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ABSTRACT
To provide federal, state, and local health agencies

with information needed to achieve the national objectives of
improving health, assisting families to escape poverty, and providing
parents with fre,sdom of choice in determining the number and spacing
of their children, information was collected from 3,072 United States
counties. Data from a variety of public and professional sources and
from surveys conducted in 1969 requesting data on numbers of patients
served are summarized into 34 categories of service, need, and
demographic, health, and resource information, for selected counties,
cities, states, or regions, In 1968 there were an estimated 5,367,000
medically indigent women of childbearing age in need of subsidized
family planning services, but only 773,000 (less than 15 percent)
were reported as patients in public and private health agencies
offering planning services. Services were identified in 1,200 of the
3,072 counties with 200 counties serving 1,000 or more patients and
the remaining 1,000 counties serving less than 500 patients.
Approximately 41 percent of the patients received services from the
public health department, 27 percent from public and voluntary
hospitals, 27 percent from Planned Parenthood Affiliates, and 5
percent from other agencies. These and other data are provided
tabular and chart form. (SB)
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PREFACES

Family Planning end the Poor
Cary D. London, M.D., Director, Health Servjces Office,
Community Action Program, Office of Economic Opportunity
(198740)

Nearly five yaw ago the federal government, through the Office of
Eanomk Opportunity, made its first experimental grant to a family
planning project. It was a modest grant (18,000) to a fairly small
community (Corpus Christi, Tam). But this little publicized, first
exploratory effort of 0E0 to bring what the United Nations has sub-
sequently defined as a 'basic human right" to poor women in a small
Texas city opened the way for today's federal investment of more

millionthan $30 in family planning services for the poor nearly
half of it through the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Today it is genera/1y recognized that full and free acres to
voluntary family planning services is one of the most effective
avenues for escape from poverty, as well as for improving the total
health of mothers and children. It is recognized not only by acedern-
ice, lawmakers and government officials, but most important by
poor people themselves. Fa it has been the initiative of the poor,
through their local Community Action Agencks, which has been
primarily responsible for the growth to the number of 0E0's family
planning projects from 14 in five states in'1008, to over 230 to 42
states and Puerto Rico today.

And it was the cleat evidence that the poor wanted modern
family planning services and would use them effectively to achieve
their own desks to have less children than they were having that led
the Congress to declare family planning a Special Emphasis Program
of the War re Poverty and a high priority program in maternal and
chill health service's of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare

Today, I em pleased to my, a number of federal agencies are
supporting the development et femili planning programs in the U.S.
The Mfieen's Bureau of DREW hu recently allocated sorra $12
million for family planning projects in 79 cities. In ackliticr, DHEW
Maternity and Want Care Propels, Model City peogramr, the Indian
Health Swvice HSMHA and the Department- of Defense en all
providing et least some motes in this area. Federally sponsored
research efforts to Improve contraception also have in.seued
considerably.

0E0 is proud of its role in stimulating the initiation of federally
funded services for pot wawa in many communities, lust as we
are proud of having pioneered the int comprehensive neighborhood
health centers (48 of them), the training and utilization of indigenous
health workers to ouch out into poverty communities, and the
teasel involvement of poor people in making their own decisions
about pegrams invoking their lives and health. A Presidential
remmittee on Population and Family Planning reconstaxled last
,lanuary that the Weill government raMehtlicrease its expendoures
for 0E0, !MEW and abet fedeselli family pkumh4 secy.
Ices until an maul outlay of $130 theca is reedsed to solve lye
million wanes. It declared that the actociphshivent of this goal
would feria the atthe participation of retest* physicians, hospi-

tab, health departments, voluntary agencies, antipoverty programs
and welfare deparfinents," and acknowledged tht a variety of cam-
elementary federal programs would be needed to activate these
diverse groups.

Money, of course, is an essential ingredient in supplying volun-
tary famgy planning services to all who want and need them. But
there are other probiens, too. Enthusiasm, for exemple;might be
enough to advance a program carried out by a single agency in a
unal: community serving a few hundred women. But there is a
significant difference in scale and complexity when one talks
about a program designed to serve some five million women through-
out the country that will coordinate and enhance the eff xts of nu-
merous governmental and voluntary agencies and institutions on
national, state, county and local levels. Enthusiasm alone will not
suffice.

The Center for Family Planning Program Development was
commissioned to undertake this study of national family planning
need, services and resources to help create the information base
necessary for effective program planning in today's complex and
challenging situation. Such data have been collected for each of the
country's 3,072 counties for the fiscal year 1068. Thirty-six categories
of service, need, demographic, health and resource information are
published in the malt table of this report; and many mote ere pub-
fished here for selected counties, cities, states or regions. Such a study
is a vital first step toward intelligent planning and implementation
of effective, efficient and coordinated family pluming programs.

It is only, of tour*, a first step. The study itself uncovers
numerous inconsistencies, duplications and lamas in the service
data turn:ally beitg reported; therefore, for effective planning and
program development, there must be established a national system
for reporting service statistics which is consistent, emirate and
relevaet.

Nearly two years ago, the OW began to investigate ways of
providing systematic peogram

repotting
from it funded.from the pro

More recently, as the result of discussions with the tWdren's Bureau,
the Health Services any Mental Health Ado/Ant:003m and Manned
Parenthood, it was agrees! that a national system tot reporting service
statistics would be . -ped and operated by the National Center
foe Health Statistics. 0E0 and Cheldren's Bureau projects are now

to participate in an intesim system, anticipating the h-
itt/It:sof a-fully developed national system ally in IWO which
will include most governmentfunded and voluntary agency family
planning dirda in the mutiny.

But to ea) this study a first slept'. not eo sninimite it. The esti-
mates which appear here are the list eves amusbled foe the hake '
as a whole, and foe la Abided regions, states and counties. They
preside a basis, albeit an "proximation, fa moving ahead rip*
to achieve out eitioeal objectives.



Timetable for Action
George Contis, M.D., Director, Family Planning Program
Office of Health Affairs, Office of Economic Opportunity

In his July 18, 1989 message to Congress on Population and Family
Planning, President Nixon clearly expressed his concern over the
population growth in this country and abroad. lie 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 serious challenge for our
society. At a time when this nation is renewing its efforts to ensure
that its resources are available to all Its citizens, the President's mes-
sage has particular significance.

As President Nixon pointed out, our social institutions must
keep pace with the demands of a steadily increasing population.
Program planning in the vital areas of education, housing, urban
development, and health must receive increased emphasis. As an
in:egral part of any health care program, family planning informs-
Hos: and ctrvices must be made available to all those who want and
need them. The President has called for the accomplishment of this
task within the next five years, recognizing family planning as one of
the surest and least costbways of breaking the poverty cycle.

It is for this reason that 'Need for Subsidized Family Planning
Senices: United States, Each State and County, 1968" is an espe-
cially important report. For the first time, need for family planning
services on a county by county basis is described. Health officials,
private otganizations, and all those interested In this problem will
find the Information extremely valuable in mapping a course of action
to bring family ;harming to those among tie poor who want it. The
report is a milestone in the family planning effort in this country.

at
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SECTION I. NLED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING
SERVICES: UNITED STATES, EACH STATE AND COUNTY, 1966

INTRODUCTION
Federal support of family planning programs, administered by the
Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) and the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (DIIEW), has three objectives: To
improve the health of the American people, to assist families to
escape from poverty, and o provide parents with freedom of choice
in determining the number and spacing of their children. Since pub-
lic policy on family planning began to shift :-t the early 1900s, the
number of governmental and private sector health agencies involved
in the faintly planning field has increased rapidly. In 1967 family
planning was articulated as national policy when Congress adopted
the Economic Opportunity Amendments designating family planning
as a "special emphasis" component of the anti-poverty program.'
Congress also emended the Child Health Act of 1967 to earmark for
family planning service protects not less than six percent of the funds
appropriated for maternal and child health programs administered
by the Chiidren's Bureau, DIIEW, to require the states to extend
faintly planning services progressively throughout their fictions
by 1975, and to require the states to offer and provide fa nily plan-
ning services to all appropriate public assistancelxtplersts. These
enactments made explicit for the first time the national commitment
to provide modern voluntary family planning services to all Ameri-
cans who need and want them, particularly to those who cannot
afford private medical care.

to achieve these objectives of national policy, Federal, state and
local health agencies, public and private, have a need rot bask in-
formation for use in program planning. &soh information should esti-
mate the size of the imputation in need of ednidized family planning
services, approximate the level of services currently being provided
and identify existing health and related resources which might par-
ticipate in an expanded program. This report, based on all available
information, seeks to provide such estimates for fiscal year 1968
(July 1, 1907 June 30, 1968). It Is one of a series produced by the
Center foe Family Planning Program Development, the Technical
Assistance Division of Planned Parenthood-World Population, to pro-
vide program planning information useful for the expansion of family
planning services. The study on which it is based is supported by a
contract from the Orvce of Economic Oppodunity (Is'o.11 89-4SS8).

A subtle Ma) body of information was assembled for each of the
3.072 U.S. counties. The data Include: Population estimates; income
levels; health, demographic and social indices (such as infant mot -
tahty numbers of infant deaths, births, birth rates, and fertility
rates); existing health resources; available federal programs; and
current family planting servko levels. (For definitions, sources and
tirnftations of data included in this report, see Section III.)

In ikklftica to collecting existing information from a variety of
public and professional sources and organizing it to factlftate a sum-
hoary assestuneut of the situation In each county, the Center con-
dieted sumer early in 1909 of all identdable organized family plan-
ning reopens requesting data on numbers of patients served. Pro-
grams sumeyed inciuded clinics operated by public )with depart-
inewivbbe and "kmtirf hosP4as, local grams ailliated with
Planned Parenthood -Weld Population and ohm ateticies. The r Im-
p/et:ion rite Foe these surveys was close to 100 percent, although there
was aide variation in the quality of data received. (See Section lit-
DI A broader array of information relevant to family planning needs,
service levels and actual and potential service resosces Ice al
counties and states and for the nation as a *bole has thus been
assembled than has heretofott been available.

lkt. so M. ties st. Sae. letta
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The report presents and analyzes service data is reported di-
tectly 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 heal h
units under their turisdietion. These data are approximations which
We se accurate as the state of local recordkeeptng will permit at this
time. Wherever possible, the figure reported by the service agency
wes accepted and entered into the file; follow-up queries clarified
some ambiguities. Mali of toe service agencies do not keep records
whkh enable them to distinguish numbers of patients served from
clinic visits; their estimates of patients sen-ed, therefore, were gen-
erally recorded, although, in some cases, it was necessary to translate
the visit data supplied into on approximate number of patients.

All service reports, clinic kcatiens and sponsorships for each
county were entered on a county worksheet which facilitated sorting
out of obvious reposing duplication. Such duplication surnetimes
occurred when more than one agency (e.g., a health department and
hospital) shared respobsibility for providing the service at a par-
ticular location, and both reported the patients saved at that loca-
tion. While it was possible to deduct apparent dupPcatkos frorn
each county's service total, the information available was not ruffl-
(tent to determine which agency was primarily responsible for pro-
viding the services. Thus the county's overall service figure was
corrected but the duplicated patients were not aectibed to one or
another of the service agencies. Instead, cc e agency's column in the
file shows the number of patients claimed Li the agency in its report.

Less obv ous duplication, however, could not be eliminated. Nor
did the data permit classification of patients served by agencies other
than Plenned Parenthood according to medical indigency status.
For these reasons, the number of medically indigent family planning
patients reported as served by organized clinics in FY 1968 is prob-
ably overestimated. (For a discussion of the methods employed to
analyze and interpret the survey responses, see Section Ill-D).

'the report does ..ot attempt to estimate how many low-incone
women received family planning care in FY 1968 through private
physicians, either at no charge, financed with their own funds or
through such public programs as Medicaid. No systematic data exist
with which to estimate this number nationally, much fess for each
county; fragmentary data from Medkakl programs in several states
suggest that less than ten percent of low-income women may have
ePoctive access to private physicians for family planning care. (See
discussion below.)

Nor does the report attempt to deal with the issue of the quality
of services rendered in existing programs, or of continuity of are and
of fertility control practice. These related questions ant of consid-
erable significance in assessing the impact of any family planning
program. in the light of the current state of recordkeeping in the
field, ft is virtually nnpossible to secure national data relevant to
thes issues from the diverse family planning service agencies. Until
there is a more trniforw national reccedkeeping and repotting system,
quahly- and continuity of care will mote feasibly be assessed in
special local studies. A national study of this kind can presently
estimate only the extent to which programs have been successful
at least enrolling the population in need. This is a necessary lest
step toward systematic evaluation of any program.

fohlity Control and the Poet
Demographic studies illustrate two as sects of the fertfifty behavior
of the poor: I) They appear to be considerably less successful than
higher-income couples in having only the slumber of children they
wart; it) many already use some methods of fatally control, but
often these are the most ineffective ones.

The disparity betwiert high and low-income capita in fertility
control has been amply documented. Despite the expressed milt-
elves of both groups for an average of three children, the non -pone
had an average annual FertilRy rate is 19404tS ct 9P t births per



1,000 women aged 15-44, while the poor and near-poor had a rate of
152.5 a rite 55 percent higher.' The effects of this disparity vo be
seen In the pmfile of U.S. poverty: Nearly half of the children in
poverty In 1988 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 tunilies to 42 percent for families with afar or
more chtldren.

Even these recent high fertility rute, of the poor, however, are
considerably lower than the rates that would be expected if the poor
made no effort to control fertility. National studiesdemonstrate
that many low-income couples attempt to practice fertility control,
but most of them have to rely heavily on the least effective non-
medical techniques. From st -dies of medical care for the poor, ft
seems probable that even those who do use the rr...xe effective meth-
ods have had Inadequate medical consultation and Instruction and
continue to have only sporadic contact with qualified physicians. The
55 percent difference In fertility rates betrteen 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 objecthi of national policy is to remedy this inequity by
providing low.int erne couples with effective access tone sane
ern method! of fertility control which higher Income Americans
enjoy. The need for family planning assistance among low-Income
couples uho are already attempting to control their fertility may
appear less absolute than for those who do not yet practice any form
of family linftation and spacing. These coupler, however, must be
considered as part of the thtiverse of need since they require either
boom to the more effective medical techniques or more adequate
medical supmision to Insure safety and Amy. To do otherRise
would be to perpetuate ineffective fertility control practices under
Inedequake or no medical supervision among poor Americans.

A Nets on Tomlin:4ov
In this report, a number of concerti we presented which may be
relatively unfamiliar. Poll definitions are presented in Section IIi;
to facilitate reading, following are brief definitions of major terms:

Medkisik Indigene Women to Need of Subsidised Fondly :olartning
Strobel is used throughout the report to denote all low - income
women of reproductive age who are st risk of pregnancy and are not
sterile, pregnant or seeking a deskr,1 pregnancy. This group is also
referred to as 'women in need' and t 1.te "total In need*.

A Forney Planning Smite is defined in this study as the provision
of aannyy medical means by which conception is prevented or post -
poned. (It is *1st celled fertility regulation, contraception, birth con-
trol and planned perenthooti, and includes the rhythm method.)

A Fussily Plowing Mime is defined as a person reported as ftctiv
ittg a *iffy planning *mkt from ne ergiunited program.

A Po* Plenelne horse is defined .s any identifiable mange-
meet &met which an agency provides fastik plerialng strokes.

Maw Need of Medic* to lime Wow* iro Need ei Subsidised
Foss* Planning Services No, Smolt are the total Dumber of armee
M Deed Minns the toted total ember of patLets reported is
teething services en lift from otgantred programs. TNs group
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is also referred to in the text er.d 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, Is an approximation
of the number who fall below the poverty and near-poverty levels
formulated by the Social Security Administration. The term is used
in the report interchangeably with "pout* and low-income".

ResourcesSince family planning is a health service, the foundation
of any expanded program consists primarily of the community's
he' "es resources, I.e., hospitals, health departments, comprehensive
heatth centers, medical schools, voluntary health agencies, physicians
and such programs as 0E0-funded family planning projects and
Maternity anti Infant Care projects. In addition, a key administrative,
funding or catalytic role in developing programs may be undertaken
by the community's organlsotional resources, such its Community
Action Agencies 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.

hire I S.4 Malice Women titivated le Se le Neel el Sobskind Fenny
Hamlet Senittes, and Need, FT 1961.

hobo si sled telty lefteet Wow (400s):
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Is rt 1486, there were an estimated 3,.51,000 medic* Indigent
women of tbildbearing aft an need 01 toteldited far* planning
services in the SO states and the Diserkt of Waggle. Iley rem-
seated one net of every fine U.S, women of reproductive age who
In 108 needed protection against unmated pregnancy. The esti-
mate of 3,307,030 eras obtained by applying the Dryfoot-Polgat-
VatIty Formula (see Section 1.11-C) to Census Burma estinwhi of
the mamba of women aged 1S-44 in ION ift each oototy. h Is the
residual inter of women after subtracting from the total number
of laeriftecafte erteses of tilatibeirieg age an estimate of those who



are sterile, pregnant or seeking a desired pregnancy. The estimating
method assumes that low-income parents want to have the average
of three children that they, like other Americans, say they prefer,
and that they would be potential family planning patients only when
they are not having or seeking these desired pregnancies.

In FY 1968 only 773,000 women were reported as patients of
all known public and private sector health agencies which offered
family planning. 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 levels, 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 a whole, some family planning services, pro-
vided either by public or voluntary hospitals, health departments,
Planned Parenthood Affiliates or other agencies, were identified in
1,200 counties. The aggregate figure, however, tends to create a
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 patients served is 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 provide 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 patients, there were 050 family planning projects
hi FY 1968.) The scope of existing programs is illustrated in Table A
which aggregates the service figures reported by all agencies in these
counties, and in Figure 2 (below and right column).

Available information indicates that the programs In most of the counties
for stitch service figures could not be secured ere generally quite small and
serve few patients.

Figure 2 1,200 Counties with Identifiable Family Planning

Programs, by Number of Patients Served, All Agencies, FY1968

Number of Counties where Services are provided to:

rai

Less than 101) patients (or No Service Figures Available)

100499 Patients

500.999 Patients

1,000 or More Patients

TABLE A. FAMILY PLANNING NEED, SERVICES AND UNMET NEED IN 3,072 U.S. COUNTIE3, BY NUMBER OF PATIENTS REPORTED
SERVED IN IDENTIFIABLE PROGRAMS, ALL AGENCIES, FY 1968

Counties (Number)

Total

No iden-
tillable
Program

Identifiable Programs, by Number of Patients Served

Total

No Service
Figures
Available

Less than
10

10
49

50-
99

100-
499

500-
999

1-.:`,00 or
WI,

3,072 1,872 1,200 122 63 215 194 403 73 130

Cumulative % - - 100% 10.2 15.4. 33.3 49.5 83.1 89.2 100.0

Medically Indigent
Women In Need of
Family Planning
(000s) 5,366.7 1,429.7 3,937.0 179.5 52.5 232,5 255.5 915.4 340.9 1,00.7

Medically Indigent
Women Served

(000s) 773,1 - 773.1 Unknown .3 6.3 14.0 90.1 50.4 612.0

Medically Indigent
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 - 99.4 97.2 95.0 90.2 85.2 68.8
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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 In 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 ldnd. 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 modem family planning services
(Figure 3, previous page).

Comparison with Previous Estimates
The FY 1968 service 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
1968; 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"; while 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 &50,000."
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
queries to the service agency, and the most obvious reporting dupli-
cations were eliminated. The current report, therefore, is likely to
present a more reliable estimate of the number of patients served
in FY 1968.

As would be expected from previous reports,f 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.

In fiscal 1988, approximately 41 percent of all family planning
patients were reported as receiving services from public 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 agencies which jointly participate in
providing services. This distribution should not be confused with the
financing of these services which often tends to be complex; the OEO
program, for example, operates through delegate agencies and pro-
vided major financial support in FY 1968 to 188 local family plan-
ning projects operated by most types of delivery agencies.

Bureau of the Budget, Special Analysis of the FY 1970 Federal Budget. PD.
166-7.

President's Committee on Population and Family Planning, Population and
Tway PlanningThe Transition from Concern to Action, November 1968,
p.16.

F. S. Jaffe and A. F. Outtmacher, "Family Planning Programs in the U.S.,"
Demography, 5419, 1968.

t G. Yarby, it al., Five Milton WomenWho's Who Among Americans In Need
of Subsidized Family Planning Services, Planned ParenthoodWorld Popula
Von. 1967; F. B. Jaffe and C. J. Bernsohn. Closing the Gap tn Subsidized
Family Planning Services In 110 Metropolitan Areas with More than 250,000
Population, Planned ParenthoodWorld Population, 1967.

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

Percent of Women Reported Served by:

E Hospitals

Health Departments

Planned Parenthood

Other Agencies

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

Number of Counties where Health Department Served:

less than 50 Patients (or No Service Figure Available)

50.199 Patients

200499 Patients

500.999 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 h 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, patients. In 130 counties, health departments reported pro-
viding Family planning services to fewer than 25 persons, and in 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
Less than 25

25.49
50.99

100.199
200-499
500.999

1000 or more

TOTAL

169
130
119
168
168
169
51
57

1,031

16.4
29.0
40.5
56.8
73.1
89.5
94.6

100.0

Figure 6 Reported Family Planning Services Provided in 4,305 U.S.
Non-profit General Care Hospitals Reporting Births, FY 1963

Number of U.S. Hospitals:

Of the nations 4,305 non-profit general care hospitals which
II Reporting Family Planning Services

to be among hospitals with the largest maternity services: While
Ei Reporting No Family Planning Servicesreport births, only 435 offered family planning services. These appear

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 '..ts 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 maternity care system in many communi-
ties is not yet participating in the delivery of family plan services
(Figures 6, 7, right column).

