment programs also posed certain diffizulties ~\ .en responses
from the surveys of Maternal ard Child Health »  -uns and Mater-
nity and Infant Care projects were checked against previous reports
to the Children’s Bureau and the American Public Health Assocla-
tion, the figures in some Instances were not comparable. In dealing
with the incomparability of the data, no sinjjle method was used to
substantiate or modify the estimates. In most instances the procedure
was to write or telephone the respondent and, where possible, to
consult with persons at the local level who were considered knowl-
edgeable about the delivery of family plaaning services thruugh
health department clinfcs.

Twn state health departments presented particular problems in
the coding of the data by counly. Tennessce had reported some
county data to the APHA survey but did not respond to the CFPPD
study. Information was obtained for some Tennessee counties from
other sources, and these figures were coded.

The response from the Virginia Health Department was scru-
tinized closely for a number of reasons. Tte Departmeut had re-
porled 59,673 family planning patients to e APHA for FY 1967,
and 24,699 to the Children’s Bureau for the same fiscal perod.
Furthermore, figures obtained from the health depurtments in Rich-
mond, Notfolk and Alexandria for the PPAVP 1967 SMSA study® had
been questioned by two PPWP Affiliates in the state. (Through OEO
funding, these Afhliates had assigned persounel to provide educa-
tional services in several public health clinics and were thus quite
krowledgeable about the service levels in their areas.) In response
to the CFPPD survey, the state b szlth depariment reported a state-
wide totai of 30,628 patients in FY 1968. Further checking with the
health department, the Affiliates involved and other resources made
clear that the county and state figures reported by the state heakth
department probably represented visits, not patfents; and there was
some evidence that the Bigures may have rupresented cumulative
visits since 1960. Moreover, 2 was apparent hat “patients” did not
necessarily mean women receiving medical farnily planning services;
in some counties it appeared to define educationsl contacts. There-
fore, since the data provided by the state conld not be distributed
a1vong the counties and independent tities, only the deta for Norfolk
and Richmond, where estimates could be made based on informed
Tocal judgment, were coded.

In relation to all chanrels through which services were nported,
a further dificulty arose from duplicate reporiing a3 1 consequence
of the mukiple pmidmfr of agencies in the delivery of these
services in some public health or hospital factlitass. Thus, the patient

SE% Jafe and € ). Bernsoha, Clesing tha Bap ia Swbsidized Family Plen-
ming Services in 119 SMEAL aith More Then 280,000 Pepuiation, PPWP, 1987,

TABLE IV. ESTIMATING METHOD FOR HOSPITAL CLINICS (BASED ON MICHIGAN STUDY)
Number of Estimated Estimated Estimated &% of  Esiimater, Estimated Estimated total number
ron-private postpartum number of postpsrtum oumber A new  number of of lamily planning
doliveries teturn rate patients patients recelving  family planning  centiwing patients (P)
retunidng fomity planning  petients (N) patients from
postpartum pravious yeat
2,000 809% 1,600 80% 1,280 GAIS0% N) 1920(N+S0%N=P)




served by a Planned Parenthood Affiliate using its staff and budget
in a health department location was often reported twice, as was the
patient served by a health department in a hospital clinic. If the
services were funded by an MIC project grant, the same patient
could appear on three different reports.

An attempt was made to sort out these duplications when the
data were entered on the county worksheet used for keypunching.
This worksheet was designed so that all facilities and agencies could
be identified with the patient data each claimed in their responses
to the Center survey. Reported figures were entered In the appro-
priste agency columns assigned to hospitals, Planned Parenthood
clinics, health departments, MIC projects, QEQ programs {other
than health department, Planned Parenthood or hospital-operated)
and other organized family planning services. (For a copy of the
worksheet, see Section 111-G.)