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

The group of 1,872 counties 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 counties appear to be hospitals, health depart-
ments, Community Action Agencies and private physicians. This
group of counties, in aggregate, contains 2,215 hospitals which de-
livered 950,000 babies in 1987, 32 percent of births in all U.S. non-
profit general care hospitals. Community Action Agencies functioned
in 1,082 of these counties, while there were a total of 17,363 general
practitioners and 1,787 obstetrician-gynecologists. A full or part-time
health officer was designated in 1,229 of these counties in 1968. Number of Births in.

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

8
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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 36 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 Counties

Less than 50%

50-59.9
60-69.9
70.79.9
80-85.5
85.6-89.9
90.100

TOTAL

36

23

55
124

103

171

2,560

3,072

Twenty-four states had an unmet need of more than 90 percent;
18 had between 80 and 90 percent; while only eight states and the
District of Columbia had less than 80 percent (Table B; Figure 8,
page 9).

Regionally, unmet need in virtually all of the OEO regions
clustered between 80 and 90 percent ( Figure 9, previous page):

OEO Region

Percent of Medically
Indigent Women In Need
of Family Planning
Services Not Served in
FY 1968.

I (Conn., Maine, Mass., N.H., N.J.,
N.Y. R.I., Vt.)

it (Del., D.C., Ky., Md.,
N.C., Pa., Va., W. Va.)

III (Ala., Fla., Ga., Miss., S.C.,
Tenn.)

IV (III., Ind., Mich., Minn.,
Ohio, Wisc.)

V (Ark., La., N. Mex., Okla., Texas)

Vi (Colo., Idaho, Iowa, Kans., Mo.,
Mont., Nebr., N. Oak., S. Oak., Utah,
Wye.)

VII (Ariz., Calif., Nev., Oreg., Wash.,
Alaska, Hawaii)

79.9%

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

Above 90% (24) 80-90% (18) Below 80% (9)

Arkansas 95.2 Alabama 81.0 Alaska 54.2
Hawaii 92.2 Arizona 82.7 Colorado 71.0
Idaho 99.1 California 80.0 D.C. 11.7
Indiana 94.3 Connecticut 83.3 Delaware 32.5
Iowa 91.9 Georgia 87.6 Florida 78.7
Kentucky 91.9 Illinois 80.2 Maryland 65.8
Louisiana 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
Mississippi 90.2 Missouri 85.9
Montana 92.3 New Jersey 85.1
Nebraska 95.1 New Mexico 84.5
New Hampshire 99.2 North Carolina 87.2
North Dakota 98.2 Ohio 82.6
Oregon 92.7 Oklahoma 88.8
South Dakota 98.2 Pennsylvania 87.8
Tennessee 93.4 South Carolina 83.9
Utah 97.5 Texas 88.8
Vermont 99.1
Virginia 95.5
Washington 91.3
West Virginia 95.5
Wisconsin 96.5
Wyoming 99.4

While there is thus some variation in the development of family
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 II, III 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 natiores

86.6 largest metropolitan areas. Of the estimated 5,367,000 women in
need, 2,540,000 live in 318 counties which comprise the 124 Stand-
ard Metropolitan Statistical Areas' with more than 250,000 popula-

85.5 tion. Approximately 802,000 women in these SMSAs were reported
to have received family planning services in FY 1968. Thus, existing
programs In these SMSAs provided nearly 78 percent of all reported

85 .2
family planning services throughout the U.S. About 1,938,000
women, or 78 percent of all who need services in these large metro-
politan areas, remain to be served. The largest metropolitan areas,

90.0

89.0 A Standard eietropolitat Statistical Am is &Vinod as a county or group of
contiguous counties which contatne at lent ono city of SOAP, inhabitants
or more. In eddieon ta the county or counties, contiguous counties are In-
cluded in the SIASA If they are entntialiy metropolitan in character and Sr.

82.4 socially and economically integrated with the central city.

11



Table D. Family Planning Hoed, Servicts and Unmet Ned, U.S. and Each State, by !MU Status and 0E0 Region, FY 1968

Totals
SPASA3 with Mors than

250,000 Population
SMSAs with less than
250,000 Population

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
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U.S. Total 5,366.1 173,111 4,593.6 85.6 Z539.9 602,054 1,937.9 16.3 418.9 42,077 376.8 90.0

REGION I Total 613.9 135,157 538.7 79.9 513.0 132,138 380.8 74.2 26.8 372 26.4 98.6

Conn. 40.8 6,803 33.9 83.3 32.0 6,631 25.4 79.3 3.8 172 3.6 95.5
Maine 27.7 219 27.5 99.2 6.8 6.8 100.0
Mass. 93.2 7,318 85.9 92.2 87.2 7,268 79.9 91.7 2.7 50 2.6 98.1
N. H. 13.9 110 13.8 99.2 4.0 4.0 100.0
N.J. 114.9 17,125 97.8 85.1 80.3 16,211 64.1 79.8 9.5 150 9.3 98.4
N.Y. 351.3 99,228 252.1 71,8 294.1 97,874 196.2 66.7
R. I. 11.0 4257 16.8 79.8 19.4 4,154 15.3 78.6
Vt. 10.9 97 10.8 99.1

REGION II Total 972.2 130,682 841.6 86.5 376.4 96,683 279.7 74.3 75.0 1,979 61.0 89.4

Del. 10.8 4,053 6.8 62.6 6.1 3,251 2.8 46.3
D. C. 20.8 18,333 2.4 11.8 20.8 18,333 2.4 11.8
Ky. 141.8 11,473 130.4 91.9 24.2 4,276 19.9 82.3 7.0 1,519 5.5 78.2
Md. 73.7 25,195 48.5 65.8 53.5 22,079 31.4 58.7
N. C. 231.1 29,424 201.7 81.3 31.6 10,983 20.6 65.2 34.8 4,549 30.3 86.9
Pa. 263.6 32,011 231.6 87.9 183.0 31,068 151.9 83.0 11.1 336 10.7 97.0
Va. 150.5 6,648 143.9 95.6 51.5 6,000 45.5 88.3 10.3 10.3 100.0
W. Va. 19.8 3,545 76.3 95.6 5.9 693 5.2 88.2 11.8 1,575 10.2 86.1

REGION i II Total 1,064.7 154,060 910.6 85.5 370.1 81,871 288.2 71.9 68.2 7,247 60.9 89.4

Ala. 175.3 33,240 142.1 81.0 49.3 14,936 34.4 69.7 29.7 3,387 26.3 88.6
Fla. 229.0 43,716 180.3 78.7 128.7 30,759 97.9 76.1 12.2 1,951 10.3 84.1
Ga. 205.2 25,311 179.9 87.7 60.7 15,455 45.2 74.5 20.2 1,715 18.5 915
Miss. 135.9 13,303 122.6 90.2 11.3 1,280 10.0 88.7 6.0 194 5.8 96.8
S. C. 133.1 21,310 111.8 84.0 44.9 7,838 37.1 82.6
Tenn. 186.1 12,180 173.9 93.5 75.1 11,603 63.5 84.6

REGION IV Total 856.4 127,121 729.3 85.2 451.2 116,959 334.2 74.0 76.3 8,830 67.5 8.8.5

III. 197.3 38,892 158.4 80.3 123.2 38,401 84.8 68.8 11.3 334 10.9 91.0
Ind. 109.8 6,225 103.6 94.3 41.1 5,055 36.1 87.7 18.1 892 17.2 95.1
Mich. 173.6 32,220 141.4 81.4 105.3 26,380 78.9 14.9 17.9 5,495 12 4 692
Minn, 79.9 9,459 70.5 88.2 27.8 9,349 18.5 66.4 .9 .9 100.0
Ohio 216.7 37,517 179.1 82.7 130.7 35,020 95.7 732 22.7 2,109 20.6 90.7
Wisc. 79.1 2,748 76.4 96.5 23.0 2,748 20.2 88.0 5.6 5.6 100.0

REGION V Total 801.1 79,892 721.2 90.0 300.1 52,503 248.2 82.5 105.3 11,174 94.1 89.4

Ark. 106.5 5,092 101.4 95.2 15.8 1,153 14.6 92.7 11.1 488 10.6 95.6
1.a. 170.9 14,777 156.1 91.4 61 '7. 12,631 48.6 79.4 14.8 14.8 100.0
N. Mex. 31.9 4,942 27.0 84.5 6.6 1,925 4.7 70.8
Okla. 92.0 10,323 81.6 89.8 29.2 3,664 25.6 87.5 6.7 !61 5.8 87.1
Texas 399.9 44,758 355.1 88.8 187.9 33,130 154.7 82.3 72.7 9,825 62.9 86.4

REGION VI Total 442.9 48,526 394.3 89.0 114.9 36,359 78.5 68.4 43.0 3,634 39.4 91.5

Colo. 45.5 13,187 32.3 71.0 20.4 10,989 9.4 46.0 7.5 1,022 6.5 86.4
Idaho 15.9 135 15.8 99.2 2.0 123 1.9 93.8
Iowa 69.8 5,584 64.2 92.0 9.0 2,321 6.7 74.3 8.5 1,201 7.2 85.8
Kansas 55.5 5,984 49.5 89 2 14.0 3,011 11 0 78.4 3.2 428 2.8 86.7
Mo. 137.9 19,388 118.5 85.9 55.3 18,063 37.2 67.3 7.3 420 6.9 94.2
Mont. 15.8 1,209 14.6 92.4 2.9 2.9 100.0
Nebr. 37.3 1,813 35.5 ';'5.1 7.5 1,476 6.0 80.2 3.2 300 2.9 90.6
N. Dak 17.6 314 17.3 98.2 1.2 140 1.0 88.2
S. Da k. 21.8 384 21.4 98.2 1.9 1.9 100.0
Utah 19.9 493 19.4 97.5 8.8 493 8.3 94.4 5.3 5.3 100.0
Wyo. 6.0 35 5.9 99.4
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Outside SMSAs Percent of Total NM
(Cols. 6,10 or 14 + Col. 2)

Perm( of Reported Swim
(Cols. 7, 1,, of 15 + Col. 3)

Percent of Vomit Need
(Cols. 8,12 or 16 - Col. 4)

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26

V 15 1al
lita,...

h
lia

I0
II

1

li- i
11
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8

A

.g

I
1

do

2,407.9 128,980 2,2783 94.6 47.3 7.8 44.9 77.9 5.4 16.7 422 8.2 49.6 U.S. Total

134.1 2,647 131.5 98.0 76.1 4.0 19.9 97.8 .3 2.0 70.1 4.9 24.4 REGION I Total

4.9 4.9 100.0 78.5 9.4 12.1 97.5 2.5 74.7 10.7 14.6 Conn.
?0.9 219 20.7 99.0 24.5 75.5 100.0 24.7 75.3 Maine

3.4 3.4 100.0 93.5 2.9 3.6 99.3 .7 93.0 3.1 4.0 Mass.
9.9 110 9.8 98.9 28.8 71.2 100.0 29.0 71.0 N. H.

25.2 764 24.4 97.0 69.9 8.2 21.9 94.7 .9 4.5 65.5 9.5 25.0 N. J.

57.3 1,354 55.9 91.6 83.7 16.3 98.6 1.4 77.8 22.2 N.Y.

1.6 103 1.5 93.6 92.3 7.7 91.6 2.4 91.0 9.0 R. I.
10.9 97 10.8 99.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 VI.

520.9 26,020 494.8 95.0 38.7 7.7 53.6 74.0 6.1 19.9 33.1 8.0 58.9 REGION ii Total

4.8 802 4.0 83.2 56.0 44.0 80.2 19.8 41.5 58.5 Del.
100.0 101.0 100.0 D. C.

110.7 5,678 105.0 94.9 17.0 4.9 78.1 37.3 13.2 49.5 15.3 4.2 80.6 Ky.
20.3 3,116 17.2 84.6 72.5 27.5 87.6 12.4 64.7 35.3 Md.

164.7 13,892 150.8 91.6 13.7 15.1 71.3 31.3 15.5 47.2 10.2 15.0 74.8 H. C.
69.6 307 68.9 99.1 69.4 4.2 26.4 97.1 1.0 1.9 65.6 4.6 29.8 Pa.

88.7 648 88.1 99.3 34.2 6.9 58.9 90.3 9.7 31.6 7.2 61.2 Va.
62.1 1,277 60.8 97.9 7.4 14.8 77.8 19.5 44.4 36.0 6.8 13.4 79.8 W. Va.

626.5 64,942 561.5 89.6 34.8 6.4 53.8 53.1 4.7 42.2 31.6 6.7 61.7 REGION III Total

96.3 14,917 81.4 84.5 28.1 16.9 54.9 44.9 10.2 44.9 24.2 18.5 57.3 Ala.
88.1 16,006 72.1 81.8 56.2 5.3 38.5 63.1 4.0 32.9 54.3 5.7 40.0 Fla.

124.3 8,141 116.2 93.5 29.6 9.9 60.6 61.1 6.8 32.2 25.1 10.3 64.6 Ga.

118.6 11,829 106.8 90.0 8.3 4.4 87.3 9.6 1.5 88.9 8.2 4.7 87.1 Miss.
88.2 13,472 741 84.7 33.7 66.3 36.8 63.2 33.2 66.8 S. C.

110.9 577 110.3 99.5 40.4 59.6 95.3 4.7 36.5 63.5 Tenn.

328.9 1,332 327.6 99.6 52.6 8.9 38.4 92.0 6.9 1.0 45.8 9.3 44.9 REGION IV Total

62.8 151 62.7 99.8 62.4 5.7 31.8 98.8 .9 .4 53.5 6.9 39.6 !II.
50.6 278 50.3 99.5 37.5 16.4 46.1 81.2 14.3 4.5 34.8 16.6 48.6 Ind.
50.4 345 50.1 99.3 60.7 10.3 29.1 81.9 17.1 1.1 55.8 8.7 35.4 Mich.
51.2 110 51.1 99.8 34.8 1.1 64.1 98.8 1.2 26.3 1.2 72.5 Minn.
63.3 448 62.8 99.3 60.3 10.5 29.2 93.2 5.6 1.2 54.3 11.5 35.1 Ohlo
50.5 50.5 100.0 29.1 7.1 63.8 100.0 26.5 7.4 66.1 Wisc.

395.1 16,215 378.9 95.9 37.5 13.1 49.3 65.7 13.9 20.3 34.4 13.0 52.5 REGION V Total

79.6 3,451 76.2 95.7 14.8 10.4 74.8 22.6 9.6 67.8 14.4 10.4 75.1 Ark.
94.9 2,146 92.8 97.7 35.8 8.6 55.5 85.5 14.5 31.1 9.5 59.4 La.
25.3 3,017 22.3 88.1 20.7 79.3 39.0 61.0 17.3 82.7 N. Mex.
56.0 5,798 50.2 89.6 31.8 7.3 60.9 35.5 8.3 56.2 31.3 7.1 61.5 Okla.

139.3 1,803 137.4 98.7 46.9 18.2 34.8 74.0 22.0 4.0 43.5 17.7 38.7 Texas

285.0 8,533 276.4 97.0 25.9 9.7 64.4 74.9 7.5 17.6 19.9 10.0 70.1 REGION VI Total

17.6 1,176 16.4 93.3 44.7 16.6 8.7 83.3 7.8 8.9 29.0 20.2 50.8 Colo.
13.9 12 13.9 99.9 12.5 87.5 91.1 8.9 11.8 88.2 Idaho
52.3 2,062 50.2 96.1 13.0 12.1 74.9 41.6 21.5 36.9 10.5 11.3 78.2 Iowa
38.3 2,539 35.8 93.4 25.2 5.8 69.0 50.4 7.2 42.4 22.1 56 72.2 Kansas
15.3 905 74.4 98.8 40.1 5.3 54.6 93.2 2.2 4.7 31.4 5.8 62.8 Mo.
13.0 1,209 11.7 90.7 18.2 81.8 100.0 19.7 80.3 Mont.
26.6 37 26.6 99.9 20.0 8.6 71.4 81.4 16.5 2.0 16.9 8.2 74.9 Nebr.
16.4 174 16.2 98.9 6.7 93.3 44.6 55.4 6.1 93.9 N. Dak.
19.8 384 19.4 98.1 8.8 91.2 100.0 9.0 91.0 S.Dak.
5.8 5.8 100.0 44.1 26.7 29.2 100.0 42.7 27.4 29.9 Utah
6.0 35 5.9 99.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 Wyo.
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Table 0. Faintly Planning Heed, Services and Unmet Need, U.S. and Each State, by VASA Status and 0E0 Region, EY 1966 continued

Totals SMSAs with More then
250,000 Population

SMSAs with Less than
250,060 Population
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REGION VII Total 555.6 97,673 451.9 82.4 413.8 85,541 328.2 79.3 24.3 2,841 21.5 88.3

Ariz. 48.2 8,287 39.9 82.8 32.3 6,635 25.7 79.5
Calif. 378.5 75,361 303.1 80.1 319.4 70,417 248.9 78.0 9.9 452 9.4 95.4
Nev. 7.7 2,417 5.3 68.1 5.9 2,269 3.6 61.4
Oreg. 42.9 3,12! 39.8 92.1 16.3 2,623 13.6 83.9 8.6 120 8.4 98.6
Wash. 59.8 5,154 54/ 91.4 35.6 4,939 30.6 86.1
Alaska 5.0 2292 2.7 54.3
Hawaii 13.5 1,041 12.5 92.3 10.2 921 9.3 90.9

with about 24 percent of the population in need already under
care, are somewhat ahead 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 In 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 large SMSAs varies considerably by OEO region, dependent
primarily on the extent to which the region is composed of large
metropolitan areas. Large SMSAs account for 78 percent of overall
need in Region I, for example, but only 28 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 fundior ing health departments and a larger
number of voluntary agencies than other areas. Additionally, the
Planned Parenthood organization ha 1,-14ioned 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 large U.S. metropolitan areas is lower (42.2 percent) than
their proportion of all U.S. medically indigent women in need of
family planning (17.3 percent), a relationship which is reversed fa
the smaller SMSAs and in the non-metropolitan counties.

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 received services, leaving 377,000 un-
served. This represents 8.2 percent of all U.S. women not served.
Here again, the range of variation is fairly wide among the regions
and states.

In the 2,828 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 expected, 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, v,cre reported

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

OEO Region

Medically indigent Women
in Need of Family Planning

Medically Indigent Women
Served

Medically Indigent Women
Not Served

Number % U.S. Total Number 0/0 U.S. Total Number % U.S. Total

I 673,858 12.6 135,157 17.5 538,701 11.7
II 972,238 18.1 130,682 16.9 841,556 18.3

III 1,064,685 19.8 154,060 19.9 910,625 19.8
IV 856,425 16.0 127,121 16.4 729,304 15.9
V 801,072 14.9 79,892 10.3 721,180 15.7

VI 442,854 8.3 48,526 6.3 394,328 8.6
VII 555,615 10.4 97,673 12.6 457,942 10.0

Total 5366,747 100.1 773,111 99.9 4,593,636 100.0
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Outside NSA* Percent of Tots Need
(Cols. 6,10 or 14 -r. Col. 2)

Percent o Reported Services
(Cob. 7,11, or 15 -i- Cot. 3)

Percent of Unmet Need
(Cols. 6, 12 or 16 -r Col. 4)
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117.5 9,291 108.2 92.1 74.5 4.4 21.2 81.6 2.9 9.5 11.7 4.7 23.6 REGION VII Total

15.8 1,652 14.2 89.6 67.2 32.8 80.1 19.9 64.5 35.5 Ariz.

49.2 4,492 44.8 90.9 84.4 2.6 13.0 93.4 .6 6.0 82.1 3.1 14.8 Calif.
1.8 148 1.7 92.0 16.1 23.9 93.9 6.1 68.0 32.0 Nev.

18.1 318 17.7 91.9 37.9 19.9 42.2 84.0 3.8 12.1 34.3 21.2 44.5 Oreg.

24.2 215 24.0 99.1 59.5 40.5 95.8 4.2 56.1 43.9 Wash.

5.0 2,292 2.7 54.3 130.0 100.0 100.0 Alaska

3.3 114 3.2 96.5 75.8 24.2 89.0 11.0 74.1 25.3 liawall

to have received services in FY 1968. 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 largest SMSAs, the need for family planning services

Figurel0 Women Estimated to be in Need of Subsidised Family Planning
Services, by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), FY 1968.

419,000 (7.8%)

600,000 (11.2%)

No. of Women In:

Counties outside SMSAs

Counties with More than 30% Rural Farm population

SMSAs of Less than 250,000 population

SMSAs of 250,000 or More population

is concentrated In counties which contain the nation's largest cities.
'Pm counties, three of them in New York City, contain 11 percent of
total ITS. 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).

Essentially, the same picture of concentration is shown in
Table 2 (Section II) 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 are operational in most of these counties and appear
to be somewhat more developed than in the rest of the country:
Their overall unmet need is 79.7 percent, compared to a national
average of 85.6 percent. Yet 64 of these counties served less than
five percent of the population in need in FY 1968, and In 45 there
were no identifiable programs at all. Table 2 also shows 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 186 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 1987 or 43 percent of all births in U.S. non-profit hospitals.
Only 75 of these counties have 0E0 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 fs 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).

Similarly, 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 II) presents these data for each state and summarizes cur-
rent family planning 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 state 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 LARGEST COUNTIES, FY 1968

County State City

Medically Indigent
Women in Need of

Family Planning

Medically
Indigent Women

Served

Medically
indigent Women

Not Serval

Los Angelis Calif. Los Angeles 126,348 32,519 93,829
Cook III, 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
Harris Texas Houston 45,014 13,780 31,234
Bronx N. Y. New York City 36,441 19,112 17,329
Dade Fla. Miami 36,077 8,955 27,122
Baltimore Md. Baltimore 32,006 17,914 14,092

Total 580.381 220,526 359,855
Percent of U.S. Total 11% 29% 8%

NONMETROPOUTAN COUNTIES AND RUlt:.1. AREAS
Nearly half of the nation's unmet need for family planning services
Is located In counties outside of SMSAt These counties, however, are
not as "rune as the non-metropolitan designation might imply.
Many include smaller titles of less than 50,000 population, towns
and villages.

In 1988, analysis of a special tabulation by the Bureau of the
Census Indicated that only 7.5 percent of women in need of subsi-
dised family planning services lived on farms.' It is not possible
from the present data directly to identify the population In need
by farm residency. Need, rerrent services and unmet need, however,
are available for each county, clammed by the proportion of the
county's total population which lives on farms. Table 4 (Section II)
presents these data, au:merited by state, for the 984 counties
which have a resident farm population of more than 30 percent, a
cutting point which Is regarded as defining a significantir rural area.
Many of these counties have qufte small populations - the smallest
has only 808 people and more than nine out of ten contain less than

Vaelri. 64 64 .tea

2.5,000 people. But they range in population up to 93,000, There are
600,000 uromen In need, or 11 percent of the U.S. total, in these
counties. Since not all of them are farm residents, this finding appears
to be consistent with the 1060 study.

Table 4 also details the status of current family planning pro-
grams in these counties, as well as the potential resources available
for development of expanded family planning programs. As would
be expected, these counties have fewer existing family planning pro-
grams - and fewer resources for service expansion - than more met
ropolitan counties. Only 29,000 women were reported to have
received serviom to FY 1988, leaving 571,000 or 93.2 percent un-
served. Health departments report providing tome services in 248 of
these counties, but they generally serve few patients: AU but 77
reported 'ening less than 100 patients In Fl 1963 or could provide
no service figures at all. Services are also prAid..cl by 1I hospitals
and four Planned Parenthood clinics. Only 14 counties have 0E0-
funded family planning pro;-ccts, two have Neighborhood Health
Centers, six have Maternity and Infant Core Pro)ects and one has a
Model City grant. But 583 of these 984 counties have functioning
Community Action Agencies; and there are 665 hospitals in these
counties repotting births which provide no family planning services.

TABLE Pr PERCENT Of UNMET MARY PtA1iN1N0 NEED IN SELECTED STATES, STATEWIDE AND OUTSIDE LARGEST SUM,
IT INS

Seale

........,

Statewide
Statewide Outside of Largest SWIM In State

largest SNISM
.

News
Nori

Netted Unserred

Oeitiornia 80.0% 89.5% San Francisto-Osklend,
Los kolas 69.3%

Mint* 80.2 99.4 Chicago 60.9
Mattatchattetts 92.1 99.2 Boston 86.3
Mithistai $1.4 892 Detroit 73.3
New York 71.7 89.1 New Vora City 61.5
OW 82.6 86.1 Cleveland 63.8
Pennsylvania 87.8 95.2 PhRadelpitia, Pittsburgh 79.3
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These rural counties Include many with high infant mortality
rates. Nearly half of the 984 counties 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 need in these counties totaled
1,430,000 women, or 31 percent of all unmet family planning need
In the country.

It is almost axiomatic that most of these counties would be rural
counties containing anall populations. Yet this obscures another and
perhaps more 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 meny opportunities for development of family planning
programs which could rapidly reach a significant number of cur-
rently unserved women. Table 5 (Section II) identifies each of these
counths and summarizes the available data. The counties are dis-
tributed among the regions, as follows:

0E0 Region

Counties with No identifiable Family Planning
Program and with 1,000 or More Women in
Need of Family Planning

III

V

VI
VII

Total

54
68
11

127
115
44
19

438

While many of these counties have relatively small populations,
half contain mote than 50,000 persons:

Counties with No Identifiable ramify Planning
Program and with 1,000 or More Women in

Population Need of Family Planning

Loss than 10,000
10,0W. 24,999
25,000.49,999
$0,000.99,999

100,000-249,999
250,000 449,949
Total

0 0
62

155
131
63

7

14.2
35.4
34.5
14.4

1.6

438 100.1

These (mantles appear to have considerable existing health and
program resources which could be utilized fat development of family
pluming services. Only 59 counties, for example, have no non -profit
hospeals reporting births wliOe 223 have two or more there are, In

Ile Ames et 1A00 *coma no net is resented es a 'roes nets eta
Ilereoine as area nisi een14 eteitoretteny km as roe ensnire4 terra,
pionnit* oriorilok tome 1.000 pst.ents brown*, 4404 be nerved in Ire hen,
day dint imtlens ereentr.
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all, 752 hospitals in these counties which delivered 433,000 babies
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, there were 9,129 general 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 demonstrated the relationship between infant
mortality and related adverse pregnancy outcomes, on the one hand,
and high 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 first births to girls In their teens.
The incidence of infant mortality also increases considerably when
babies are born to close together. These relationships are com-
pounded and intensified when too many pregnancies occur too
rapidly to 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
planning services and the incidence of preventable infant deaths
his received special attention. The principal medical measures avail-
able to reduce infant mortality are comprehensive maternity cure,
improved infant and child care and family planning.° Compara-
tive analyses of these programs by DHE1V In 1966 led to the con-
clusion that family planning is the most cost-effective health measure
available to reduce infant mortality, outranking the next most el-
teethe program (intensive care of "high risk" newborns) by a
margin of 8 to l in infant deaths prevented for any given level of
professional and financial resources expended. '

in 1967, the Children's Bureau published its first report on the
extent of "excess Infant deaths" for each US. county foe the period
1956 -80, derttnollet;excess Infant deaths" as the difference between
the actual number of deaths and the number that would
have occurred if the county's Infant mortality rate had been equal
to the rate in the county ompying the tenth percentile position in
a national array.I The study revealed that SO metropolitan coun-
ties accounted for one-third of all excess infant deaths from 1956-
60. A subsequent analysis by Planned Parenthood-World Population
indicated that these counties also accounted for 28 percent of overall
U.S. need for subsidized family planning services.I I

The present study permits the relationship between incidence of
excess infant deaths and need foe subsidized family planning senices
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to be analyzed for a later period and for a much larger number of
counties. Datx on excess infant deaths for each county from 1961.66,
derived from the second Children's Bureau report, were integrated
into the file to facilitate a direct comparison. Table 6 (Section II)
lists the 290 counties with the highest number of excess infant
deaths from 1961-65 (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 2,6S6,000 women (Figure 12, below).

Figure 12 Percent of Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services and
Percent of Excess Infant Deaths In 250 Nigh 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 also appear among the
313 counties with half of U.S. unmet need fot family planning
tervkes listed In Table 2. Yet the two lists of counties are not totally

More than one-quarter of the high excess infant death
counties are not among those counties with the largest number of
women still unserved, and abc,ut one-third of the latter counties ate
not Included among the former.

in the high excess Want death counties, approximately 24 per-
cent of women in need were reported as having received services In
FY 1968. Nevertheless, 2,057,000 women In these counties remained
unserved 45 percent of total U.S. unmet need. In 42 of these
counties, existing family ptanning programs reported serving less
than five percent of the population in need while in 56, the number
of patients reported served in FY 1968 totaled less than 300. Twelve
counties reported the existence of an organised program but pro-
sided no data on patients served, while In 38 counties there were no
identifiable family planning programs of any kind.

U.& etliteren's fern.. Infant ant Perinatal Meetsplity *Ot by Ant and
Cola; Li S. tech Siete and teeny. I tt$40. 195111. It6S

S/nce the period 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 interest that
the most rapid growth of organized family planning services has
occurred since 1965, particularly in the larger of these 290 counties
whit!) currently have the country's most highly developed networks
of family planning services. The extent to which the increased avail-
ability of family planning services since 1965 has contributed to re-
duction of the overall national infant mortality rate cannot, however,
be assessed based on the data in the present study.

MIGRANTS AND INDIANS
Of special interest from the vantage point of both poverty and health
are two groups of Americans migrant workers and American
Indians. Data from 1)1IEW permitted counties containing significant
numbers of members of these groups to be identified. The service
data secured from these counties, of course, covered services pro-
vided to all residents; those provided to migrants and Indians were
not separately Identified. 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 those impoverished groups.

The DHEW data identified 332 counties in 29 states containing
a Iotal 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 number include such large cities as Miami, San
Diego, Los Angeles and Detroit. This may help account for 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 tinny are
based in only 17 counties. The data for these counties are presented
In Table 7 (Section II). Family planning p >grams are operational In
13 counties, provided by 10 hmpitals, 10 local health departments
and five Planned Parenthood Affiliates, supported by eight 0E0
family planning propet grants and four MIC grants. In four coun-
ties, however, no program was identifiable. In seven counties, there
was no reported health department program and in the group of 17
as a whole, there were Sti ho vitals not poviding family planning
services. The counties include 18 Community Action Agencies and
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, Minnesota
and Nevada. Like the migrant counties, most have small popula-
tions; only eight contain more than 100,000 persons.

The family planning situation it these counties presents some-
thing oft paradox: Although there were no identifiable family
planning programs of any kind in 172 counties, the overall percent
of unmet need in the group of 278 was 88.4 percent slightly higher
than the national average but Iowa than in other counties el similar
size and degree of rashly. The explanation appears to lie In the
family planning senices provided by the Indian Health Senice.

Thee-quarters 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). Fotty.four hospitals, 19 health
departments and five Planned Parenthood Affiliates provide family
planning services in 38 counties which lave seven 0E0 family
planning pealed grants. in 14 counties, there are to identifiable
family planning programs. In 31 counties, there is no reported health
department program and in the SO counties overall, there are 97
he spaals which do not provide family planning services. The counties
Include 37 Cemmunky Action Agencies, five City programs
and one Neighborhood Health Center.
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Table G. Mediu Ity logged Meats Reported as Recthing Foxily im* Services. by 0(0 hen sod Pr locIpal De Ivory /limy. FY 1%1

Regios
sad

State

Patients

Nee-Profit
Hospitals

Heat&
Liepartmeeis

Massed Parent-
hood Mfilates

Oulu
Wicks

Total Reported
illgocies

Nooks % Number % Number Number % Number %

2 3 4 6 7 10

U.S. TOTAL 224,636 26.8 346410 11.6 224,974 26.9 39,623 4.7 831,643 100.0

REGION 'hill 71,660 51.1 15,850 11.3 51,914 37.0 152 .6 140,176 100.0

Conn, 5,012 70.3 2,118 29.7 7,130 100.0
Me. 123 561 96 43.8 219 100.0
Mass. 6829 93.3 489 6.7 7,318 100.0
N. H. 33 30.0 17 70.0 110 100.0
N.1. 5,141 28.7 541 3.0 12,206 682 17,888 100.0
N.Y. 54,511 52.8 15,276 14.8 33,197 322 161 .2 103,157 100.0
R. 1. 38 .8 4,219 99.1 4,257 100.0
Vt. 97 100.0 97 100.0

REGION 11 Total 38,111 26.? 10,450 49.4 28,859 20.2 5,149 3.6 142,591 100.0

Del. 250 5.7 691 15.6 3,483 78.7 4,424 100.0
D. C. 6,908 28.4 14,010 57.6 3,384 13.9 24,302 100.0

16:
1,268
7,893

11.0
31.3

),315 63.8
12,167 48

2,890
5,135

25.2
20.4

11,473
25,195

100.0

100.0
N. C. 5,589 16.8 26,189 80.6 849 2.6 33/27 100.0
Pa. 15,518 46.3 13,708 40.9 4,300 121 33,526 100.0
Y. 648 9.7 6,000 90.3 6,648 100.0
W. Va. 59 1.6 3.478 91.6 259 6.8 3,716 100.0

REGION NI Total 31380 18.4 127,410 14.1 10,682 63 968 .6 110,410 100.0

Ala. 713 2.0 26,650 15.6 7,634 21.7 233 .7 35,230 100.0
Fla. 3158 8.0 45,499 92.0 49,451 100.0
Ca. 10,74? 41.6 12,348 47.7 2,761 10.7 25,856 100.0
Miss. 692 5.2 12,611 941 13303 100.0
S. C. 3,941 16.3 19,494 80.7 735 30 24,170 100.0
Team. 11,329 S0.5 10,808 48.2 287 1.3 22,424 100.0

KOOK Di ?Oil 39,043 28.6 40,181 29.5 56143 41.7 248 / 136,415 100.0

18. 10,215 8.3 17,317 44.5 11,272 29.0 88 .2 38,892 100.0
lat 467 7.4 271 1.4 5,603 1112 6,346 100.0
Mich. 9,099 24.5 13,693 361 14,351 38.6 37,143 100.0
Milk 3,305 33.3 3240 32.6 3,317 34.1 9,932 100.0
Oble 11,058 36.4 5,152 13.7 20,484 19.5 160 .4 41,354 100.0
Wet 899 32.1 1,149 672 2,748 100.0

REGION V Total 10,753 11.9 23,594 26.0 31,111 11.6 8,539 20.5 40,547 100.0

k5. 133 16.4 4,89 83.6 5,092 1000
ta. 535 3.6 14,452 96.4 14,917 100.0
N. Met. 1,555 31.0 1,891 37.1 1,568 312 5,014 100.0
053s. 2,345 16.5 5,121 351 3,589 25.2 3,189 22.4 14,246 100.0
Teas 5,485 10.1 12,321 24.0 32,554 63.1 191 11 51,258 100.0

ROM 11 total 12,519 23.1 22,341 412 _..._ 11,915 34.8 486 .1 54,391 1001

Cola. 4,099 8.4 3190 34.0 6.562 40.6 S 16,156 1000
Idaho 135 100.0 13S 100.0
lots 2118 46.0 134 2.1 3,093 411 III 3.0 6,336 1000
Rms. 1330 18.1 5,011 68.5 973 13.3 7,314 100.0
Ns. 2,131 11.1 1 ,012 49.7 1,110 31.4 ISO .7 20,069 1000
N.M. 403 33.3 306 66.6 1,20 1000
Nek. 641 35.4 STS 31.7 07 32.9 1,813 1000
N. Dalt, 114 313 144 301 140 AI 454 100.0
3. DA 314 1001 314 10.1
Utall 393 79.1 100 201 433 1001
VI* IS 100.0 15 103.0

RECO VII Uri 11,088 20.1 48,521 41.1 19)30 193 11,411 11.1 103,016 100.0

k1t. 2,249 26.3 3451 40.4 7,144 132 WI 1001
CAL 14,094 20.1 37972 471 12,931 16.1 13,351 16.6 10,304 100.1
Am 141 5.1 720 190 134 5.1 Me 1000

212 8.1 1,121 311 1,791 57.3 3,131 10).
rA. OA 54.1 2,152 45.6 5,154 100.1
Alaska 1,141 14.6 SI 113 2192 100.1
Naval 444 42.7 597 573 1,041 1001

to

:teaties
&tell

(Coiteess10

motto % Glom It)

12 11 14

64,532 7.7 773,111

5,019 3.6 135,157

327 46.0 6,803
219

7,318
110

763 43.0 17,125
3929 3.8 99,228

4,257
97

11,909 8.4 130,682

311 8.3 4,453
5,969 24.6 18,333

11,413
25,195

3,803 11.4 29,424
1,515 4.5 32,011

Mg
251 6.6 3,545

16,380 9.6 154,060

1,990 5.6 33,240
741 1.5 44,116
545 2.1 25,311

13,303
2,860 111 21,310

10,244 467 12,180

9,294 6.8 127,121

38,192
In 11 6,225

4,923 13.% . 32,220
473 41 9,431

3,771 9.1 31,577
2,741

10,81 t1 79.192

5,092
210 1.4 14,717

72 IA 4,942
3,923 273 10,323

MCC _.
WI 101 41,526

2168 11.4 11,117
ISS

752 111 5,514
1,330 112 5,114

681 3.3 19,311
1,209
1,813

140 101 314
384
433
IS

5,353 52 97,671

294 3.1 UV
4,143 6.2 13,311

131 11 2411
A1$ 34111

5,154

2.212
1)041



DISTRIBUTION OF CURRENT SERVICES AMONG
PRINCIPAL DELIVERY AGENCIES
As of FY 1968, available data show that no single pattern 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
Affiliates end other delivery agencies. These differences appear to
stern 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 medical are 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 location reported the same patients in their responses 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 ascribed 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 wh&o, 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 agencies, five percent. These proportions apply to the kiViCeS
which the various agencies reported that they provided and do not
Indicate the funding sources for these services. OEO family planning
grants, for example, finance services provided through each of the
different types of delivery agencies: health departments, hospitals,
Planned Parenthood and other agencies. The health department
Bguret include services financed by local funds, federal Maternal and
ChM Health formula grants and OEO grants; they also include
Maternity and Infant Care grant - funded services which are actually
plovided by health department staffs, as well as an undetermined
amount of klIC family planning eenices provided by hospitals or
Planned Parenthood Affiliates wtddi could not be distributed back
to th;ae agencies.

Within these limits, the reported figures provide an approxi-
mate picture of the state of the field in FY 1968. The range of earls-
don among the states is very wide; In some states almost all of the
known services are provided by a single agency, and there appears
to be Mlle or no involvement of other agencies. On a regional basis,
hospitals account for more than half of repotted services In the meth-
east (Region I) where there has been a longtime pattern of hospital
delivery of outpatient care for poor persons. In the southeast (Region
111), mid- Atlantic (Region 11) and western states (Region VII), on
the other hand, health departments are responsible for the largest
share of family planning senices; this appears to be related to the
greater involver.ent in there states of health departments in the pro-
vision of personal health senicet Planned Parenthood Affiliates con-
tinue to be the principal petty-Men of family planning wieices in the
central (Region IV) and southwest (Region V) states (Figures 13-
19, right and pages 29 and 23).

Table H (pages 24 and 23) rumens:12es the distribution of
family planning clinics and facilities among the carious delivery
agencies by state and region. The patterns here parallel those among
reported patients sewed in Table G.

MEDICAID AND THE PftfttATIE PHTSOCIAK
As noted earlier, the present study does not estimate the extent to
which modern family planning seniors may be provided to medically
indigent women by private physicians. Not do the national hefty
studies conducted in 1963,19130 and 1965 provide a basis for estima-
tion. An answer to this question would require., at minimum, an In-

Figur. 13 135,000 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Services
In Office of Economic Opportunily Re Von Approximate Percent Served,
by Principal Service Delivery Piencles, FY 196$.
'Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Rhode island, Vermont.

Percent of Women Reported Served br

Hospitals

Health Departments

Planned Parenthood

IIOther Agencies

rigors 14 111,000 Women Receiving Sobsland Nob Naming Services
Office of (work 0/941.104 Iktioo Appraise to Fenced boded
Sorted, by Principal woo Delivery Agtocies, FY 1St
Delawaro, Mid of Colombis, kentutly, Marylon& North Grew%
hoosytnels, Virginia, West Yogi*

Percent of Patients ROOM Se M by

Ho ssh

EjHula Depot***

111 Planned Parenthood

IIIOther Agonies
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Figure 15 154,000 Women Receiving Subsidized Font Planning Services
In Office of Economic Opportunity Region III! Approximate Percent
Repor1N Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agencies, FY 196S.
'Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, South Carolina, Tennessee.

Percent of Women Reported Served by.

Hospitals

Health Departments

NPlanned Parenthood

IIIOther Agencies

feta 127,000 Woo ketiviogReoleSoloppol roe* hawk Services
at

%cotV Semi, lacHtiPrfaihrtito DeorkwitilAk5141414.F1 INA

Percent of Wow* WON Served b

Hospitals

Mese Deportment'

113 Same. PateMbool

IIDi* Petits

Figure 11 19,900 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Services
in Office of Econonrk Opportunity Region 11: Approximate Percent
Reported Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agencies, FY 1968.
'Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas.

Percent of Wolin Reported Served *

Hospitals

Health Departments

Planned Parenthood

IIIOther Agencies

Moak Santos
Pettoot

aseale41.1461.
North Dot*,

111m 11 41,500 Woos Whig SiksiteedAlltow2mte
la Deo ot Nook Oopetotiti Itteloo YI:*
Ricotta Semi, ky PflocIpol So*. Wary
Volorolo, Mato, 413, ham krismori, Moot"
Sao Dakota, VIA Wy01114.
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Figura 19 97,700 Women Receiving Subsidized Family Planning Sarkis
in Office of Economic Opportunity Region VII: Approximate Percent
Reported Served, by Principal Service Delivery Agencies, FY 1963.
'Alaska, Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Oregon, Washington.

Percent of Women Reported Served by:

0 Hospitals

Health Departments

Planned Parenthood

Other Agencies

depth national survey of a representative sample of medically
indigent women in their child-bearing years, or perhaps, a recall
survey of physicians who treat low-income persons. Neither type of
study was feasible in view of time and budget coAstraints.