These separate figures were then examined, county by county,
against the reported addresses for the particular facilities. In many
cases, it was clear that two or more agencies were reporting the same
patients. The duplicated data were then recorded on the worksheet
in the overlap column. The data did not permit a determination to
be made of which agency was primarily responsible for providing
the services in these cases of duplicste raporting, and no attemnpt
was made to ascribe the patients to or.e or another service agency.
In instances where the state MCH director reported that family
planning services were available in some counties, ot in the state as a
whole, only through an MIC profect, the figure provided was entered
only in the MIC column. All columns were totaled and the estimated
figure for patients served through all agencies was obtained by sub-
totaling the agency columns and sublracting the overlap figures.
Patients reported by MIC projects but who were also reported by
the agencles providing the family planning sesvice (e.g., bealth de-
partments or hospitals) accounted for the largest siagle part of the
overlap total. The balance consists of patients duplicated usually as
a consequence of multiple service agency involvement in a single

kecation.
It should be emphasized that this procedure eliminated only
the most obvious duplications, leaving an unknown amount of duphi-

cation in the pub Bgures. Nevertheless, it provided at least a
minimum estimate of the extent of duplicate reporting: Even after
the survey responses were edited for corsistency and visit data trans.
lated into patient figures, of the 839,058 patients claimed as family

ning patients In the separste responses of health departments,

tals, Planned Parenthood Affiliates and other clinics, 64,532 or
eight percent were weeded out as chvious duplications, leaving a
et figure of 773,111 patients served in FY 1068 by all agencles.

‘The estimated unmet need for family planning services in each
county (Column 10) was derived by subtracting the total served
(Column 9) from the total i1 nead (Column 8), The petcent un-
served is peesented in Column 11.

E. SELECTED HEALTH AND DEMOGRAPHIC INDICES
Basic population and socio-economie information was etaployed in
this study to appesximate the size or scope of need for subsidized
family planning services. 1n addition, a number of health and dano-
indices were assernbled a3 approximate measutes of the
of need tor services. These include data on
infant moetality, birth s and prematutity, since the
reduction of these rates is among the signiicant secondary objectives
of a family planning peogram.

1. Iafant Mortality and Excess Infam Deaths

The infatd mortality rate ased (Cokunn 12) is the average number
of deaths of infants under one-year per 1,000 live bisths, by residence
of mother, fa the five-year period 106185, The number of these

deaths in excess of 17.8 pet 1,000 live births is presected in Col-
umn 13

b
= %
i

These data are derived from the Children’s Bureau Study of
excess infant deaths done by the George Washington University
Operational and Demographic Analysis for Maternal and Child
Health Project.*

The number of excess infant deaths was calculated for each
county by multiplying the positive difference between 17.8 and
the actual recorded infant murtality rate for each county by the
aumber of births for the five-year period. The rate of 17.8 represents
the upper limit of the first decile in the U.S. array of county rates for
1961-65, as defined in the Children’s Bureau Study:

The concept of excess infant mortality in an area is based on the
difference between the actual number of infant deaths occurring
there in the stipulated period of time, and ths smaller number which
would have occurred if a lower death rate, which had been achieved
by certain other areas, had prevailed in the area in question. In
these studies, the five-year county infant mortality rate which oc-.
cupied the tenth percentile position in the nationa! array of county
rates was selected as the ceiling risk above which newborn poputa-
tions should not be exposed. In counties with infant mortality rates
equal to or lower than the tenth percentile rate, there were by defini-
tion no excess deaths. for all other counties, the excess was esti-
mated, as just mentioned, by the ditference between actual numbers
of deaths ard numbers expected if the tenth percentile rate pre-
vailed.**

To conform to the geographic coding employed in this study,
information fo: a sma'l number of locations identified in the Chil-
dren’s Dureau publicati>n was combined, a3 indicated earlier (Sec-
tion 111.A},

A specfal problem -was presented by the infant mortality rate
for New York City which, in the Children’s Bureau publication, rep-
resents a summiary for the entire city with no separate figures for the
Bve individual counties. 7o obtain county date for this study, infant
mortality rates for each eounty in New Yotk City were sutamarized
from data avalable at the Bureau of Recoeds and Statistics of the
New York City Health Depariment. For the five-year peiod 1961-
65, the New York City pxords provided a tota] of 767,483 bive bisths,
which fs 23,509 less than Lhe 790,992, shown in the Children’s
Bureau study.*** This difference may be attributed ¢ ‘he fact that
the N.Y.C. Healh Department does not record births to ity rest-
dents occurring outside of the dity, whereas the National Center for
Health Statistics, which provided the basic data for the Children's
Bureau study, does allocate such births to residence of mothers.