Some information bearing on the question is prosiclecl by the
prelim:nary Endings of an independent study conducted this year by
the Center for Family Planning Program Development. Forty-three
states and territories with approved Title XIX (Siediclid) plans
were sun-eyed in March 19e9 to determine eligibility requirements,
aenices offered and approved providers of senates. The state agen-
cies administering the programs were asked whether the number of
patients teething family planning services through Medicaid could
be determined ot estimated, and the instruments ot methods through
which such a determination of estimate could be made (e.g., Invoke
or billing systems, reports, etc.). Replies were received from 41 furls -
diction. Only 37 states (and three Territories) had Title XIX pro-
grams operating foe all or part of FY 1968 - the study year for this
report. All 37 of these states replied to the questionnaire.

The responses made clear that eligibility tot ter services under
Medicaid is limited to a rtdativety small pert of the medically indigent
population. Coverage encompused mainly the *categorically needy
and categorically related needy" - those who receive ot are eligible
to revive cash assistance under the four federal welfare categories
of Aid to the Blind, the Disabled, the Aged and Families with De-
pendent Children (AFDC). Occasionally the 'categorically related
medically needy' - indhiduals with the same social or physical char-
eciethitks as those six, receive cash assistance but who are deemed
to NOS sufficient ineeene Foe their daily needs other than medical are

Center ea harry Planning Progresi Oevelepovnt "loner of timer Rei-
ning Services Ungee liefica4" 0,1PDWIA40".14

- were covered. Fourteen states provided the minimal coverage,
while twelve others included the "categorically related medically
needy"; in this latter group of states, the median level of medical
indigeney defining eligibility for care was $3,460 for a family of four.

In the remaining nine states eligibility was extended to a larger
group of individuals who comprise the "non - categorically related
medically needy" - those persons who, regardless of social or physi-
cal characteristics, have enough income for their needs except for
medical care. With the exception of New York, however, few adults
aged 21 to 64 who were not receiving cash assistance were covered;
those in need of family planning, ot course, fall largely in this group.

In May 1968, in the 26 states with sure limited coverage,
about 75 percent of the total number of individuals for whom medi-
cal vendor payments were made were recipients 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, however, were
found in the New York State program, which has since curtailed its
coverage sharply.

Since Medicaid coverage is thus limited primarily to welfare
recipients 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 currently pro-
siding 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.

All states provided physicians services, outpatient hospital serv-
ices 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 authorization
of the local 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 requirement that drugs be provided only
to patients in or lust discharged from a hospital, or the requirement
in other states (e.g., Louisiana, South Dakota) .1 at ally drugs which
cannot be self-administered be made available through the program.

In repotting on the nature of the physicians' services pros
"Treatment," *Diagnostic" at -Preventhe" - all 37 states indicated
that treatment was provided, but 11 reported rosiding no preven-
tive care.

Thirty of the Medicaid program director 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 iota particular month. Three states provided annual
figures. Where estimates were made, they were derived from carious
invoice and biffing mechanisms. When the estimates were aggregated
(including one state with Incomplete tabulations tot which an esti-
mate could be derived from previous data), a maximum number of
30,000 inclhiduals could be identified for whom tome payment had
been made for tome type c ' family planning service.

In two states, the estimates were based on payments for contra-
ceptive drugs through local pharmacies. Interestingly, these estimates
seemed to match closely the number of welfare recipients receiving
family planning care and physicians' services throegh the local
Planned Parenthood Affiliates. (These Planned Pcenthood physi-
cian' senices were not reimbursed by Medicaid it FY 1963, but the
prescriptions issued by the physicians were filled at local drugstores.)
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Table H. Organized ramify Plaiudag Programs, Chic location, sad Resairtas far hafnium Exweslee, U.S. sad Each St.tte, by 0E0 Rothe sad Prlacipal Mirky *Lacy. FY 1966.

nigoisnisthsgrais Stilted Nut* eW °fp. Infieul Remand

Pars.tt
UMW

Calm
Peeer

ASesch$

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 I6 17 IS

j
I

il
II

1,11

III
la
di

h
if

i
h

I

ii
ii
11

I
li

;ill

ili
III
III

1

I

Illg
1111

1111

Ii Ili
ill

11

it
ii

U. S. Tob1

REGION I Total

Coon.
Nem
Mass.
X H.
N. 1.

N.Y.
R. 1.

H.

REGION II Total

Oda.
O. C.

14.
R. C.
K.
Va.

W. Vo..

REGION IR total

51610/115 fob'

24

3,072 1,200 1.172 113 435 173

150 61 89 35 124 34

t 4 4 12 4
16 2 14 1

14 8 6 19
10 2 I 2 1

21 IS I 7 26 8
62 2 6 3 6 26 ES 21

5 3 2 1 3
14 1 13 1

447 210 187 114 79 24

3 3 $ 2 3
1 1 11 5 1

120 76 44 9 6 3
23 t3 68 9 2

100 ik 6 6
67 tS 42 44 14
58 41 51 10 4
SS 11 44 I 1 I

515 412 33 t52 Si

67 67 2 4
67 6 7 14 7

162 51 III
71

7 2
2

2

46 45 1 42 3
95 13 22 75 10 1

523 0 443 93 17 31

102 4 IS II 10 4
12 4 14 11 4 4
$I 34 49 25 19 5Il 4 81 7 6 3
N 8 63 25 24 15
71 3 CI 4 2

502 140 142 111 .40 17

75 ss 36 44 1
U 6 SI 1

32 17 IS II I 2
71 47 t II 1

251 31 228 SO IS 13

52S N 3,166 733

104 6 410 51.0

10 20 42.1
2 44 94.5

67 43.4
1 29 100.0

24 52 51.1
6 9 4 172 52.0

3 $ $2.0
1 II 100.0

71 4 474 69.6

5 4 30.4
6 4 203
3
S

71 17.1
31 57,3

3 99
51 1 153 613

62 NA
1 43 13.4

19 3 411 763

5

It
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11

1 68

2
1

/
11 3

10 2 KS 71.9

IS 1 701 N.?
21 53 89.3
33 1$ MS

7 IN 153
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1 142 91.;

12 8 411 ?SI

SI 90,
6 67 7/3

1 31 N.5
If 17 91.4
11 221 76.5

2,041 2,016 1069 170 31 79 115

135 134 75 22 7 10 25

S 7 3 2 1 4
16 16 14 3 1 2
14 14 6 1 1 5

1 10 1 1

11 21 5 6 1 6
53 48 24 11 6 5 5

5 4 2 1 1

14 14 13 1
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1 3 1

1 1 1 1

44 91 31 I 3 S 4
19 1 1 1 1

7 10 4 $ 3 4
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1
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Table K. &gutted Family Ptanalag Prop les, CI* lecatloss, sad Warm lee Program Expaaske, U.S. lad Led State, by 0E0 Reese ald Prtacipat Delivery Agucy, FT 1961.

continued Fa at Ilya Piliarias Prein el s
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In the other states, both fairtint planning prescriptions and physi-
cians' services were purchased Title XIX, but again the number
of patients (and the number of reimbursements to Planned Parer
hood Affiliates for such patients) seemed to indicate that relatively
few Individuah were receiving services outside of organized clinic
isedities.

CIIM4E11 SINCE 194447 IN LANE IIMSAs
Scene measure of the rovoth of family planing services in the last
several years is afordM by comparing the results of the present study
for FY 100$ with an earbee study of 110 large SNISAs for 1000-07.
While the data base and methodology of the two studies are not com-
pletely temperable, they are similar enough to make possible at least
a gross assessment of the rate of change.

In the mkt study, patients reported served by all service agen-
cies In the 110 ShiSAs totaled approximately 452,000. The Apse in
the present report fcr these SNISAs is 501,000, a gain of 30 percent.
Scene of this increase is prohably doe to more complete reputing in
this study, but most of it appears to represent an actual increase in
service levels.

As measured by the change in percent of tame need, however,
the 110 SMSAI present a much less uniforus picture. Indeed, nine
show higher percentages of unmet need in the present report than in

end Ihirrach OP. eel.

the 1980 -87 study, possibly because of improved reporting. An addi-
tional 35 SNISAs show current unmet need figures which are lower
than 1000-67 by five percentage points oe less, a chiference which
can be regarded as insubstantial in view of the approximate nature of
the data in both studies.

The remaining 00 SMSAs show current unmet need Igures
which are more than six percentage points lower than in 100047:

Diktat** in Peewit
*1 Unmet Nod, 196111 1 W447

6.10% lower
11.20% lower
More than 20% tower

MAW. el
Large SPASM

24
35

7

66

These gains appear to represent signectat borax, Misr°
gnashing. These findings, coupled with the data presented earlier,
suggest strongly that a very large part of the national increase is.
organized family planing vertices in the period from 190087 to
FY 1908 has been concentrated In these 60 SNISAs with mote than
150,000 population.
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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 last several years. The present data suggest that there
has been a significant increase in achieved national service levels
since 1968. While previous estimates were based on considerably
less data, a 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 about 200 counties. The balance is
scattered in small programs in 1,000 countess. In nearly 1,900 coun-
ties there are no identifiable programs at all.

The report also shows that there are considerable health and
organizational resources in marry counties which do not yet par-
ticipate in the delivery of family planning services. These resources

vide a base on which an accelerated national program could be
bunt. Such a program would attempt as rapidly as possible to In-
vohe these resources the counties which have been identified as
having significant nurnbers of women without access to modem
family planning services. It would also begin a serious effort to solve
the critkal problem of delivery of services in sparsely settled rural
areas.

In a handful of counties, current programs appear to have
reached and enrolled more than four out of five of the women In
need of subsidized family planning services. Since there is little basis
for assuming that pot couples In these counties have sul,stantially
different values and aspirations than In other counties, ft would seem
entirely feasible to taped that similar results could be achieved else-
where. Thus, the family planning goals set by the President's Corn-
rnittee on Population and Family Planning, and articulated by Presi-
dent Nizon's Message to Congress, appear .Aslizable, given a corn-
mitinent of sufficient national resources to establish the required
programs and of sufficient attention and study to solve the problems
remaining In the delivery system. This study, hopefully, will ilium!.
rate somewhat the shape and direction of such an accelerated na-
tional program.
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Section II
Detailed Tables
In all the Detailed Tables, calculations were performed prior
rounding.



SECTION II. 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 TABI E 1.
To facilitate reading of this table, brief explanations are provided
for each column heading; a full definnion 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 is related to size of popula-
Hon In SMSA; blank indicates county is located outside of SMSA
(Section 111.A).

POPULATION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS (COLS. 4.7)
Column 4
Population: Total population for 1966, as estimated by U.S. Bureau
of the Cense:, (Section 111.8).

Column 5
NomeBased Migrants: Estimated number of migrants with perma-
nent residence in county (Section 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 111-8).

Column 7
Women 1544: 1966 estimate by U.S. Bureau of Census (Section
HIB).

ESTIMATED FAMILY PLANNING NEED AND SERVICE LEVELS
(COLS. 8.11)

Column 8
Medically Indigent Women In Need of Family Planning: The total
number of women who are fertile, exposed to risk of pregnancy, not
currently pregnant or seeking a desired pregnancy, approximated
by applying the DrjloosPolgarVarky formula, to Census 1966 popu-
lation estimates (Section IIIC).

Column 9
Medically Indigent Women Served: Total number of patients
reported for Fiscal 1968 by all known family planning services in
hospitals, health departments, Planned Parenthood Affiliates and
other agencies, in response to CFPPD survey of service agencies
(Section 11ID).

Column 10
Medically Indigent Women Not Served: The total in need (Column 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), also referred to as "percent of unmet need."



SELECTED HEALTH AND DEMOGRAPHIC INDICES (COLS. 12.18)

Column 12
infant Mortality Rate: Five year average rate of deaths to Infants
under 1 year per 1,000 live births, by residence of mother, 1961.65
(Section lilt).

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 1544, divided by the estimated num-
ber of women aged 15.44 in 1966 (Section 111E).

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 *the In Column 16 (Section III-E).

Column 17
Out-of-Wedlock Births per 1000 Live Births: The proportion of out-
of-wedlock births In 1966 to all live births, by residence of mother
(not reported for 16 states) (Section 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 all live births, by residence of mother (Section IIIE).

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 physicians employed by governmental agencies, interns,
residents, fellows and those primarily concerned with research, ad-
ministration and full-the'teaching (Section 111-F).

Column 19
Total number of physicians with office address in county.

Column 20
Ratio ofphyskians per 100,000 population in county.

Column 21
General practitioners: The number of physicians (as defined above)
who identify their primary activity as general practice.

Column 22
Ratio of general practitioners per 100,000 population in county.

Column 23
Obstetrician-Gynecologists: The number of physicians (as defined
above) who identify their primary specialty as obstetrics and gyne-
cology.

Column 24
Ratio of Obstetrician-Gynecologists per 100,000 population In
county or state.

Columns 25.27
Hospitals: Data are for 1967 end include short-term, general care,
non-profit hospitals reporting births, operated by private agencies,
nonFederal governmental agencies, Public Health Service and the
Indian Health Service (Section 111-F).

Column 25
NonProfit 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 response to CFPPD survey (Section III -D).

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

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

Column 30
Counties with 0E0funded Family Planning Project: Bullet identifies
county with one or more OEO- funded family planning projects as of
November 1968 (Section 111-F).

Column 31
Counties with OEO Neighborhood Health Center: Bullet denotes
location of one or more OEO comprehensive health centers In county
as of October 1968 (Section IIIF).

Column 32
Counties with Model City Program: Bullet denotes county with one
or more Model City Planning grants as of December 1968 (Section
111-F).

Column 33
Counties with Maternity and Infant Care Project: Bullet denotes
county with one or more MIC project grants as of Fiscal 1968 (Sec-
tion 111-F).

Column 34
Counties with Public Health Service Neighborhood Service Project
Bullet denotes county with one or more NSP projects as of April
1969 (Section 111-F).

Column 35
Counties Where Health Department Provides Family Planning Serv-
ices: 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 health department
service (Section 111-F).

Column 36
Counties Where Planned Parenthood Affiliates Provide Family Plan-
ning Services: Bullet identifies county where a local group affiliated
with Planned Parenthood-World Population provides medical family
planning services (Section 111-F).
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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 190

Population and Selected
CharactertatScs (0001)

Estimeted Fern] Is Planning Need
and Semite Wets

Selected Health and Demographic Indices

Intent Modality
1961.1965

Eat
Fart.
Rate
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U.S. TOTAL

3072 COUNTIES 195,699.2 411.8 403.5 39,542.8 5,366,747 173,111 4,593,636 88 25.1 148,709 91 34 15 88 8

ALABAMA
67 COUNTIES 3,510.3 3.1 744.9 175,321 33,240 142,081 81 31.2 5,111 89 34 18 124 9

1 AUTAUGA 228 4.9 1,321 274 1,047 79 35.1 44 89 28 23 172 10
2 BALDWIN 1 54.1 .2 11.0 Z 533 333 2200 81 29.5 71 94 33 18 100 6
3 BARBOUR 25.7 .1 5.4 1,825 565 1,260 69 37.8 59 89 27 22 169 12
4 BIBB 15.1 3.1 1,025 106 919 90 40.3 36 94 31 27 114 9
5 BLOUNT 26.6 5.5 1,423 23 1,400 98 28.8 27 79 37 14 27 10

6 BULLOCK 13.0 2.4 891 293 598 61 39.5 35 100 32 30 293 15
7 BUTLER 22.8 4.4 1,463 333 1,130 77 302 34 102 36 21 159 7
8 CALHOUN 5 100.8 22.7 4,550 21 4,529 100 31.0 144 85 37 15 78 8
9 CHAMBERS 39.1 7.9 1,811 252 1,559 86 388 83 96 30 21 159 13

10 CHEROKEE 17.0 3.6 900 6,1 837 93 29.8 17 73 34 14 68 11

11 CHILTON 26.9 5.4 1,609 221 1,388 86 36.7 46 79 36 19 79 6
12 CHOCTAW 19.0 3.9 1,297 311 986 76 J4.4 35 107 31 21 185 9
13 CLARKE 27.3 5.3 1,700 ass 1,232 72 31.5 64 110 33 22 179 11

14 CLAY 13.1 2.5 762 91 611 0: 38.1 25 84 29 15 138 6
15 CLEBURNE 11.4 Is.4 695 58 631 92 281 12 84 33 22 30 6

16 COFFEE 32.7 6.8 1,850 257 1,593 ES 26.0 29 87 41 14 100 7
17 COLBERT 5 51.2 11.2 2,170 248 1,922 89 23.5 31 85 34 10 102 8
18 CON1WH 16.5 3.2 1,098 129 969 88 30.9 25 86 30 29 131 9
19 CTJSA 10.7 2.2 657 24 633 96 35.2 17 19 31 19 170 15

20 COVINGTON 385 7.8 2,137 165 1,972 92 37.2 70 86 36 14 77 9

21 CRENSHAW 14.2 2.8 1,043 98 945 91 35.0 23 82 32 24 153 7

22 CULLMAN 51.3 10.9 3,080 214 2,866 93 29.4 54 79 37 11 12 10

23 DALE 45.9 .1 9.9 2,352 10 2,282 97 287 59 104 44 12 50 6
24 DALLAS 57.1 .4 11.4 3,378 1,380 1,998 59 40.8 185 127 33 25 223 9
25 DE KALE 43.6 9.0 2,676 81 2,595 97 22.4 19 80 39 9 38 1

26 EIMORE 1 34.0 6.7 1,760 84 1,676 95 35.4 64 102 29 22 122 7
27 ESCAMBIA 36.1 .9 7.4 2,030 335 1,695 83 32.4 66 103 28 20 131 8
28 ETOWAH is 1 95.4 20.4 4,162 60 4,102 99 31.7 129 82 37 15 89 9
29 FAYETTE 180 3.8 1,113 16 1,037 93 31.4 30 72 32 22 87 8
30 FRANKLIN 24.1 5.0 1,404 216 1,188 85 27.2 23 86 38 15 37 5

31 GENEVA 21.6 4.3 1,323 34 1,289 91 33.2 35 95 36 17 107 3
32 GREENE 13.1 .1 2.5 951 388 563 59 44.4 43 106 37 30 318 5

33 HALE 18.6 3.4 1,247 490 757 61 52.9 92 122 25 28 316 8
34 HENW 15.1 .2 3.1 1,057 152 905 86 35.5 29 76 31 22 126 8
35 HOUSTON 56.0 .1 12.2 3,201 216 2,985 93 35.1 104 84 32 20 85 9

36 JACKSON 37.6 8.0 2263 24 2,239 91 28.6 41 83 39 16 33 10

37 ./UFERS0N 2 642.6 136.5 25,685 8,982 16,703 65 27.3 629 79 36 14 142 11

38 LAMAR 15.3 3.2 880 28 852 91 40.9 29 76 34 12 65 10

39 LAUDERDALE 5 67.3 14.3 2,936 222 2,114 92 17,9 1 84 31 13 70 7

40 LAWRENCE 28.5 6.0 1,808 62 1,146 97 20.1 1 108 28 18 124 8

41 LEE 60.2 13.9 3,403 622 2,181 82 369 114 84 37 16 107 11

42 LIMESTONE 1 425 9.1 2,432 208 2,224 91 25.4 36 97 32 15 98 6
43 LOWNDES 14.7 2.6 996 547 449 45 45.0 60 127 27 39 339 13
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Pla sing hems (o Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFodenl Physicians In Patient Can Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs
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U.S. TOTAL
204,666 105 62,700 32 13,967 7 4,305 2,983,551 435 66 2,016 170 37 115 79 17 1,031 113 3012 COUNTIES

ALABAMA
2,326 66 842 24 169 5 87 47,408 2 1 44 5 2 I 2 67 4 67 COUNTIES

3 13 3 13 AUTAUGA 1

24 44 16 30 1 2 2 417 BALDWIN 2

14 55 11 43 1 306 BARE1OUR 3

5 33 4 26 BIBB 4
7 26 6 23 1 352 BLOUNT 5

6 46 4 31 1 91 BULLOCK 6
13 57 8 35 2 251 BUTLER 7

57 51 18 18 6 6 2 1,493 CALHOUN 8
17 44 10 26 1 443 CHAMBERS 9
4 24 4 24 1 192 CHEROKEE 10

8 30 6 22 1 353 CHILTON 11

6 32 6 32 1 291 CHOCTAW 12

11 40 7 26 2 315 CLARKE 13

4 31 3 23 1 186 CLAY 14

2 18 2 18 1 37 CLEBURNE 15

17 52 10 31 2 6 2 298 COFFEE 16

28 55 13 25 3 6 1 793 COLI3ERT 17

6 , 36 5 30 1 10 CONECUH 18
1 9 1 9 COOSA 19

21 55 17 44 4 651 COVINGTON 20

6 42 5 35 1 67 CRENSHAW 21
19 31 11 21 1 2 1 712 CULLMAN 22
9 20 8 17 1 333 DALE 23

40 70 8 14 3 5 2 554 DALLAS 24
12 28 10 23 1 559 DE KALB 25

13 38 8 24 1 125 ELMORE 26
18 50 15 42 2 601 ESCAMBIA 27
72 75 17 18 4 4 2 1,604 ETOWAH 28
6 33 6 33 1 212 FAYETTE 29

17 70 6 25 : 2 8 FRANKLIN 30

9 42 9 42 GENEVA 31
4 31 4 31 1 62 GREECE 32

4 21 4 21 1 114 HALE 33

4 26 4 26 1 72 HENRY 34
49 87 13 23 5 9 1 693 HOUSTON 3S

13 35 10 27 2 710 JACXSON 36
682 106 137 21 62 10 8 8,510 1 JEFFERSON 37

6 39 6 39 1 101 MAR 38

51 76 11 16 4 6 1 1,390 LAUDERDALE 39
9 32 6 21 LAWRENCE 40

28 47 11 18 2 3 1 745 LEE 41
12 28 9 21 1 662 LIMESTONE 42
3 20 3 20 LOWNDES 43
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Table I. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected Estimated Family Planning Need
Characteristics (000s) and Service Levels

I

Selected Health end Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality Est the Birth

1961.1965 fut. Order as
Rote of Births

9 10

31

fz

3

;6.