Nationa) and state tnfant mortality rates shown are taken direct-
ly from the cited source. Totals for excess infant deaths were caleu.
Iated after adjustments described above.

2. Estimated Fortility Rates

Data on births in each county in 1968 was secured from the natality
tape file provided by the Division of Vital Statistics, National Center
fot Heakth Seatistics, Heakh Services and Mental Health Administra-
tion, USPHS, DHEW.I The 1998 natahty tapes represent a 50 pet-
cent sample of all births occurring in the United States, and the data

LS ChRdren's Burese, Infont ang Perinstal Mortafy Rates by Age and
Cotor: U8, Each State and County, 198560, 198168 1960

g, p YL
E g, p. 282
1 The cocperstion and pssistance of Poded . Crove, PA D, Director; Rebent A

hradd, W 8 Deputy Director; and John £ Patterson, Civel, MatalRy Statiastics
Branch, B8 gratetu??y scknowtedged
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sre therefore subject to some sampling error, particularly in respect
to counties with small populations.*

Data summarized by county from the 1968 natality tapes and
used in this study (Columns 14-18) were based on place of residence
of mother, Estimated county fertility rates (Column 14) — the num-
ber of births per 1,000 women aged 15 to 44 — were calculated using
1968 births to women aged 15 to 44 as the numerator and the Census
Bureau estimate of women aged 15 to 44 in 1968 as the denominator.

3. Birth Order, Illegitimacy and Prematurity
Data on live birth order is based on the number of children bomn
alive to the mother, including the birth In 1968. Live first births
{Column 15) and live births of ffth or higher birth order (Column
16) are presented as percents of all live births in the county.
Out-of -wedlock birth: were reported in 1066 in 34 states and
the District of Columbia. For these states, the ratio of out-of-wedlock
births per 1,000 Hve births (illegitimacy ratio) is presented in Col-
umn 17. No ratio Is shown for the following 18 states which did not
report out-of-wedlock births:

Arizona Idaho New Hampshire
Arkansas Maryland New Mexico
California Massachuselts New York
Crlorado Montana Oklahoma
Connecticut  Nebraska YVermont
Georgia

An index of prematurity by weight is presented in Column 18,
using infants welghing 2,500 grams or less at birth as the numerator,
and all five births as the denominator.

F. EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RESOURCES FOR
FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS

In collecting service data, the study gathered information on existing
family planning programs undler a variety of auspices. In addition,
a considerable amount of data was assembled on resources in each
county which are potentially available for delivery of family planning
medical senvices or for partiipation in a family planning am.
These potential resources were defined as: 1) existing health service
agencies and personnel In both public and private sectors; 2) special
health projects relevant to maternal ot family health care; and 3)
othor organizational resources and supportive prograins. The array
of information (Columns 1€-38) provides a brief summary of the
major resources available in each county which might participate in

expansion of family planning programs.

1. Physicing
Data on non-federal physicians in patient care (Columns 19-24)
were extracted from the American Medica! Association’s mastet tape
file of all physicians in the U.S. and possessions for 1968, oompds!r:i
approximately 300,000 n-mes.*® Counts were run of the humber
Prysicians in each county categorized in theee Mdpings:
Physicians — The number of physicians, by the AMA as
nol employed by governmental agencies, who are In active practice
delivering r1edical care to patients. Excluded, for example, are phy
sictans peimarily with reseacch, administration und full-
time teaching: also excluded are interns, residents and fellows. Col-
umn 19 presents the total numbee of physicians as defined above,
with office addresses in the county. Cokl.an 20 s the tatio of
this number per 100,000 population, using #s the denominator the
Census estimate of 1968 population.

General proctitioners — The number of physiclans included in
Column 19 who identify thelr primary speclalty as “general prac-
tice.” Column 21 presents their number, and Column 22 the ratio
of general practitioners per 100,600 population, derived in the same
manner as described above.

Obstetrician-Gynecologists— The number of physicians Included
in Column 19 who identify thelr primary specfalty as “obstetrics and
gynecalogy.” Colurnn 23 presents the number, and Column 24 the
ratio of obstetriclan-gyrecologists per 100,000 population, again de-
rived In the same manner as described above.

2. Hospitals® and Medical Schools

From the American Hospital Association’s (AHA) 1967 Annual Sur-
vey tape the following Information for each county was extracted:
The number of short-term, general service, non-profit hospitals®®
reporting births, operaled by private agencles and non-federal gov-
emmental agencies, including, however, the Public Health Service
and Indian Health Service hospitals. The nvmber of these hospitals
Is presented In Column 25. Births in 1967 in these hospitals, as re-
poited to AHA, are presented in Column 26.

All hospitals which reported providing organized family plan-
ning services in fiscal 1968 in response to the CFPPD survey we
enumerated in Column 27. (See Section 111-D.)

The 1967 American Medical Assoclation Directory lists 89
approved medical schools in the United States. A bullet (o) in
Column 28 denotes the location in a county of one or moce of these
approved schools,

3. OEO Programs
Columns £9-31 summarize Office of Economic unity programs
of special relevance to the expansion of family planning services.

Community Action Agencies (CAAs) are Lhe Jocal groups which
organize and direct the anti-poverty program in each community.
Counties with functioning CAAs, as of August 1968, are jdentified
by a bullet in Column £9; the list was derived from Community
Action Agency Atlas (OEO Manual 6003-1, August 1, 1968) which
enumerates 1,012 CAAs throughout the country. Many CAAs operate
fn more than one county; thus the total number of counties with
active CAAs is 2,018. )

OEQ Family Planning Profect grants have been a major source
of funds for expansion of family planning senvices since 1068. The
grants are usually administered by the CAA and delegated to a health
department, Planned Parent AfBliate of othe; agency for opera-
tion of the family planning service. Counties with one or more OEO
family planning ptoject grants, as of November, 1068, are noted by
2 bullet in Column 30, identified from a list compiled by Bio-
Dynamics, Inc., of Cambridge, Massachuseits, fue & survey which
they conducted for OEO in the fall of 1968, Their tion in
making this and other data availeble is gratefully ged.

OEO Neighborhood Health Center grants are designed to estab-
lish ams in urban of rural areas to provide comprehensive
health care to low-income families. Counties with one or more OEO-
funded Neighborhood Heakth Centers, as of October 1968, are
identified by a bullet in Column 31, from a list supplied by the Office
of Health Servic.s, Communiy Action Program, OEO.

4, Other Federst and Lotal Resourtss

Columns 32-38 summarize other federally supported
Jocal resoutces relevant to the provision oe support
ning services.

s and
family plan.

* So0 Mations! Center for Mesth Ststiatics, VAt Statistics of he United
Stotes. 1984 Yohuma L Section 4.

o+ Digtridetion of Physicians I U8, American Mediesl Associatie n, Chicago,
{variovt peans).

Q

S Por 358TINCE 3N LOODITITION 1A Securing 6ats from The Amarican MospRal
Agsotistion, wt are indedted to Jamet P. Cooney. PR D, Dirtcter, Burtas of
Resesrch Services and Alen 8. Stone, Director, Division of Dats Coflection

20 Mon profit evr vles propristary hospRa's.



Model City grants, administered by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), have been awarded to enable
citles to plan and develop needed programs In housing, employment,
education, social and health services (including family planning).