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

] I 4#
4R

15

g 73; gl
ALABAMA

44 MACON 24.8 5.0 1,602 1,100 37.5 41 97 30 25 213 11

45 MADISON 1 1880 456 7,293 916 6,377 87 26.8 188 91 35 12 81 8

46 MARENGO 26.9 5.1 1,6% 930 766 45 42.2 87 115 26 26 234 1

47 MARION 24.8 5.3 1,650 31 1,619 98 31.4 29 81 40 13 23 8
48 MARSHALL 57.1 12,5 3,025 273 2,152 91 26.6 50 82 38 11 53 8

49 MOBILE 1 330.2 .1 69.5 12,867 3,793 9,074 71 27.0 384 97 32 20 131 10

50 MONROE 22.4 4.3 1,310 181 1,189 87 42.7 11 113 26 27 176 8

51 MONTGOMERY 1 114,2 37.3 7,709 1,686 6,023 78 35.9 347 81 33 22 182 9
52

53

MORGAN

PERRY

76.9

17.5

16.9

3.6
3,496

1,338

434
132

3062
1206

88
90

25.4
26.2

61

18
97

BO

35
31

12

31

77

197

8
7

54 PICKENS 20.6 3.9 1,199 339 860 72 30.6 33 109 26 27 212 1]
55 PIKE 28.7 60 1,985 167 1,818 92 51.6 102 93 36 24 156 7

56 RANDOLPH 19.1 3.8 1,114 146 r;68 87 27.9 20 84 36 13 111 11

57 RUSSELL 1 49.2 .1 10.5 2,843 120 2,723 96 36.6 124 104 30 22 135 11

58 ST. CLAIR 26.3 5.5 1,401 18 1,383 99 34.8 44 86 35 14 109 13

59 SHELBY 2 34.2 7.4 1,986 267 1,719 87 30.7 50 81 28 18 90 9

60 SUMTER 19.0 3.5 1,334 194 1,140 85 49.5 77 104 30 34 297 7

61 TALLADEGA 68.3 14.7 3,630 163 3,461 96 38.0 157 93 29 20 131 10

62 TALLAPOOSA 31.4 7.7 1,919 250 1,669 87 39.9 86 91 24 13 99 11

Fl TUSCALOOSA 1 121.6 .4 27.2 6,349 433 5,916 93 29.1 133 71 36 16 133 12

64 WALKER 2 57.2 11.9 3,384 1,441 1,943 51 3.3.6 95 94 36 15 59 9
65 WASHINGTON 15.4 .2 3.0 896 206 690 17 30.0 23 110 25 27 133 10

66 WILCOX 17.8 3.3 1,287 292 995 77 44.1 65 129 26 35 353 1

67 WINSTON 161 3.6 1,051 304 747 71 45.2 42 86 39 9 39 10

ARIZONA

14 COUNTIES 1,602.8 42.0 967 327.0 48,153 8287 39,866 83 28.0 1,856 99 31 20 8

1 APACHE 46,7 2.9 287 9.4 2,193 239 2,554 91 41.3 179 152 21 41 9

2 COCHISE 57.5 .3 .1 10.7 1,501 1,507 100 27.7 71 125 33 19 9

3 COCONINO 58.1 2.9 151 12.3 1,885 379 1,506 SO 39.7 167 109 31 27 8
4 GILA 27.8 3.5 5.3 896 119 711 87 52.8 133 137 30 24 8

5 GRAHAM 16.1 1.3 3.0 537 537 100 42.1 47 99 26 32 11

6 GREENLEE 10.3 .2 21 173 173 100 29.9 13 8] 27 18 4

7 MARICOPA 2 8381 10.0 85 114.5 23,656 4,355 19,301 82 23.7 530 94 33 17 8

8 MOHAVE 14.6 .6 3.0 503 503 100 27.6 13 114 35 13 8
9 NAVAJO 487 2.9 24.5 9.4 2,215 503 1,712 77 44.5 205 153 20 38 10

10 PIMA 1 314.8 3.8 7.8 64.3 8,619 2,280 6,399 74 23.7 200 85 32 17 8

11 PIM!. 54.0 15.0 5.6 12.0 2,224 379 1,345 83 37.5 173 118 26 28 8
12 SANTA CRUZ 14.6 3.2 62, 620 100 180 90 28 28 5

13 YAVAPAI 34.4 .6 6.5 1,024 1,024 100 29.6 31 79 37 13 7

14 YUMA 57.1 4.2 1.6 11.4 1,441 33 1,408 98 31.3 :.: 116 31 19 7

ARKANSAS

75 COUNTIES 1,955.6 .6 389.5 106,454 5,092 101,362 95 27.5 1,983 88 34 18 9

I ARKANSAS 266 5.3 1,339 153 1,186 89 27.8 29 96 30 24 8

2 ASHLEY 26.2 5.3 1,351 7 1,350 99 25.4 22 97 33 20 10

3 BAXTER 11.9 2.2 655 34 621 95 161 12 39 10 8

36



Ed: Upg and Potential Resources for Family Plans
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WASHINGTON 65
WILCOX .: 66
WINSTON ) !i-; 67

ARIZONA' "
14 CCONTIES !!'.!

KACHE 1

COCHISE 2

COCONINO 3
GRA 4

GRAHAM rtr 5

GREENLEE 6
MARICOPA [.7
MOHAVE 8
[AVM 9
PIMA 10

FINAL , 11

SANTA CRUZ .-! 12

YAVAPAI 13

YUMA 14

ARKANSAS

75 COUNHES

ARKANSAS

ASHLEY = -.4 2

BAXTER 3
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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

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices

Infant Mortality
1961.1965

Est
Fart.
Rate

Live Birth
Order as

% of Births
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ARKANSAS

4 BENTON 43.8 8.4 2,153 2,153 100 25.8 30 85 38 10 10

5 BOONE 17.2 3.4 982 982 100 20.7 5 71 38 12 11

6 BRADLEY 14.5 2.8 790 790 100 21.7 5 76 31 20 7

1 CALHOUN 6.3 1.2 439 439 100 29.1 4 45 39 14 7

8 CARROLL 11.5 2.0 626 626 100 23.1 5 79 32 20 9

9 CH ICOT 20.8 3.8 1,341 45 1,296 97 34.7 39 112 22 32 13

10 CLARK 22.8 5.0 1,425 59 1,366 96 262 15 68 33 15 4

11 CLAY 21.8 4.3 1,258 1,258 100 19.1 3 76 33 13 4

12 CLEBURNE 10.2 2.1 706 706 100 24.7 6 64 36 15 9
13 CLEVELAND 6.7 1.2 411 411 100 41.3 14 18 23 25 4

14 COLUMBIA 26.6 52 1,442 1,442 100 25 1 19 85 36 19 9
15 CONWAY 17.9 3.7 1,082 28 1,054 97 267 14 78 31 20 11

16 CRAIGHEAD 51.5 .1 11.0 2,597 197 2,400 92 24.6 36 74 36 8 6
17 CRAWFORD 1 24.2 4.7 1,319 1,319 100 19.8 5 85 33 13 6
18 CRITTENDEN 2 52.2 10.1 3,26L 26 3,243 99 40.9 168 120 23 32 10

19 CROSS 20.6 4.1 1,269 1,269 100 39.5 50 108 35 26 8
20 DALLAS 10.1 1.9 613 92 521 85 29.2 11 78 43 15 7

21 DESHA 20.4 3.6 1,112 50 1,062 96 25.6 21 116 32 31 11

22 DREW 161 3.1 991 991 103 29.7 20 74 41 22 5

23 FAUMNER 32.1 7.3 2,068 44 2,024 98 27.9 26 66 40 14 9

24 FRANKLIN 11.3 2.1 657 657 100 30.7 13 81 34 15 7

25 FULTON 7.8 1.5 559 559 100 30.5' 7 56 34 27 5

26 GARLAND 51.3 9.9 2,851 405 2,446 86 26.2 39 82 31 14 10

27 GRANT 9.5 1.9 556 4 552 99 32.8 10 46 33 16 5
28 GREFIE 24.6 4.9 1,417 1,417 100 24.3 16 61 34 16 7

29 HEMPSTEAD 20.7 3.9 1,217 30 1,187 98 211 9 79 34 19 7

30 HOT SPRIG 22.3 4.1 1,081 1,081 100 22.8 9 69 40 12 7

31 HOWARD 11.4 .1 2.1 592 8 584 99 24.7 8 94 31 19 6
32 INDEPF.NDENCE 22.7 4.5 1,517 1,517 100 22.8 9 69 45 10 9
33 11ARD ' 6.6 1.2 433 433 100 85 59 42 14 8

34 JACKSON 23.7 5.0 1,347 292 1,055 78 28.2 27 80 28 21 10

35 KIFFRSON 1 1 18.0 4,621 271 4,350 94 28.4 103 98 34 21 10

36 JOHNSON 12.6 2.4 802 802 100 21.8 4 81 36 9 4

37 LAFAYETTE 10.2 1.8 642 642 100 32.0 16 99 32 22 9

38 LAWRENCE 17.2 3.3 1.099 1,099 100 22.6 8 80 41 12 1

39 LEE 23.9 4.5 1,610 1,610 100 36.3 50 104 22 40 12

40 LINCOLN 14.2 2.4 810 810 100 41.4 35 120 34 28 8
41 LITTLE RIVER 9.6 .1 1.8 534 534 100 31.6 13 93 29 16 6
42 LOGAN 17.6 3.1 1,069 87 982 92 17.1 85 25 23 5
43 LONOKE 269 5.2 1,486 187 1,299 87 31.2 39 93 29 27 8

44 MADISON 10.3 1.9 680 680 100 22.8 4 62 32 13 10

45 MARION 67 1.2 438 438 100 23.6 2 75 35 7 2

46 MILLER 1 34.2 6.9 1,904 102 1,802 95 2E1 28 94 3) 13 13

47 MISSISSIPPI 76.1 14.9 4,594 569 4,025 88 39.1 221 105 35 22 10

48 MONROE 17.8 3.4 1,131 9 1,122 99 34.5 35 104 37 24 10

49 MONTGOMERY 5.5 1.1 346 346 100 17.8 76 39 24 10



Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs to Designates

Hospitals
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24 55 19 43 3 687 WON 4
17 99 10 58 1 6 1 592 BOONE 5
5 35 5 35 1 232 BRADLEY 6
1 16 1 16 CALHOUN

7 61 7 61 1 32 CARROLL 8

9 43 8 38 1 169 CHICO T 9
12 53 10 44 2 367 CLARK 10
7 32 7 32 CLAY 11

10 98 9 88 CLEBURNE 12
1 15 1 15 CLEVELAND 13

16 60 12 45 1 271 CAMBIA 14
7 39 6 33 1 343 CONWAY 15

45 87 16 31 3 6 1 830 CRAIGHEAD 16
7 29 6 25 1 158 CRAWFORD 17

18 35 9 17 2 4 1 515 CRITTEITCN 18

7 34 6 29 1 349 CROSS 19
7 69 7 69 1 200 CALIAS 20
9 44 8 n 1 230 DESNA 21
5 31 4 25 1 6 1 167 DREW

13 41 11 34 1 514 FAIRER

4 36 , 3 21 FRANKL IN 24
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38
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12 54 11 49 351 HOT SPRING 30
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5 21 5 21 LEE 39
3 21 2 14 LINCOLN 40
4 42 3 31 1 140 . LITTLE RIVER 41
7 40 6 34 1 0 LOGAN 42
8 30 8 30 LONOKE 43

3 29 j 2 20 MADISON 44
3 45 3 45 1 60 MARION 45

26 76 6 18 4 12 1 447 MILER 46
30 39 19 25 1 1 2 384 MISSISSIPPI 47
8 45 8 45 1 265 MONROE 48

MONTGOMERY 49



Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Slate and County, FT 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Charactaistice (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est
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ARKANSAS

50 NEVADA 11.2 2.0 676 68 608 90 30.2 12 tJ 23 21 14

51 NEWTON 6.4 1.3 494 494 100 6.2 83 42 13 8

52 OUACHITA 32.0 6.6 1,772 21 1,751 99 23.3 16 78 32 18 9

53 PERRY 4.6 .8 283 32 251 89 22.7 2 88 41 15

54 PHILLIPS 46.9 8.9 2,845 33 2,812 99 28.8 67 116 28 27 10

55 PIKE 8.8 1,7 561 561 100 26.5 6 90 29 17 8
56 POINSETT 29.8 5.9 1,784 1,784 100 21.0 13 104 37 23 9

57 POLK 12.1 2.4 751 24 727 97 20.5 3 13 32 14 1

58 POPE 264 5.5 1,563 68 1,495 96 22.5 11 83 35 10 11

59 PRAIRIE 11.0 2.2 603 603 100 34.4 16 78 21 29 5

60 PULASKI 1 280.0 58.9 11,157 1,076 10,081 91 21.6 313 92 38 13 10

61 RANDOLPH 11.4 2.0 633 633 100 26.8 11 106 25 26 6

62 ST. FRANCIS 34.6 .2 6.3 2,133 341 1,792 84 36.2 91 136 27 31 10

63 SALINE 1 32.1 6.4 1,361 51 1,310 96 23.7 16 84 40 13 7

84 SCOTT 8.3 1.5 554 111 437 79 13.0 83 43 11 11

65 SEARCY 8.9 1.6 573 573 100 38.8 15 84 40 16 9

66 SEBASTIAN 1 73.6 14,5 3,212 115 3,097 96 18.3 5 92 34 12 9

61 SEVIER 12.1 2.3 633 633 100 20.9 3 71 36 22 5

68 SHARP 6.4 1.1 3% 396 100 31.1 7 74 31 10 7

69 STONE 7.1 1.5 608 5 603 99 13.3 55 46 15 5

70 UNION 50,3 10.0 2,20 164 2,226 93 23.0 26 78 31 20 10

71 VAN BUREN 7.4 1.3 481 481 100 32.2 8 72 33 17 8

72 WASHINGTON 72.6 .1 161 3,676 69 3,601 98 23.1 35 77 41 11 8

13 WHITE 38.7 83 2391 85 2,306 96 23.9 20 12 34 13 8
14 WOODRUFF 14.4 2.6 895 79 816 91 34.5 28 109 21 37 9

75 YELL 13A 2.5 186 45 741 94 23.9 7 73 39 11 9

CALIFORNIA

58 COUNTIES 18,802.2 43.7 .1 3,866.1 318,496 75,361 303,135 80 22.5 8,474 87 36 13 8

1 ALAMEDA 3 1,030.5 210.6 20,881 8,548 12,333 59 21.8 413 85 38 I I 8

2 ALPINE .4 .1 14 10 4 29 545 44 6

3 AMADOR 11.1 1.9 233 6 227 97 16.5 75 32 14 1

4 BUTTE 105.3 .2 21.7 3,017 185 7,832 94 22.3 40 76 39 12 7

5 CALAVERAS 12.4 2.3 287 287 100 15.4 60 32 13 7

6 COLUSA 12.7 2.4 264 3 261 99 23.9 8 81 36 15 4

7 CONTRA COSTA 3 514.4 113.7 8454 1,528 6,926 82 19.8 93 76 35 10 8

8 DEL NORTE 16.7 3.2 290 3 287 99 25.6 15 89 38 15 6

9 EL DORADO 45.9 .2 9.9 129 769 86 26.3 29 65 37 14 9

10 FRESNO 1 414.3 2.0 86.6 11,034 1,85? 9,182 83 24.7 30 92 32 18 7

11 GLOM 189 3.6 461 6 455 99 22.1 7 75 34 13 5

12 HUMBOLDT 101.3 19.1 1,806 3 1,803 100 25.1 87 88 35 13 5

13 IMPERIAL 78.9 10.8 .7 14.7 1,933 1,933 100 28.4 105 124 26 24 7

14 INYO 13.5 2.6 367 26 341 93 24.4 7 78 42 12 5

15 KERN 1 325 2 1.4 67.3 8,366 1,199 7,167 86 22.6 174 91 34 15 8

16 KINGS 67.7 1.1 14.3 2,044 46 1,998 98 28.6 81 102 34 15 8
17 ME 18.6 .6 3.1 572 572 100 30.1 13 67 35 17 9
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (ri Designates location of One or

Programs

More Programs or Resources within County)

Hon - Faders Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med.
Sch.

OEO Other Federal
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4 36 4 36 NEVADA 50

1 16 NEWTON 51

20 62 13 41 1 3 1 411 OUACHITA 52

2 44 2 44 PERRY 53

19 41 17 36 1 437 PHILLIPS 54

5 57 4 45 PIKE 55

9 30 9 30 PORSETT 56

6 47 4 32 1 8 1 218 POLX 57

16 61 8 30 1 4 POPE 58

2 18 1 9 PRAIRIE 59

382 136 74 26 32 11 5 6,211 1 a e PULASKI 60
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ST. FRANCIS

61
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21 65 11 34 1 325 SALINE 63

3 36 3 36 1 72 SCOTT 64

3 14 3 34 SEARCY 65

114 155 24 33 9 12 2 2,018 SEBASTIAN 66

10 83 9 75 1 388 SEVIER 67

3 47 2 31 a SHARP a
2 28 2 28 STU& 69

46 91 18 36 4 8 1 677 IRON 70

5 68 4 54 1 33 VAN BUREN 71

68 94 27 37 5 7 2 1,369 WASHINGTON 12

26 67 20 52 WHITE 73

4 28 4 28 WOODRUFF 74

10 75 8 ED I 114 YELL 75

CALIFORNIA

26841 143 7,674 41 1,756 9 302 277,665 27 3 59 10 5 7 3 2 42 6 58 COUNTIES

1,619 157 407 39 122 12 15 16,741 2 a a ALAMEDA 1

ALPINE 2

16 145 14 127 1 131 MOOR 3

132 125 55 52 7 7 4 1,533 BUTTE 4

16 129 12 96 CALAVERAS 5

10 79 8 63 1 145 COLUSA 6

621 121 179 35 42 8 8 6,847 CONTRA COSTA 7

7 42 6 36 1 319 DEL NORTE 8

36 78 24 52 1 2 2 479 EL DORADO 9

422 102 139 34 28 7 7 6,594 1 (FEW 10

9 48 9 48 1 242 GLENN 11

91 93 50 49 2 2 6 1,578 HUMBOLDT 12

54 68 22 28 4 5 5 1,551 IMPERIAL 13

12 89 6 44 2 258 14

281 86 98 30 17 5 5 4,663 1 KERN 15

42 62 29 43 5 10 IUNGS ' 16

18 97 13 70 1 162 IAJIE 17
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Tolde 1. Need for Sabsidlead Family Nanning Services: Comet Program, Samuels and Related Indices for U.S., Each State end Coo , FY 1968 continued

Ppeletioe sad Selected
Ma nwterlatia (000s)

Estioatae fanny Planning Need
sad Service Levels

Selected Walla and Demgrapt.'s Indices
latent itedaity
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CALIFORNIA

18 LASSEN 184 3.8 341 341 100 270 13 62 35 10 10
19 LOS ANGELES 4 6,814.5 2.9 1,3753 126,348 32,519 43,829 14 210 3,557 89 3 13 8
20 MADERA 436 89 1,466 245 1,221 83 278 46 87 32 20 6
21 KARIN 3 1886 .6 38.4 2,464 810 1,654 67 186 13 19 38 8 8
22 MARIPOSA 62 1.1 185 165 103 24.8 3 68 35 11 5

23 ME1D0CI40 51.1 .6 11 1016 36 1,040 97 24.1 28 85 38 12 5
24 MERCED 101.3 .2 22.2 1331 613 2,724 82 24.8 89 98 34 15 6
25 MODOC 7.5 1.4 116 156 103 25.6 5 66 40 15 4
26 MONO 31 .1 45 41 103 252 2 76 32 7 II
27 MONTEREY 1 2219 .4 41.6 4,787 23 4,764 140 21.4 90 110 35 14 6

28 NAPA 1 782 .6 111 1,452 12 1,410 97 201 14 67 31 12 4

29 NEVADA 25.9 4.8 6% 218 478 69 24.4 13 71 t8 13 5
30 ORANGE 3 1,171.4 .4 2756 22,102 2,691 19,405 18 212 382 12 34 13 1

31 PLACER 2 155 .2 15.4 1,171 588 989 63 227 30 /2 32 14 5
32 PILIMAS 12.1 2.4 220 220 100 341 21 83 34 16 10

33 RIYERSU 3 4116 2.6 851 12164 399 11,765 9? ?SS 297 8? 33 16 7
34 SACRAIMNT 0 2 597.7 .2 1215 4,504 MO 1654 91 2311 192 $4 35 12 1