As of December 1968, according to information reported by HUD, g

130 cities had been awarded Model City planning grants. Counties

with one or more of these grauts are {dentified by a bullet fn Col-

umn 32, ’
Maternity and Infant Care (MIC) Profect grants, administered
by the Children’s Bureau, SRS, DHEW, have made it possible for
some local health departments and hospitals to provide comprehen:
sive health and social services (including family planning) to “high-
rsk® mothers and infants, particularly in low-Income areas. As of
1968, 50 MIC projects were functioning in 30 communities. Coun-
ties with one or more MIC profects in fiscal 1068 are identified by
a bullet in Column 33,
" Nelghborhood Service Profect (NSP) grants, administered by
the Health Services and Ments] Health Administration, DHEW, are
designed to provide comprehensive medical services to families in
designated geographic areas of need. As of April 1969, 17 profect
grants had awarded, sccording to infurmation
Community Health Services, HSMHA, DHEW. Counties with one
of more NSP projects are denoted by a bullet in Column 34. -
Counties where the lodal public health department g:wided
family planning services in fiscal 1968 are identified by a bullet In
Column 35. The flentification s based on the responses of state
health dipartments to the CFPPD survey discussed above (Sectirn
111-D). bullets identify 1,031 counties where state health depart-
ments reported health department family planning services, includ-
ing 160 where no estimate of patients served be secured, .
- Plonned Perenthood Afiliates are identified by & bullet In Col-
umn 36. The identification includes countles tn which 128 local
groups afiliated with Pk nned Pareathood-World Population oper-
ated medical family planning clinics In Bscal 1068, and for which
data on patients served is included in the report. -

G. SUAVEY INSTRUMENTS .= . -

The alres and Je:ters used in CFPPD's surveys of hospital,
department and Plarued Parenthood clinics follow on the next

page. Abso included is & copy of the County Data Worksheet used to

record responses to the surveys and sort out apparent duplications.
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Sample Letter sent to Hospitals'
Chief of Obstetrics

January 8, 1969

Dear Doctor:

Your assistance {s needed for a brief but important survey
which we have been asked to undertake by the U.S. Office of
Economic Opportunity. The survey {s part of a serifes of studies
designed to assemble statistical data from all agencies providing
family planning services. It has the support of the American
Hospital Association and continues the effort fnitiated by the
A.H.A. to collect naticnal service.data on all hospital-based
fami{ly planning prograns. The {nformation secured in these
studies will assfst the Federal agencies in determining thefir
future family planning programs.

In response to various recent surveys conducted by the
A.H.A. and other organizations, your institution provided informa-
tion on the number of patient visits for fanily planning services.
However, for the purpose of our study we need to know the number
of patients served by your clinics, the number of patient visits
and the average number of visits per patient per year. Since
the resurvey {s being sent only to those hospitals which have
indicated that they provide family planning services, {t {is
particularly important that we obtain full information from
each hospital.

Would you be kind enough to ffll out the enclosed question-

naire and return {t to us by January 18, 19697 A stamped, addressed

envelope is enclosed for your convenience in replying.
Your cooperation is deeply appreciated and we thank you
for taking the necessaty time in bdehalf of this project.

Sincerely, yours,

Alan F, CdttMChEl’. N.D.
President

Raymond L. Letnet
Director of Planning
th: 12/30/68




CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT Seq. #
PLANNED PARENTHOOD-WORLD POPULATION

Hospital Family Planning Survey

Namae of Hospital

Street Address

(Number) {Street)

(City) (County) (State) (Zip Code)

1. Does your hospital provide medical services in family planning? Family planning is defined as any medical means by which conception
is prevented or postponed. It Is also called fertility regulation, contraception, birth control, planned parenthood and Includes the

rhythm method.

Yeso No__
i 80, are thesa services provided through (Check all that apply):
— family planning clinkc organized separatety from other clinks
——. combined obstetrics /gynacology clinic
—. $eparately organized gynecology clink
— maternity clinic snd /or separately organized post partum clinkc

— other (Specify)

2. Plesse enter the following patient dats for Rscal year 1968 (July 1, 1967 - June 30, 1968):

Total Numbes Family Planaing Patients Served

Total Number Family Planning Patient Visits
{July 1, 1967 « June 30, 1968)

Aversgs Number of Vishs per Patient per Year
(July 1, 1967 - Juns 30, 1968)

(Nama of Ret00~3ent — Predse Print)

(Tale)
(Dete)
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President
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Directer
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lames R. Dumpsoh

Joha G. Feild

Raymond tink, PR D.
Meoye . Freymann, M D.
15k K. Coldderg, £4 O,
WWilllam Gorham

Murray Craat, M .
Donald Harting, M D
Lowis M. Hellman, MO,
Johal. 8§ Hollomsn, [+, M D.
Brace Jesssp, M O.

Cuy R Justis

Joseph P Martin, M OD.
Frand W, Netestein
Edward O Rourke, M D.
Alvia K. Prlevia

Cotdoa W. Prriin, MD.
Nota Prore

Wifhem H. Rebinson
Seymour L. Romney, M D
Ceorge Roses, M O.
DersW P Swartz, M D.
Heward C. Taylot. I+ . M D.
Christepher Tietze, M D,
Maorts Valle

O Richard Wennet
Chatles b, Westoll, PA D.
Samerdl M. WA . MD.
Alonre & Yorky, M D.

Sample of Letter sent to Hospital
Girectors of Maternal and Child Health

January 10, 1969

Dear

The Center for Family Planning Program Development, under
contract to the Office of Economic Opportunity, is conducting
surveys of health departments, hospitals, and clinics {n the
United States vhich provide family planning services,

The purpose of the preaent brief but important survey of health
departments, which has the support of the American Public
Health Association, {s to obtaiun current service level data on
fanily planning clinjcs administered or financed through state
and local i:ealth departments. Such programs would include
Maternal and Child Health programs, Maternity and lafant Care
Projects, and other programs vhich may exist in particular
localitiea,

¥e have been close consultation with Dr. Donald Harting,
Director of the Family Planning Progrum of the APHA, in
relatfon to previous APHA studies, since the present gurvey
continues these efforts.

In response to the APHA's 1967 questionnaire, information was
provided on the number of clinics and patients served in your
state for a one-year perfod. For your convenfence, we have listed
on the enclosed worksheet the counties for which services wvere
reported,

Would you please de kind enough to enter on the enclosed form the
requested data for each county for Fiscal Year 1968 (July I, 1967 -
June 30, 1968), as follows:

{Please 1ist additional counties whete applicable, and delete any
wvhere services were not ptovided in Fiscal Year 1968.)

Column 1: Name of county wvhere anvy medical family planning
setvice administered or financed by the health
department was delfvered during Fiscal Year 1968.
(Exclude any service providing only referrals.)

Column 11: Number of cilnic locations within the county

for Fiscal Year 1968.




column I11: Total number of family planning patients served
‘ during Fiscal Year 1968.

Column 1IV: If data available to you permit only a rough
estimate for Column 111, please indicate by a
check (/) in Column 1V,

Column V: 1f figure in Column I11 includes MIC Project
patients, please enter in Column V the number

(or your best estimate) of MIC patients included. |

e would also uppreciate receiving from you the rame and addrees

of each clinic location where patients currently receive fanily
planning service. Such information received from health departments,
hospitals, clinics, and other agencies will enable us to assemdle a
national list of service locations which w2 believe uvill be of great
value to the health ficld,

We would daeply sppreciate the return of this form by Sanuvary 24,
1969. A stamped, self-addressed envelope has been enclogad for
your convenience.

Thank you very smch for your valued assiatance in this pioject.
Any additional comments you wish to make will be mort welcome.

Data from this and the other national studies we are conducting
will be available on request. .

Sincerely yours,

Alan F. Guttmacher, M.D.
President

Raymond C. letrner
Director of Flanning

AFG/RCLitE
enclosure
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Survey of Family Planning Services Administered or Financed by Health Departments

Name of Respondent

Title

State

Seq. #

Date

{Family Planning is defined as any medicsl means by which conception Is previnted or postponed. It is also called fertility regulation, con:
traception, birth ccntrol, planned parenthood, and Includes the rhythm method.)