35 SAM BENITO 111 3.1 433 139 294 68 24.1 12 91 31 21 6
36 SAP4 IMMO' 3 6219 12 1299 16,193 615 1S,STS % 231 331 89 34 IS $
37 SAN DIEGO 3 LIM 19 232.6 25,611 1,962 23,649 92 24.7 872 91 36 12 I

31 SAN FRANCISC 3 114.6 1411 12.801 9,118 3,613 29 23.9 411 X 44 9 9
39 SAN 10401.11 I 283.5 20 17.4 6,707 227 6,480 I? 204 61 SS 36 13 6
40 SAN LIAS 081 97.3 .2 III 2,434 517 1,911 79 21.4 33 79 38 13 7

41 SAN MATEO 3 5111 .6 1010 5,670 1,612 4,058 12 112 20 13 39 I 1

42 W41411A3*AR 1 25.3.4 .5 54.1 4,162 2,756 2,104 43 20.6 11 11 31 11 i
43 SANTA CLARA 2 9'c91 .5 209.9 15,609 1,205 14,404 92 113 48 $9 36 11 7

44 SANTA CM12 1129 1.4 204 3,65? 348 3,,309 90 223 38 77 37 14 1

4S SHASTA 755 162 1,140 1,840 103 23.2 3$ 79 3$ 12 1
46 S9J014 16 .5 49 44 103 421 3 90 13 19 14

41 SISIWOU 35.0 61 612 02 140 Xi 20 SS 41 10 6

4$ UAW I 1691 332 3,446 381 3,259 89 214 109 101 31 11 7
49 43141:444 S 133 1 .6 392 5240 994 4,216 11 223 13 17 36 II 1

SO STAXISLAUS 5 117.3 I8 381 3,575 300 5,175 IS 117 33 $4 34 14 1

SI SUTLER e s s s 19 go 15 915 9 8 250 32 45 3$ II 6
52 ?EMMA 210 SS 680 4 676 99 21.5 2? II 31 1 1

S3 TRIM 12 1.5 135 135 140 32.4 11 67 32 I 12
S4 NM 190 6 2 310 1081 111 1490 !I 254 111 43 31 11 1

SS TULIN 11.6 31 451 XI 140 17.7 72 36 11 11

16 MIRA I 3391 .1 7!) 1,409 1,271 1131 83 21.6 111 116 31 16 1
S/ YOLO 818 2 112 1,431 654 414 19 20 2 20 44 31 13 6

58 VIA 469 .2 1.7 1,302 15 1,287 99 21 22 102 32 12 6

COLORADO

83 COATIES 1,%S.4 18 16 4005 41.491 111117 32,312 11 255 1198 11 35 13 11
ANL

I ADAMS 1531 34.1 2,283 139 1,144 68 21.4 49 33 30 IS
t MAMMA 10 I 22 369 X/ KO 322 19 13 3? 14
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized ramify Planning Services: Corrent Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., red Stets and County, TT 1968 continued

Popo letion and Selected
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Infant Mortality
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COLORADO

3 ARAPAHOE 3 130.1 21.6 1,912 304 1,668 85 203 36 84 33 11 10

4 ARO#6ETA 27 .5 115 S 110 96 30.1 4 142 37 23 26

5 BACA 62 1.2 202 202 100 19.8 I I% 38 14 6

6 WO E 8 1.1 212 8 204 96 19.1 1 86 27 22 10

/ BOWER 3 101.6 214 2.554 294 2,260 88 24.2 62 79 31 8 11

8 CHAFFEE 98 1.8 302 302 100 283 10 121 21 IS 13

9 CHEiEtif 2.4 .4 57 57 100 191 64 40 27

10 CLEAR CREEK 3.2 .6 14 74 100 21.3 1 105 41 16 13

11 CONDOS 84 1.5 413 97 316 11 34.4 19 123 22 39 II
12 COSTILLA 3.8 .7 230 22 208 93 465 15 117 26 26 8

13 CROMEY 3.3 .6 III 111 100 296 4 17 32 14 14

14 CUSTER 1.2 .2 56 56 100 23.3 70 29 29
15 DELTA 14.4 2.5 553 553 100 25.3 11 81 29 15 8
16 OMR 3 4891 94.8 10,43? 9.02 185 s 266 479 92 38 11 12
11 saws 1.6 .3 34 34 100 44.6 6 93 33 33

11 DOUGLAS 68 1.5 185 185 100 17.9 43 31 13 3
19 EAGLE S4 1.0 160 123 37 23 27.1 1 139 3? 16 11

20 ElBUtI 3.5 .6 124 124 100 167 48 14 29 7

21 El PASO 1 181.4 391 4,936 491 4,445 SO 33 5 248 79 33 13 12
22 FREMONT 21.6 17 698 698 100 261 11 Pi 31 18 10

23 GANIELO 155 11 400 400 100 21.1 11 10 30 7 10
24 GUM .1 .1 32 32 100 64.5 3 S? 33
25 GRAM 35 .6 67 67 100 397 1 II 24 12 20
26 GIJNSCM 1.9 1.9 2% 2% !CO 155 69 SS 9 S

21 1414SGA1E .2 6 6 100 111 100

21 14UE1EAMO 1.3 1.3 333 61 272 82 444 20 91 21 16 8
29 JACKSON 1.6 .3 19 19 100 III 4 66 22 11 33
30 JEFFERSON 3 197.9 44.9 3,112 3112 100 19 2 21 71 31 10 9
31 8JOWA 20 .3 36 36 100 21.6 1 12 33 11 S

32 Mt CARSON 1.4 13 1.4 193 190 100 311 11 105 28 11 S

33 IAA 13 1.6 142 142 100 25.4 11 141 29 18 20
34 IAP1A1A 163 .7 10 433 43 390 93 32.0 29 17 35 16 13

35 LAMM ?SS .9 160 2,364 120 1,244 95 213 36 75 42 9 1

36 LAS ANIMAS 164 30 674 181 493 73 315 23 89 39 16 11

3? 11400171 SI .1 128 128 10'1 113 14 33 6 6

38 IOW 114 .8 3.5 385 385 100 233 11 81 32 14 1

31 MESA 52.6 .3 10.6 1,131 24 1,307 91 261 34 75 35 12 1
40 MIMAAL _6 .1 26 26 10 23 8 93 93
41 MI/ AT 65 12 II 91 100 266 1 SO 35 6 1
42 MON/UU98A 131 .8 2.5 410 410 100 20.6 4 113 21 16 1

43 MONTIOSE 115 3 6 5% 596 103 )4.8 15 13 34 11 9
44 MAW 19 .4 3.6 4% 498 100 223 10 100 32 I? 9
45 MO 24.9 .2 4 1 180 710 103 28 2 31 102 26 24 10
46 CORO I S .3 46 46 IX 422 4 17 11 21 2?
41 PA/M 14 .2 24 24 100 21 5 1 MI 20 20

41 PI M 41 A 92 92 100 111 74 21 14

44



Edstiag sad Moodie' Renames lor /404 Planing

Care

Prevails ( Ddgmates Locatioa of Oo or More Pr4reme m Walrus Vella Cent)

Ploo-redral Mirada's la Patient Hospitals Med.
Stk.
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1 16 1 16 BACA
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131 135 40 39 II II 3 1,754 a BOULDER
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21 171 1 43 2 411 e a I LAMA
73 $7 40 53 6 1 2 1,231 a 4 MOO
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1 20 1 20 1111COUI

11 103 141 S4 1 320 LOOM
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TOM 1. Need for Subsidized Fangs Muhl Unites: Canal Programs, Warm and !Misted Indices for U.S., tack State and Casty, FY 1961 continued

Pas lar:ta sad Selected
titles (0001)

Estimated Family Plum leg Nod
lid Se, Ace Lush

Selected Hun u4 Dump* luaus
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
FA

Fest.
Rate

Lim lirlit
Order as

% of Illitis
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49 P111.171

50 PROVOS
SI PUEBLO

52 RIO KAM
53 7110 CRAW

ROUTT

SS SAGUAPIE
56 SAMOAN
S1 SA111408E1

58 SEDGWICK

S9 SWAT
60 TELLER

62
61 W

K
ASHINGTC11

ID
43 ANA

CONNECTICUT

8 CCONTI3

1 AMMO
2 HARLEM)
3 mono
4 M0OLESC1

S KW HAVEN

6 KW LOKON
7 TOUR.
s MOAN

DELAWARE

30019416

I WO
2 NW CASTLE
$ SU3SEX

DIST. a COL

1 COUNTIES

1 Wawa

FLORIDA

67 writs
oasis

2
MT3 MT

4 NKOMO
5 POW
6 ININNIO
1 C411110UN

1 °MOM
44

3.2
13.8

111.2

4.8
10.4 .1

ST
4.2 .1

1.0

1.9

3.6

.7 71 71 100 266 3 117 43 5 20
27 420 420 100 32.6 24 113 35 11 5

221 2599 531 2068 80 266 102 94 33 11 13

.9 84 84 100 34.2 10 97 27 S 18

1.9 388 50 338 87 465 39 104 X 21 11

1.0 167 161 100 23.2 3 96 33 15 13

.1 181 67 120 64 396 14 100 34 24 1$

2 24 24 100 19 101 N
.3 34 34 100 59.1 10 170 33 8 11

.6 70 70 DX 320 5 71 32 16

1.6 .3 17 17 100 265 2 184 33 8 17

3.3 .6 109 109 100 491 1 61 37 21 S

6I 1.1 158 158 100 21.1 2 60 35 12 9
"/.2 160 2328 375 1,953 84 215 50 85 39 12 10
80 1.1 249 249 100 18.8 1 82 34 11 2

2,1712 RV 40,751 6,803 33,948 83 220 LIU 91 32 13 9

7 157.6 1533 10,393 1,615 8778 84 21.6 264 13 31 12 9
r 31.3 157.0 9,951 2,151 1,800 /I 23.4 436 42 33 13 I

1319 260 1,937 1,937 100 114 19 89 32 16 6
S 107.6 21.3 1,525 1,525 100 11.3 89 33 10 1

1 707.2 1394 10,264 2,859 7,40S 12 226 332 91 32 13 9

6 220 2 43.0 3,814 112 3,642 95 223 116 111 31 12 1
1 127 21.3 1,317 1,377 100 11.1 11 33 12 s

11.1 155 1,484 1,464 100 20.5 21 91 33 16 9

*9 56

3 Mt

68914 321 12 1,1616

I S 94.8 213
7.9 1.6

5 it 2 123
115 2.1

212_5 411

1 VA4 121 .2 914
1.5 1. 4

*7 3 6

513.0

119
356$

11.6

104.3

15$
73.5

153

164.1

10,823 4,053

2,312 311 1,995 16 24.2 63 112 X 15 94

6051 3,251 2,801 46 21.1 125 93 34 13 116 9
2,452 485 1,961 SO 33.1 143 DX 31 II Ill 10

20,711 18133

1667 KM 11,333

4,429

429

209
661

6393

16884
453
164

6,110 13 81 331 994 34 15 122 9

2,448 12 313 1,5E0 99 40 IS $5 13

2,441 12 319 1,510 99

VI 1E01 X 212
180 M9 Si 365
111 2.518 N
256 405 6

91 3

nt
O

9S7 3,436 15

11

17 91

40 Is 30S

229,003 41,111 180,37 11 215 6.0% 11 31 15 130

11 144

2$

18

24 1

56 101 14 13 72

16 32 14 163

160 X 32 11 11

13

14

3 519 13,365 79 301 413 76 33 11 155 10

114 343 3 Xi 19 It 23 X 14 4

31 113 96 711 1 61 X It 94 1



Edit lig and Po lineal Remus Sao /amity noosing Programs to Deepen udot of Oes or Won Programs et Resoortts orkido Covey)

tioaredual linfilclais la Meat Coro Hospitals Mot
kk.

0E0 booms 019.1 Federal
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$ 58 6 44 1 330

21 18 9 $ 2 2,013
3 63 1 21 2 63
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4 / I 46
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1 152
2 56 1 65
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1,059 140

1,127 144

141 105

121 112

1,039 147

244 III
31 40
64 82

DI 104

42 53
427 120

a 14

1,734 215

1,734 215

6,310 101

121 14
1 t 113

38 51
6 4

sit M

603 1 14129

22 106

121 29 292 10 32 41,244

221 30 SI 11 1 12,106
202 26 96 12 1 14,915
SS 41 1 6 4 1))E4
39 36 5 S 1 1,266

210 30 76 11 $ 13,392

SI 23 11 9 2 3,543
21 23 1 I 2 626
21 21 6 8 1 121

14S 21 43 $ i 1,406

13 16 S 6 1 $23
99 2$ 35 4 2 t)U
33 43 3 4 3 1,235
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211 35 IIS 11 9 24.130
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3 41
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Table 1. Need for Sabsidlzed Fem1ly Planning Services: Current MTnms, Resources end Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 196$ continued

Psdatioa end Selected
Paraded:tics (000s)

I...-.
V etaated ramify Planning Nod

end Wu hods
Selected Neeth sad NonatrzAkk Wks

talent Medan,
1961.1915

Est.
Fed.
Rate

Us I Mb
Order a
of Res

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 1$
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1z1x
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ie1 S
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fi
it
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IS
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18

11
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7'2

2$
22

2$

29

10

31
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34

3S

36
31

X

39
40

41

42

43

44

4S

46
41

41

41

SO

SI

97

S4

41

FICRIDA

r.ITRUS 13.2 2.4 720 41 679 94 27.5 9 99 23 20 108 6

CLAY 22.1 4.3 932 171 725 20 267 23 120 34 14 108 1
COLLIER 280 68 60 1,297 413 884 68 328 36 91 29 16 133 10

COLUIABIA 24.1 4.9 1,185 IBS 1,000 84 314 58 111 31 22 162 7

DADE 3 1,093.6 11.0 .5 211.0 36,017 8,955 27,122 15 25.5 729 81 34 IS 139 10

DE S010 13.1 2.4 593 73 518 87 39.2 21 96 35 IS 154 10

DO3E 5I 1.0 303 141 156 51 21.8 5 140 22 16 43 9
DUYA1 2 499.2 102.0 16,657 6,634 10,023 60 27.7 602 101 36 IS 143 10

ESCAMBIA 1 112.5 40.5 7,058 1,425 5,633 80 28.4 261 102 36 15 106 10

FLAMER 4,8 .7 .9 255 42 213 84 41.6 15 97 36 13 378 7

FRAM061 7.7 1.4 592 66 526 19 6.1 1 110 35 20 165 9

GADS:01 43.6 12 2,638 1,139 1,499 57 56.3 211 110 29 32 292 8

GILD/MST 3.0 .6 182 22 160 88 350 5 13 21 2S 1

GLADES 4.0 .9 .2 .1 197 86 111 S6 40.3 7 71 18 30 182 18

cu.' 9.1 1.8 393 234 159 40 284 13 105 31 12 126 S

HAMILTON 7.7 1.4 426 101 323 16 33.1 16 114 35 20 235 8
MEE 134 2.6 614 90 S24 15 27.8 13 9$ 31 18 79 1

HENDRY 121 .9 .2 2.6 518 310 208 40 362 21 III 33 22 170 13

IIERItAKO 13 2 2.4 702 182 520 74 217 13 92 36 15 140 1

1101APOS 216 2.9 4.7 1,225 193 1,040 85 403 60 97 29 25 150 14

HILSBORCIACH 2 447.0 89.8 19451 3,473 14,985 81 288 506 95 36 13 114 1

HOLMES 11.3 22 112 21 689 Si 38.9 19 77 40 It 90 2

IMMI RIVER 32.6 11 1,356 213 1,143 84 32.1 46 93 30 20 112 1I
1ACICSO4I 34.4 15 1,198 310 1,588 84 278 33 86 33 19 132 1

kliEltS011 94 1.1 550 321 229 42 45 8 32 112 28 31 290 4

LAFAYETTE 21 .5 114 47 14 6S 50.4 $ 93 26 I/ 17 11

WI 64.3 11.4 3.061 196 2,865 91 31.7 82 86 33 18 8S I
LEE 768 38 141 3,418 1,101 2387 68 311 93 11 33 11 141 1
LEON 1 17.3 210 4,0 453 3,397 19 33.4 114 72 40 13 108 8
VT 1 t S 2.4 724 160 364 71 291 13 92 34 21 Ill 11

LIBERTY 3.0 .6 161 63 108 67 20.1 1 63 32 1I 214 4

lutioca 141 21 885 223 662 73 416 31 95 27 21 200 13

MIAMI 161 .1 12_7 3,3747 304 SOK 91 285 62 78 36 II 163 1

10.1421 63.1 13.0 3,468 504 2964 SS 324 V 91 34 20 138 1

MAIM 23.5 4.3 938 29 909 97 314 36 92 2S 21 112 11

IACSIOE 326 14 1,671 142 1,5I5 92 27.2 64 125 41 9 SS 0

/IMAM 171 31 630 136 W. 83 21 5 24 93 33 11 170 8
CM DMA 71$ 161 2,511 257 2,261 90 225 48 101 34 12 43 9
OPZEC/C0a 11 2.1 361 60 NI 13 331 II 103 28 11 92 .0

ORM 1 331.3 99 62_1 10,220 20 7112 72 219 268 91 33 14 11$ 1

OSCEOLA 20 7 36 1,054 162 194 15 314 31 II XI 20 13 11

PALM BEACH 1 717.1 210 54.3 11,133 2081 1074 11 311 362 19 13 20 170 9

PASCO 448 1.9 2.227 233 1,974 11 325 43 71 13 16 65 1

PINELLAS 2 4301 19 0 1142$ 2682 13,343 13 n 2 210 /I 34 I? 111 $
PO111 S 7226 3 0 45 9 8411 t, S10 8901 73 27.0 NI 92 34 14 109 9

F1/114AAI 13 6 .7 i 5 1,671 213 1,445 17 n I 41 97 21 24 133 .7



1:1stiag and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates leatioa of One or

Programs

More Programs or Resources within County}
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Table 1. Iteed for Melding really Muhl Unica: Witold Progreso, beeline sod Reeled Mice for U.S., NA Stets sad County, FT 1361 continued
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FLORIDA

55 ST. JOHNS 31.0 60 1,443 368 1,075 14 116 50 84 28 20 102 9
56 ST. LUCIE 41.0 54 11 2,082 329 1,153 84 41.6 114 107 30 21 161 9
5/ SANTA ROSA 1 320 61 1,126 13 1,053 94 218 33 142 38 10 44 6
58 SAMSOTA 5 949 .5 166 3,350 712 2,638 19 265 56 63 38 10 :32 10
St SEMINOLE 1 614 125 119 3,223 501 2,116 84 30.7 94 99 32 17 132 11

60 SUMTER 116 26 174 193 581 15 14 28 96 33 23 161 10
61 SUNAkfti 169 3.3 951 115 836 88 30.5 22 85 40 15 154 13
62 TAYLOR 115 26 669 203 466 10 20.8 S 105 1 14 144 12

63 UNICtl 6.0 .9 224 82 142 63 201 1 14 21 21 121 6
64 YOLUSIA 161.5 295 1,392 500 6892 93 31.5 166 93 31 14 116 10

65 WAKULLA Si? 1.2 443 102 341 71 24.3 3 95 29 25 179 9
66 WALTON 141 28 824 113 111 X 295 16 69 35 25 III 1

67 WASHICTON 11.0 21 680 126 554 11 211 10 91 34 19 129 9

GEORGIA

158 COUNTIES 4,4454 I2 953.6 205,243 25,311 179,932 88 21? 3,934 93 35 16 9

1 APF1143 14.2 3.0 929 11 144 91 V.3 14 14 25 16 11

2 AMNSCW 66 1.3 417 61 425 V M../ 11 135 29 26 $
3 BACON 12 I.? 514 20 SS4 91 391 It 93 31 11 1
4 BAJO 18 .1 253 19 234 92 52.0 15 102 29 26
5 BALDW/1 40.1 1.8 1,116 132 1.654 93 325 43 /0 32 22 12

6 WO ' 1.9 11 457 12 445 91 21.1 2 41 33 14 7

7 BARROW 156 3.? 782 41 141 95 32.0 22 102 IS 10 1?
1 BARTOW 113 1.4 1,591 31 1,560 98 '331 SI 93 35 15 1
9 BEN Nil 111 21 824 117 641 19 333 11 1 43 11 1

IC 13021E1I 10.2 It 574 37 53/ 94 11.1 12 11 26 11 S

II 6160 1 ' 1142 .2 326 6,600 611 6991 91 326 250 16 36 14 11

12 ILECPIEV ' 10.1 21 511 49 521 92 14 14 $1 X 19 3
13 WAVY S.6 1.1 290 11 VI 96 462 11 101 29 22 1
14 NOM 141 27 896 84 814 11 Ai 31 123 X 28 9
IS BRYAR 68 1.3 411 24 341 94 299 12 113 31 11 6