1. If there have not been any family planning services provided by or through the state or local health depariments, please check here

and return form to us,

2. If family planning services were edministered or financed by the stale o7 local health departments during fiscal year 1968 (July 1,
1967 « June 30, 1968}, pleass list below the following Information for each county:

|
Name of county

|

Number of clinics In
county durin

Fiscal Yesr 1968

Il

Total number of family
ptanning patients served
during Fiscal Year 1968

v

If figure in

Column Il1 is estimate,
check here

” :
Number of MIC project

tients included in
lumn 1L (if any)
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Gordon W. Perkin, MD.
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. January 17.:

Sample Letter sent to
Directors of Planned
Parenthood Affiliates

FOR ACTION
January 8, 1969

TO: Executive Directors of Planned Parenthood Affiliates
with Medical Services

FROM: Alan F. Guttmacher, President

Raymond C. Lerner, Director of Planning

The Center for Family Planning.Program Development is under
contract to the U,S. Office of Economic Opportunity to assemble

a wide range of statistical data from Planned Parenthcood, hospitals
and health departments for the more than 3,000 counties and 110
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the United States.

This national file of information will be invaluable in planning
for the orderly development of family planning services throughout
much of the country. As part of these on-going studies, we will be
gathering information from all service agencies on curreant levels
of family planning sarvices: the number of women served annually
by the diffarent agencies, the number and location of clinics, and
the auspicee under which services are provided. Fiscal year 1968
is used in c¢rder that data from various sources may be rendered
comparable.

Attached i{s a form (and a duplicate copy in blue for your records)
which we wculd most appreciate your completing. For those of you
who are in the Automated Record System, we have filled in the

service figures available to us here at the national office; please

verify these figures and in addition, please provide information on
the specific address of each of your branch clinics. For those of
you who are not in the Federation's record system, please provide
us with service data (Column II) as well ss branch clinic addresses
{Column I).

Since we must meet a deadline for the submission of our report
to the OEQ, we would most appreciate receiving your responses by
A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed for your
convenience.

Thank you for taking the time to assist us.

AFG/RCL/1r
enc.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT Seq. #
PLANNED PARENTHOOD-WORLD POPULATION

PPWP Medical Affillate Questionnaire

Clinic Locations and Service Levels

Affiliate

1. All corrections In the Informaticn we have listed should be made In Red Ink above that Item.

it medical services are provided at only one center, please check here . .,

Cotumn | ‘ Column II Column tI Column IV

List in Column | all clinic locations in operation durlng the | In Column I} enter serv- | In Column [il, for all | In Column IV check any
time period of July 1, 1967, to date. -~ | ice data (total number | clinics listed in Column | qr all sponsorships in
; ' of patients served) only | I, answer yes if clinic Is | addition to Planned Par-
for those clinles n op- | still in operation and no | enthood which apply.
eration during Fiscal | if not.

. Year 1968 or a p:rtion
— : thereof.

g.luly 1, 1967-June 30,
968)

Number of Yes O OED g8
patlents served ‘

Name A ‘ Hosp, a
Address__ = i Health Dept. D
(number) - (street) : . .

. No D Other O
{city) (county) (explaln) .
- (state) . . . ., (zipcode) - o
Number of Yes O 0EO ‘o
! patients served o
Name o Hosp. 0
Address " HealthDept. O
(number) (street) N .
No QO - Other - a
{city) (county) . ~ (explain)

(state) (zip tode)




CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANN!NG PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
PLANNED PARENTHOOD-WORLD POPULATION

COUNTY DATA WORKSHEET

STATE CODED BY DATE
COUNTY CHECKED BY DATE
SHEET OF
NO. OF FAMILY PLANNING PATIENTS FY '68
FATILITY IDENTIFICATION HOSPITAL| PP HOD Mic OEO0 OTHER SUB- ASSUMED] COUNTY
TOTAL | OVERLAP| TOTAL
PATIENT TOTAL
NO. OF NO. OF NO. OF NO. OF |NO. OF |NO. OF |NC. OF |NO. OF [CODING COMPLETE FOR KP. O
HOSPITALS|HOSPITAL | HOSPITAL | PP HO MIC OEQ OTHER
SURVEYED |RESPONSES|F.P. SERV.JCLINICS |[CLINICS | FACIL. FACIL. FACIL. DATE
FACILITY
SUMMARY
O
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