16 114111001 ' 114 63 1,03 /I 1,612 95 264 31 11 31 21 9
17 KM It./ 17 1,326 32 1,294 le 40 81 IX X 13 14

it SUITS 140 21 58S 140 44S 76 333 11 99 X 26 13

19 ODOM 71 24 524 12 512 91 34.9 16 115 26 A 11

20 0141DIA 101 23 419 31 448 91 44.5 31 115 24 22 9

11 CAW, 10 1.4 455 X 411 02 114 93 13 11 S

22 C NOM 421 19 2,011 I 7.011 100 XI 21 12 17 11 2
23 CATOOSA hi SI 117 11 103 V tit 12 10 0 6 6
ti OWLIC01 SS 11 29S 10 28S I/ 364 IS 132 X 31 1
IS MINA 1 117.4 366 7186 942 6,414 88 21.1 211 91 15 15 A

X 044110044 116 4.1 141 21 124 V 231 15 91 36 It 9
27 DOOM 217 16 1,346 1,34 104 AS 21 93 SS 14 4
21 Wilt SSI 135 2,799 214 2,515 90 31.7 1 V 41 1 9
8 OAT 4 5 .9 321 150 111 Si $71 X 99 Ii 51 4

30 CIAT1011 1 116 113 1,941 44 Lis I; 191 15 41 4.1 9 /

10
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ST. JOHNS 55
ST. LUCE 56
SANTA ROSA 51

SARASOTA 58
SOAIKLE 59

SUMTER 83
SIINAIKE 61

TAYLOR 62
UNION 63
YOLUSUL 64

WAKILLA 65
WALTON 66
WASHINGTON 67

MANG I
2AMMON

BACON 3

BAKER 4

DU/WM 5

SA/AS 6
eARROW 7

SARTOW 8
WI HU 1
etRRIEN 10

$18$ 11

BUCKLEY 12

BRANTLEY 13

BROOM 14

SAYAN 15

SIM 16

BURKE I1
OATS II
CALHOUN 19
WWI ZO

CAPOLIER 21

CATOOSA

CARROLL

2233

OK4/11(11 8
CHATHAM 2S

oort00IGA 2t
MOW 21
CLAW 21
OAT 21
CLAM 30
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Table 1. Reed for Subsidized Fondly Manning Unice': Wert Programs, Resources and Related Indkis to U.S., Each Stile end County, 1Y MS continued

rivotatIon and Saluted Estimated natty Plink/ Rood SOWN Reed sad )smograplik Indices
Charactsttstics (000*) and Unica Loy!: least Meaty Est Use W

13614365 fort Wyss
Rats , of births

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 11

1
I I 1 i li

1.1

si
.11 11 1 1; i is iiz
1

1 1 IJ
il.

j.

la
1 g I i 41 i.f

I 2 I 4; ! 1 SI 1 b
GEORGIA

31 CLINCH 7.6 1.5 599 64 635 89 60.4 46 130 27 2/ 9
32 C088 3 165.5 40.4 4,650 154 4,496 91 21.6 64 86 38 7 1

33 COFFEE 21.3 .1 4.2 1255 99 1,156 92 37.0 53 108 31 20 10

34 CCI.OUITT 32.2 6.4 1,645 119 1,526 93 33.4 61 101 32 1.' 11

35 CIXtRABIA 19.8 4.7 1,168 2 1,166 100 34.6 36 94 38 13 13

36 COOK 12.2 2.4 694 62 632 91 264 11 115 23 33 1

37 COWETA 31.0 64 1,615 156 1,459 90 21.1 23 IDS 33 18 9
38 CRAWFORD 54 1.1 400 96 305 76 34.5 12 112 17 43 9
39 CRISP 11.6 3.5 Loco 85 975 92 38.5 45 111 33 24 4
40 DACE 89 10 47i 23 456 95 213 5 98 43 8 11

41 DAWSON 3.6 .1 279 270 103 296 1 64 40 16 4
42 DECATUR 24.5 4.8 1,311 61 1,316 96 291 33 101 33 24 11

43 OE M 3 340.3 79.8 7,271 2,090 5,197 71 202 81 81 40 9 1
44 DODGE 163 3.4 939 5 934 99 358 31 62 32 21 5
45 DOOLY 10.8 2.1 612 El 604 90 346 24 125 26 28 10

46 DOUGHERTY I 888 .1 112 4,041 68 3,173 98 217 138 104 32 16 8
41 DOUGLAS 218 5.2 1,144 2 2 1,122 9 8 2 27 1 1 89 41 7 9
41 tARLY 114 2.6 961 9 952 99 31.7 24 104 Si 20 10
49 CCIAS 11 .4 110 1 109 99 118 39 29
0 EFT KHASI 111 21 652 14 638 98 395 23 84 29 30 1

51 MOT 113 3.1 898 5 843 99 20.4 S 93 34 I? 1

52 (MAN R 20.2 4.2 1,212 33 1,239 91 26.6 18 193 36 19 8
$ 3 E V A N S 12 16 416 6 9 401 16 29.4 I I 99 73 29 4
54 FRIAR 13 2 28 783 183 103 361 19 69 31 15 1
5$ F STEM 91 1.9 421 37 384 II 391 20 90 26 26 1

56 FLOYD 72.1 156 2,956 60 2,1% 98 291 it 79 29 13 11

51 FORSYTH 112 3.5 833 17 816 98 250 12 17 34 12 14

58 TRANTIN 131 21 781 3 755 103 281 13 11 35 11 1

51 MICA 3 616 3 .4 1321 24,611 19%9 14,609 59 30.0 141 93 31 14 12

60 UM 91 21 110 22 141 3? 231 4 80 3? 19 3

61 01/4SOCCR it .5 175 86 19 51 31.4 6 115 39 13 6
62 Gtila 50.4 101 2,206 65 2,141 41 21.5 60 102 39 13 1

13 CORDON 21.5 96 2,231 6 1,131 99 331 29 91 30 II 1

64 OM 115 I/ 1,221 15 1,046 93 394 41 34 21 22 4

65 GRUM 10.1 21 6i3 66 699 90 496 31 t? 29 3 1

66 CWHUI 3 56 3 It.? 2,467 10 2,391 97 21.4 53 99 35 13 8
V Hilit194.41 114 4.1 993 53 940 95 23 8 12 II 3? 9 S
68 HALL 552 122 2325 41 2,54 91 221 31 98 36 14 10
69 HAICOCK 16 1.3 636 66 170 90 51.1 44 123 25 42 14

10 MASCO 113 14 799 It 161 IA 21.4 11 91 40 $ 11

/I HMS 111 2.4 745 116 629 14 325 1, 95 21 22 9
12 164.1 11.1 3 t 912 120 162 It 211 11 /9 28 11 17

13 FiN40 5$ 11 340 29 311 91 *6 9 86 26 21 II
14 Mr 23 S SI 1,0117 41 1,036 13 30.3 33 * 25 24 14

75 MUSK I 512 It, 1,790 34 I* 34 26 2 61 19 34 14 1

16 IF*11 91 Li %I 40 541 93 216 12 101 36 26 12
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Existiag sad Penes' Resources tot Family Ptenaleg Programs to
Hospitals

Designates tootles of One se More
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Programs or Resoarces within toasty)

Noo.Fehtera Physk lags In Patient Care Med.
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0E0 Other Federal
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I 36 1 24

4 30 3 23
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1,039 161 115 1$ 115 19

I 10

I 3? I 37

50 NI It 36 2 4

9 42 5 23 1 5
4 22 3 16

6 56 5 41

20 36 15 21

I 4? I 41

SI 12 8 14 S 1
3 31 1 21

6 31 5 13

4 34 3 26

3 11 3 17

2 36 1 36
4 1? 4 11

23 42 14 25 2 4
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1
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1

1

1
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236 CLINCH 31

2,724 COBB

48 7 CO fFEE

406 COMITY 34

COLUMBIA 35

211 COCK 36
616 to CONEY A 3?

CRAM ORD 3$
CRISP 3

DADE 490

DAWSON

306 DECATUR 42

2,730 I DE KA1B 43

117 DODGE 44
!10% Y 45
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340 FORSYTH Si
364

20,051 2

*
a

FRA*1
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709 GWIIIET1 66

215 HABERSHAM 61
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I I HANCOCK 01

113 a WWI 10
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498 HOT/SPA 15
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Table 1. Nod for Subsidized Fees Planning Services: Coned Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State sad County, FT 196$ continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Sella Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices

talent motility
1941-1965

Est.
Fart.
Rats

Live DIM
Wu ss

% o1111rIfis

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 111

e
:3

i. i
a.

ME h ,.

A

i
i 1

I

711

fi
ii

rog

I!
I,

6

b

GEORGIA

77 JACKSON 19.8 4.1 977 58 919 94 24.6 14 8? 36 12 12

78 JASPER 18 1.1 367 79 288 78 47.2 20 111 32 31 10

79 JEFF DAVIS 9.5 1.9 553 15 538 97 29.1 12 92 46 11 6

80 JEFFERSON 18.6 3.7 1,263 8 1,255 99 37.8 44 107 28 26 8

81 JENKINS 9.1 1.7 545 84 461 85 44.0 32 98 35 28 8

,12 JOHNSON 8.5 1.7 478 38 440 92 22.9 5 100 35 31 7

2,1 JONES 10.5 2.2 628 47 581 93 26.4 10 79 29 19 11

84 LAMAR 9.7 1.9 404 47 357 88 27.0 11 80 27 18 26

85 LANIER 4.9 .9 289 39 250 87 21.8 3 98 37 26 13

86 LAURENS 34.7 6.9 1,951 181 1,710 91 49.2 125 101 27 20 7

87 LEE 6.6 1.2 363 10 353 97 25.1 6 104 27 31

88 LIBERTY 14.5 2.7 815 67 748 92 31.7 32 125 31 24 12

89 LINCOLN 5 5 1.1 376 2 314 99 54.9 20 86 29 2' 20

90 LONG 4.2 .7 251 7 244 97 19.4 1 59 30 30 4

91 LOWNDES 51.8 10.6 2,385 245 2,140 9t) 25.9 54 114 35 15 9

92 LUMPKIN 7.7 1.8 498 6 492 99 17.9 76 40 16 6

93 MCDUFFIE 13.9 2.9 854 10 844 99 39.8 39 112 31 14 15

94

'-. 95
MCINTOSH

MACON

6.7
13.5

1.4

2.5

583

832 37

583
795

100
96

32.9
43.1

13

42

91

124

34
19

27
27

13
13

96 MADISON 129 2.8 818 16 802 98 25.3 10 100 30 10 14

91 MARION '. 5.4 1.0 381 13 374 97 32.7 10 115 18 40 13

98 MERIWETHER 19.5 3.9 1,137 162 915 86 34.4 35 96 32 27 8

99 MILLER 19 1.3 452 452 100 18.4 103 20 28 4

100 MITCHELL ' 20.2 4.0 1,155 110 1,045 90 32.0 40 115 32 22 8

101 MOtfOE c 10.4 2.3 646 76 570 88 38.7 24 72 32 19 13

102 MONTGOMERY 7.2 1.4 460 11 449 98 38.9 16 93 24 30 11

101 MORGAN ; 11.4 23 657 25 632 96 35.2 23 113 20 34 9

104 MURRAY 13.8 3.1 131 731 100 22.7 7 70 31 13 8

105 MUSCOGEE 1 208.4 44.0 8,160 1,547 1,213 82 26.4 230 93 35 14 11

106 NEWTON - 23.9 5.0 1,097 52 1,045 95 41.5 67 109 38 18 9

107 OCONEE ',1 7.1 1.5 361 51 310 86 18.7 1 70 27 13 13

108 OGLETHORPE - 1.8 1.6 492 8 484 98 43.6 22 85 40 27 10

1.109 PAULDING , , 15.8 3.5 747 49 698 93 29.5 11 86 32 15 9

110 PEACH ''' ', '' 15.8 .2 3.4 847 106 741 87 39.8 40 99 31 23 13

' 111 PICKENS ! 17 ZO 539 1 538 100 15.3 91 31 15 4

112 PIERCE ,''r 10.0 2.0 565 75 490 87 30.1 14 101 32 15 14

113 PIKE -- - 7.1 1.4 417 11 346 83 38.5 18 105 30 26 16

'`- 114 P001 0 29.1 6.1 1,438 65 1,373 95 28.3 31 100 38 13 9

115 PULASKI 8.1 1.7 432 59 313 86 44.1 27 103 31 20 14

116 PUTNAM t t 8.3 1.7 470 10 460 98 21.3 3 93 26 33 4

117 CARMAN 2.5 .5 179 2 171 99 29.6 4 117 26 35 10

118 RABUH '' 1.7 1.6 456 14 442 97 25.9 1 75 38 8 5

1 119 RANDOLPH `1 9.7 1.8 626 98 528 84 27.4 11 88 21 29 4

120 RICHMOND ,, 1 ', 172.7 37.1 8,984 1,365 7,619 85 25.7 134 82 41 12 10

121 ROI:MALE ' ., 14.8 13 700 70 630 913 36.1 28 100 40 14 7,

122 SO4.EY 3.3 .7 244 23 221 91 24.6 2 92 29 19 13
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Edith's .ad Potential amounts for Family Planning
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Programs { Oes lialtes

Hospitals

Lout

Med.
Sch.

loo of One or Moro

0E0 Programs

programs or bourns

Other Moral
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within County}
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P.P.Noa-Federal Physicians In Paint
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1

GEORGIA

7 35 7 35 1 246 JACKSON 77
3 52 3 52 1 77 JASPER 78
3 32 3 32 1 156 JEFF DAVIS 79
9 48 9 48 JEFFERSON 80
3 33 3 33 JENKINS 81

2 23 2 23 JOHNSON 82
2 19 1 10 JONES 83
5 51 4 41 LAMAR 84
3 61 2 41 1 107 LANIER 85

17 49 9 26 1 864 LAURENS 86

LE 87
2 14 2 14 LIBERTY 88
1 18 LINCOLN 89

LONG 93
46 89 11 21 5 10 1 843 IOWNDES 91

2 26 2 26 LUMPKIN 92
8 57 8 57 1 84 MCDUFFIE , 93
1 15 1 15 MCINTOSH 94
5 47 o 5 37 MACON 95
1 8 1 ; 8 MADISON 96

2 37 2 37 , MARION 97
13 67 -,; -. 6 31 ; MERIWETHER 98
3 44 ,... 3 44 MILLER 99
7 35 7 35 MITMELL 100
4 38 ,. 4 38 110 101

3 42 2 28 MONTGOMERY 102
3 26 3 26 1 213 ., MORGAI4 ' 103
4 29 . 4 29 MURRAY 104

119 57 :-. 17 8 ; 15 7 2 3,044 MUSCOGEE 105
10 42 : 8 33 1 461 NEWTON -.. 106

0006F-E ' 107
2 26 OGLETHORPE 108
4 25 ,.. 4 25 . PAULDING 109
9 51 ; 7 44 1 294 PEACH , 110
5 51 5 51 PICKENS 111

4 40 -- 4 40 .;, PIERCE 112
1 14 1 14 PIKE 113

14 48 13 45 POU1 114
5 62 5 62 1 254 PULASKI 115
2 24 ' ' 1 12 !. ''. t PUT NAM 116

QUITMAN 117
4 52 3 39 1 113 RABUN 118
5 51 : 5 51 RANDOLPH 119

194 112 15 9 , 21 12 7,544 1 RICHMOND 120
3 20 2 13 ROCKDALE 121

1 31 . 1 31 SCHLEY 122
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Table L Reed for SubsIdleed Family Planning Soviets: Current Programs, Resources enci Related Indices for U.S., Each Stets and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (OM)

,......
Estlmeed Family Planning Need

and Service Levels
Selected Health end Demographic Indices

Infant Nodality
1961.1965

Est
Feet
Rate

Uve Sirth
Order es

s ol Births

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
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1 11ii

il
41

1 1

I Is
lin

iiz i
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it]

il l
2 X

1

IZz
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11,
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gi;

1
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1

1

°

1 i
Ili2§
'1P4
gg

Si"

1 1

ifit
pi
tf b

GEORGIA

123 SCREVEN 14.0 23 869 171 698 80 47.6 49 96 34 22 15

124 SEMINOLE 7.2 15 510 4 512 99 24.0 5 92 42 22 12

125 SPALDING 40.1 8.6 1,883 223 1,660 88 32.4 62 93 37 13 11

126 STEPHENS 19.6 4.3 1,026 68 958 93 22.1 8 81 42 6 10

127 STEWART 7.1 1.4 507 14 493 97 46.9 25 109 22 27 7

128 SUMTER 21.4 5,6 1,601 215 1,386 87 38.8 69 106 31 19 9

129 TALBOT 7.9 1.7 671 29 632 94 54.2 30 88 29 36 12

130 TALIAFERRO 3.1 .5 189 26 163 86 46.9 9 112 34 21 7

131 TAT1NALL 11.2 3.0 939 22 917 98 36.1 28 89 31 23 8
132 TAYLOR 8.2 1.6 510 21 489 96 55.9 37 125 34 27 7

133 TELFAIR 12.0 2.2 744 34 710 95 18.6 1 113 32 28 4

134 TERRELL 11.9 2.2 743 743 100 60.5 62 140 30 25 10

135 THOMAS 37.4 7.5 1,965 1,'8 1,787 91 35.2 77 106 33 24 10

136 TIFT 25.9 5.4 1,564 15 1,529 98 267 21 105 33 15 7
137 TOOMBS 19.2 4.0 1,115 71 1,041 93 35.9 40 £9 34 17 7

138 TOWNS 5.0 1.1 396 1 395 100 31.9 5 67 26 18 5

139 TREUTLEN 64 1,3 443 46 397 90 19.5 1 102 16 36 12

140 TROUP 45.9 9.5 2,409 228 2,181 91 32.8 70 87 35 17 1,.

141 TURNER 8.9 1.7 572 8 564 99 57.5 44 114 32 18 4
142 TWIGGS 8.2 1.1 474 58 416 88 38.2 22 118 23 33 11

143 UNION 6.8 1.4 498 5 493 99 237 3 81 37 21 5

144 UPSON 24.2 5.1 1,046 1 1,045 100 34.2 41 75 34 14 9
145 WALKER 1 48.5 10.5 1,917 92 1,825 95 232 26 87 37 9 8
146 WALTON 23.5 5.1 1,184 61 1,123 95 39.'4 56 105 31 19 13

147 WARE 35.7 A 7.5 1,580 58 1,522 96 30.8 51 91 32 13 8

143 WARREN 7.0 1.3 463 102 361 78 48.9 28 109 32 27 17

149 WASHINGTON 133 3.6 1,121 74 1,047 93 52.7 89 95 25 30 8

156 WAYNE 18.0 3.7 951 15 876 92 32.2 33 94 39 12 6
151 WEBSTER 2.9 .6 208 15 133 64 39.4 7 110 6 50 9
152 WHEELER . 5.3 1.0 337 36 301 89 380 10 66 32 9 9

153 WHITE 7.4 1.6 418 56 362 87 18.8 1 15 28 12 12

154 WHITFIELD 52.2 12.0 2,215 115 2,100 95 30.8 72 94 36 11 10

155 WILCOX 6.9 1.3 441 31 404 92 41.1 16 74 36 15 5
156 WILKES 10.1 1.9 570 46 ',IN 92 39.2 25 96 25 25 8
157 WILKINSON 10.3 2.1 555 146 499 14 355 21 114 26 25 7

158 WORTH 14.9 2.8 905 25 881 97 40.2 46 122 27 28 6

1DAP.2

44 COUNTIES 691.3 1.1 4.8 135.6 15,892 135 15,757 99 23.3 430 95 32 17 7

1 ADA 1 99.2 116 1, 123 1,865 94 20 9 32 87 33 12 6

2 ADAMS 3 0 .5 61 67 100 14.9 90 8 . 13

3 BANNOCK 49.8 .1 .7 93 872 8 864 99 22.8 51 115 34 15 8
', 4 BEAR LAKE 64 1.2 116 115 100 214 1 91 35 24 , 9

5 BE1EWAH 65 .3 .3 1.2 184 1M 100 34.6 11 111 35 20 10

6 BINGHAM 29.6 .1 1.7 5.6 681 fi81 140 23.0 20 109 27 22 9
7 BLAINE 5.4 1.1 134 134 100 282 4 95 34 12 8
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Existing and Po toatial Ruourcos for Family Nanning

Coro

Programs (

Hospitals

Designates Location rot Ono or Moro P rams or buxom walla County)

Noir federal Ptiyoldoos In Patient IOC
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other federal
Programs
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DoPts.

P.P.
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6 43 5 36
5 69 5 69

3.3 82 6 15 4
22 112 9 46 4
3 42 3 42

14 51 4 15
2 25 2 25

4 23 3 17

3 37 3 37

6 50 6 50
5 42 4 34

39 104 t`8 21 2

17 66 10 39 l
8 42 5 26 1

3 60 3 60
2 31 2 31

43 94 ''. 13 28 3
3 34 1; 3 34
? 24 2 24

P i

3 44 3 44
18 74 'N 9 37 11

18 31 1, 15 31 k

11 41 8 34

32 SI f11 31 -1"

1 29 2 29
i1 59 10 53 q
10 56, .""a' 8 44

3'i. FR .

5 68 5 68
33 63 16 31
2 29 `o 2 29
6.60 $:.+- 5 50
4 39 t 4 39 1

6 40 6 40

10

20

5

4
5

7

6

1

1

1

68

813
454

514

121

1 512
1 456

1 126
:. 1 76

2 768
217

1

' 1 459

6 1 1,166

207

(--;

):.

SCREVEN 123
SEMINOLE 124
SPALDING 125

TEPHENSS

S

126
TEWART 127

SUMTER 128
TALBOT 129
TALIAFERRO , 130
TATTNALL : 131
TAYLOR 132

,,
TELFAIR 133
TERREU. . 134
THOMAS 135
TIFF ,' 136
TOOMBS 'r,!' 137

TOWNS 138
TREUT1L/4 139
TROUP 140
TURtIR ''''''. 141

TWIGGS 142

UNION : 143
UPSON 'tC'j'-, , 144
WALKER ' '3 i 145
WALTON '''`-1-4i 146
WARE '.'''1,1 141

,..-f.,, ,-,e0 u- .r

WARREN 148
WASHINGTON , 149
WAYNE '.,1'..M .150
WEBSTER ''' r' 151
WHEELER :- 152

WH 1

WHITITEFIELD V: 15534
WiCOX i ,; 155

, WINS 1 156
WILKINSON '''' 151

. , ,. i r:- l,' . :,,i'

WORTH 158

519 83 269 39 30 4 41 12,180 - 18

IDAHO

3 , 44 COUNTIES

? , 123
e..134
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3' 41 `41 16 T1'. 1 16 ( 1 180
4+ 62 4 62 1:: i s t. 3 t.-6? 86

t
13 44 8 27 1 368

7 131 4 75 2 61
S

ADAMSAMS

1

AD 2
BANNOCK ":1 3
BEAR LAKE '; 4
BENEWAH 5
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Table 1. Nee4 For Subsidized Family Plannin Services: Current Fromm, Rommel and Related indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 ontim.:ed

Population and 5/WM
Clierecttristice (0300

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Unite Lesub

Sefacled Reality and
Est,
hit
Rate

Demographic

Live Birth
Ordeals

of Births

Indicts
Intent Mortality

1961.1965

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 15 14 15 16 17 18

i1
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ii

16
111
,...
I if

Ial
i i

I
I

A
2

i

Id

.§.

Ii
41;

g

§ I
g

1

i
II
fi
.4v
gt

al
1
ii
le1

Is

IDAHO

8 801SE

9 BONIER "
10 BONNLNIUE

11 MARY
12

., r ,'..

i 13 CAMAS ' l',

14 CANYON ; r

15 CARIBOU

16 CASSIA , '',1'

17 CUM
et , , i

18 CLEARWATER

19 CUSTER to:_.4.l f

20 ELMORE .. it)
21 FRANKLIN ''j,
22 FREMONT

'!ITI 15
23 GEM. '' .q,11

t 24 GOODING r=,t4

25 IDAHO ,. -,.r,r,
t 26 JEFFERSON trf

27 JEROME

1 28 KOOTENAI ., -1.

t 29 1.ATAH 11M,
30 LEM111,*;31 JA1.,

4 31 LEWIS I v.,%

32 LINCOLN
. ,

33 MADISON

TigA
A,t

34 MINIDOKA ' W
35 NE2 PEKE Yf

36 ONEIDA ' i'110
37 OWYHEE

tIr -11A1
.38 PAYL1TE 1 leiVt

39 POWER . '%' y.il

.40 SHOSHONE W
41 TETON .. '''.V

42 TWIN FALLS

-Pl ' '..I IOW
43 VALLEY

44 WASHINGTON
......ls

1.5

.- 151

. 51.7
.. 52

3.3

.7
,. 60.4
'. 7.3

18.0

.6

9.0
2.6

17.8

, 8.0
9.4

9.1
, 9.2

4 13.0

' 11.7

11.4

4 31.5

t 23.7
5.6

' 4.1
3.0

10.2

,., 11.1

30.4
3.1

6.3
.

125
4.9

4 20.2

>4' 3.1

44.1

3.7

8.1

.3

.2

.1

1

.1

.3

.2

.1

1.1

.2

.2

.3

2.8

10.4

1.0

.6

.1

11.9

1,5

3.5
.1

1.1

.4
3.2
1.4

1.9

1.7

1.7

2.3
21
2.2

62
4.8
1.0

.8

.5

2.2
3.5
6.1

.5
1.2

2.3
1.0

3.9
.6

8.6

.7
1.6

37
443
802
143
52

16
1,814

141

, 374
16

183
76

. 448
204
227

255
283
288
236
323

803
492

.. 197

61

55

243
389
692

. 73
194

.

. 381
93

318
^ 87
1,061

.

68
282

4

37 100

443 100

802 100

143 100

52 100

16 100
1,814 100

141 100

374 10U

16 100

183 100
76 100

I48 100
204 100

227 100

255 100
283 100

288 100
236 100

323 100

803 100
492 100

197 100

61 100

55 100

243 100

' r 389 100

688 99
73 100

194 100

381 100

93 100

318 100
87 100

1,061 100

68 100

282 100

161

26.4

18.5

20.7

24.9

15.2
25.4

14.9

30.1

28.6

30.8

22.1

27.3
15.3

27.7

14.4

19.6

18.9

19.9

24.8

24.7

20.0

22.0
457
8.6

30.4

212
23.6

22.9

16.6

22.2

44.7
302
29.8

22.4

357
222

11

5

2
3

45

28

1

12

1

30

10

1

2

3

7

19
5

2

11

14
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2

5

13

28
4

20

7

3

86 8
70 37

120 31

81 8
100 27

92 33
86 32

122 30
122 31

119 50

110 33

58 23

111 40
105 19

82 20

82 29

69 40

102 23

118 36
82 36

86 34

96 42

91.21
62 38

80 29
.

104 33

103 22
82 33
75 30
83 32

62 22

88 37

107 35
72 13

87 32

72 37
84 36

42

12

19
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27

17

15

22
25

17

12

8
11

24

21

19

12
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14

11

9
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14
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26

14
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13

22

11
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,

r

10

7
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1
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4
8
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9

8
9
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3

5

5
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5

6
1

13

8

3

7

8

5

8

6
9
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9
8

6

ILLINOIS

102 0001{iI p: 10,7859 2,017.0 197,309 38892 158,417 20 24.6 1,621 91 33 16 97 8

1 ADM t'srOti 5
1 2 ALEXANDER '4

3 BOW '1 efii118
4 BOONE 1

5 BROWN 03

6 BUREAU

619
15.0

13.6
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6.0

38.9

13.3

2.6
2.5
4.7
1.0

7.2

1,912
173
500
460
256

938

y 1,912 100
;.0 173 100

500 100

460 100

i 256 100

s 998 100

119
49.8
28.7

27.7

24.2
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'

;

8
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13

22
3
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86 34

91 34
83 32

100 34
83 29

78 27

17

26
16

13

24

15
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29
43

39

1

11

6
8
7
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Existing and Potontlei Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Dos Ignites

Hcspitais

Location

Ifed.
Sch.

of On. or More

CEO Programs

Programs or Resources

Other World
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62

4
7 5434

3 26 `;2 17

5 44 5 44

, 28 89 17 54

21 88 17 72
4 72 4 72

3 14 S 74
1 33 33

6 5 4 3 9 10

8 49/ 7 41

39 128 15 49 1

2 64 2 64

4 32 . 4 32
1 20 , . 1 20

`..' 13 64 ..,'..i 9 44

49
.

1311

2
' 15 34 1,,

.

5 134 , 5 134

2 23 2 23

1

2

1

'1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

2

1

IDAHO

655
1,500

75

12

1,063
92

472

149

92
119

34

154

108

207

no

425
478

99

442
21

505
9

44

114

152

767

80
99

o

o

BOISE

BONNER

BONNEVILLE

BOUNDARY

BUTTE

CAMAS

CANYON

CARIBOU

CAARSSIA

CLARK

CLATER
COST

EARW

ER

ELMORE

FRANKLIN

FREMONT .
,

GEM

GOODING

IDAHO

JEFFERSON ,

JEROME

KOOTENAI

I.ATAHLEMIIIt

LEWIS

LINCOLN

MADI
MINI
1E1 ME
ONEIDA

°EE
t

PAYETTE

POWER

SHOSHONE

TWINTWIN FALLS ,,'

P ,

VALLEY

WASHINGION

8
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16
1s

819

1

20
21

22

23
24

26
27

28

29
30

31

32

33
, 34

35
36
37

38
39
40
41

42

43

t.44

, "
. )11 .r.1 r rt "itti ILLINOIS .1, ,,A,

10,789 100 3,715 3 4 = . ' ' , 721 I 7 211 t 186,424 10 1 r" 60 I .s 1 4 1 1 .L., 1 4 102COUNTiF.S ,),:%

16 109 0 12 17 , 6 , 9 1 2 v, 1,380 ADAMS. I
1

8
41

59
t 5 33
t. 8 59

,.
,

. 1
2791

ALEXAtali
BOW

81
2

16 67 ; 11 46 ,1 1 4. -, 618 BOONE

4 , 67. ,., 3.50 1 0 e BROWN 5

,, 26 67 16 41 ,-- , P.. 113 BUREAU i t
6

rti



Table 1. Reed for Subsidized Family Main Services: Wrest Programs, Resources and Related Indkes for U.S., Each Stele and Co...r,ty, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Cbaracteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

19611945
Eat.
hit
Rata

LAM Birth
Order as

of Births

7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
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8 CARROIL

9 CASS

10 CHAMPAIGN 1

11 CHRISTIAN
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14

15
16

17

18
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20
21

22
23

24

25
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CLARK

CLAY

CLINTON

COTES

COOK 4

CRAWFORD

CUMBERLAND

DE 1ULB

DE WITT

DOUGLAS

DU PAGE 4
EDGAR

EDWARDS

EFFINGHAM

FAYETTE

.c 27 FORD

28 FRANKLIN

129 FULTON

30 GALLATIN .

31 GREENE

i
32 GRUNDY

33 HAMILTON

34 HANCOCK

: 35 HARDiN

36 HEN DERSON

, ,
,

37 HENRY -. 1

38 IROQUOIS

39 JACKSON

I 40 JASPER -
41 JEFFERSON

) .41

1.42
DAYESSa i43 JO

44 JOHNSON

45 KAM 0 Ak".. I : 4
46 IWIKAKEE -,' 5.. _ . .

41
48

f 49
54
51

ygistill AG;
.' &IA

KNOX 'wa 5
LAKE - ,:i.", 4
IA ;e
IA ''

t. - 4 DV :i
52 LEE

6.4 1.1 224 224 100 13.0 93 23 33 38 4
19.6 3.6 549 549 100 30.0 22 85 38 12 45 6
14.7 2.8 476 4-6 100 21.8 5 84 32 15 43 5

150.3 32.3 3,491 334 3,157 93 24.9 95 72 43 9 70 6
36.6 6.7 985 985 100 22.3 17 91 31 19 32 6

16.3 2.9 583 583 100 28.5 15 80 21 13 42 6
15.2 2.1 47F. 476 100 16.2 89 39 15 25 5
25.5 4.1 667 667 100 15.9 107 25 28 20 4
46.4 9.6 1,326 1,326 100 20.9 12 67 41 11 46 6

5,3918 1,0215 82,490 38,311 44,179 54 26.2 4,998 104 33 16 130 9

19.4 3.6 546 546 100 21.0 5 65 41 10 42 8
10.2 1.9 257 257 100 19.7 2 68 26 13 12 9
64.2 14.5 1,463 1,463 100 23.3 32 74 35 12 22 6
15.3 2.1 403 403 100 24.3 10 96 30 13 38 4
18.5 3.5 453 453 100 18.2 1 82 34 16 35 6

400.7 83.6 3,591 3,597 100 11.9 4 86 26 15 25 6
22.7 4.2 777 777 100 26.1 16 79 37 13 65 8

7.1 1.2 260 260 100 22.3 3 69 40 10 71 1

23.7 4.3 618 618 100 20.0 6 103 21 21 23 1

22.2 3.8 789 789 100 20.9 6 88 34 15 36 1

16.9 3.3 461 461 100 19.5 2 72 27 11 25 6
39.3 7.1 1,577 1,577 100 22.7 14 74 40 12 23 8
42.0 7.8 1,115 1,115 100 19.6 7 80 35 10 29 5
1.7 15 444 444 100 23.4 4 81 33 15 50 12

16.5 2.9 564 564 100 17.7 103 36 19 88 6

25.6 SI 459 459 100 111 3 93 26 16 21 9
9.0 1.6 387 381 100 25.1 5 72 32 14 88 11

25.4 4.8 823 823 100 20.1 5 74 34 15 11 6
5.1 1.0 264 264 100 37.3 9 65 38 9 63 6
7.0 1.2 211 211 100 12.4 105 29 11 48 2

51.9 9.7 1,234 1,234 100 22.5 22 88 29 14 30 7

35.2 6.8 961 961 100 17.8 77 33 15 46 8

55.3 12.4 2,197 2,197 100 21.3 16 67 45 10 50 6
11.3 2.0 445 445 100 18.1 1 85 23 27 12 6
32.0 60 1,127 1,127 100 26.4 24 71 30 15 70 6

18.4 , 3.7 524 524 100 17.9 84 35 14 32 5
21.7 3.8 569 569 100 16.5 93 20 28 61 5

7.2 1.3 338 338 100 316 8 64 31 14 24 12
243.0 47.4 2,916 2,916 100 24.9 181 99 33 14 49 7

t 98.4 17.1 1)73 1,173 100 2t3 65 102 31 18 12 7

23.7 4.9 425 425 100 22.3 II 85 29 11 38 5
61.2 11.5 1,156 151 : 1,005 87 20.4 14 82 31 10 36 9

342.9 66.0 3,974 3,994 1® 21.3 124 96 32 15 47 8
109.0 117 1,628 1,628 100 21.5 41 94 32 15 38 9
116 15 595 595 103 16.4 69 34 14 66 1

44.2 8.8 1,048 1,048 100 24.8 25 67 31 14 64 6



Existing and Potastial Rosorcis for Family Planning Programs lo Da Ignites Location ol One or Moo Programs or Rasourcas within

Other Federal
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2 31 2 31 CALHOUN 7
9 46 8 41 1 131 CARROLL 8

10 68 5 34 I 185 CASS 9
156 104 39 26 13 9 3 2,3% CHAMPAIGN 10
17 46 17 46 1 568 CHRISTIAN 11

5 31 5 31 CLARK 12
1 46 3 20 2 13 1 14/ CLAY 13

12 47 11 43 1 251 CLINTON 14
34 73 17 37 1 2 2 942 COLES 15

6,519 121 1,958 36 451 8 64 100,657 9 COOK 16

16 82 13 67 1 178 CRAWFORD 11
5.49 5 49 CUMBERLAND 18

43 61 19 30 5 8 2 579 DE KALB 19
9 59 8 52 1 1 1 162 OE WITT 20

10 54 8 43 1 141 DOUGLAS 21

411 103 128 32 30 7 4 5,784 DU PAGE 22
14 62 10 44 1 213 EDGAR 23
2 28 EDWARDS 24

19 80 13 55 1 610 EFFINGHAM , 25
12 54 8 36 1 313 FAYETTE 26

12 71

22 56
10

16
59
41

2
2
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429
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27
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28 67 20 48 1 2 2 587 FULTON 29

4 . 52 4 52 GALLATIN 30
9 54 9 54 2 283 GREENE 31

10 39 . 1 27 1 355 slow
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2 22 2 22 1 70 HAMILTON 33
12 47 11 43 1 143 HANCOCK 34
2 39 2 39 1 46 HARDIN 35
2 29 2 29 HENDERSON 36

29 56 23 44 3 718 HENRY 31
23 6S 20 57 2 6 2 420 IROQUOIS , 38
42 76 12 22 4 1 3 932 JACKSON 39
4 35 4 35 JASPER 40

20 63 11 34 1 3 2 464 JEFFERSON 41

6 33 6 33 1 278 JERSEY 42
8 31 8 37 1 90 XI DAYIESS 43
1 14 1 14 Min 44

251 103 20 33 18 7 6 6,233 KANE 45
103 105 36 37 8 8 2 1,860 KANKAKEE 46

5 21 4 17 KENDALL 47
63 103 21 34 6 10 2 1,072 KNOX 1, 4$

309 90 80 23 18 5 5 4,906 LAKE , ,.,,, 49
86 79 47 43 3 3 41,844 LA SAME 50
10 54 1 38 1 5 1 167 LAWRENCE 51

30 68 19 43 1 553 LEE 52
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Table 1. Heed for Subsidized Family Planning Slakes: Current Programs, Resources and Related rndkei for U.S., Each Irate and County, FY 1968 continued

Pepu felon end Selected
Charecierlstics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Heed
end SMICAI UMW

Selected Health end

Est.
Ferl.
Rats

Dernorsibtc
Ube Illith
Order

j% of
se

Births

Indices

Infant Mortality 0

1961.1965
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53 LIVINGSTON 40.6 7.4 851 851 100 20.2 9 82 26 18 13 6
54 LOGAN 3.8 7.1 848 848 100 22.5 14 61 39 11 51 6
55 MCDONOUGH 31.6 6.5 997 997 100 19.6 5 69 42 8 54 7

56 MCHENRY 4 99.0 19.5 1,494 1,494 100 20.6 29 95 30 18 26 8
57 MCLEAN 1 95.6 20.2 2,163 2,163 100 18.4 5 75 33 13 40 6

58 MACON 1 124.4 24.5 2,454 2,454 100 24.5 84 94 32 13 81 7

59 MACOUPIN 49.1 9.1 1 456 1,456 100 19.0 5 76 ?9 12 32 4

60 MADISON 3 244.1 48.9 4,586 4,586 100 23.1 134 90 34 16 67 7

51 MARION 39.2 7.3 1,258 1,256 100 256 29 82 33 15 93 7

62 MARSHALL 12.9 2.4 342 342 100 20.7 4 90 30 22 47 9

63 MASON 15.3 2.8 400 400 100 21.5 5 90 12 15 00 8

64 MASSAC 13.5 2.6 560 560 100 30.9 15 64 25 14 108 8

65 MLNARD 10.1 1.9 253 253 100 26.7 8 83 33 17 51 8

66 MERCER 18.6 3.5 586 586 100 19.2 2 15 34 14 53 5

67 MONROE 19.1 3.7 402 402 100 19.4 3 88 33 17 18 3

68 MONTGOMERY 30.9 5.5 982 982 100 21.8 11 96 29 17 53 5

69 MORGAN 31.9 1.1 950 950 100 19.7 6 72 33 15 43 4

70 MOULTRIE 13.1 2.4 339 339 I00 14.3 88 38 15 75 9

11 OGLE 43.2 8.4 1,078 1,078 100 20.5 11 96 31 13 33 1

72 PEORIA 1 195.5 36.9 3,556 96 3,460 97 23.3 113 104 38 15 134 8

73 PERRY 21.6 4.1 744 744 100 19.1 3 77 38 6 32 5

74 PLATT 16.8 3.4 400 400 100 17.6 51 36 16 52 - 3

75 PIKE 19.7 3.5 749 749 100 11.7 81 38 14 13 7

76 POPE 3.8 .6 181 181 100 10.7 47 60 7

77 PULASKI 10.2 1.8 533 533 100 44.8 27 74 28 26 169 12

78 PUTNAM 4.5 .8 108 108 100 35.0 7 92 31 8 8

79 IWOOLPH ", 31.0 5.2 817 817 100 18.1 1 96 37 11 32 7

ECI RICHLAND '' 16.7 3.1 575 575 100 20.1 4 89 32 12 50 6

81 ROCK ISLAM/ I 1 163.9 31.4 2,567 2,567 100 26.6 148 103 34 13 53 8

82 ST CLAIR 1 3 270.7 52.5 6,903 6,903 100 27.8 310 102 28 20 153 9

83 SALINE 27.4 5.1 1,362 1,362 100 23.2 11 65 43 12 42 7

84 SANG AM* " 1 159.4 31.1 3,160 3,160 100 22.8 83 91 38 13 97 8

85 SCHUYLER ' 7.9 1.3 283 283 100 25.4 5 79 31 15 74 9

$6 SCOTT ' ''' 5.9 1.0 205 205 100 23.4 4 89 38 22 22 11

.$1 SHELBY '+'''- A'
k ifili: 23.8 4.5 840 840 100 22.2 9 73 33 15 25 5

88 STARK 7.8 1.4 221 221 100 11.1 92 23 22 15 11

$9 STEPHEP6ON, ' 51.4 10.1 1,260 1,260 100 23.8 29 80 31 14 62 7

90 TAZEWEIL ' -; 1 108.4 22.0 1,603 1,603 100 19.7 22 98 33 11 23 4

91 UNION '''w-' 18.0 3.1 599 599 100 22.2 6 72 32 11 27 13

92 VERMIUON '',1!'" 5 95.8 1a.2 2,250 2,250 100 28.4 102 91 35 13 104 7

93 WABASH 13.3 2.6 333 333 100 226 6 87 29 10 54 4

91 WARREN' ''''' ;1 22.1 4.3 622 _ 622 100 27.1 19 86 33 14 38 . 6

95 WASHINGTON 1 ' 14.0 2.5 449 " 449 100 35.1 19 67 28 '3 12 ; 6
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Existing and Potential Resources for :sly limning
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Programs (I Designotos Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

Nonrocisral Physicians In Patient Hospitals Mod.
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30 74 23 57 1 2 2 520 LIVINGSTON 53

28 78 22 62 1 . 425 LOGAN 54

18 57 9 29 1 485 MCOONUUGH 55

63 64 34 34 5 5 3 1,091 MCHENRY 56

78 82 23 24 6 6 2 1,152 MCLEAN 51

123 99 28 23 8 6 2 2,600 ' MACON 58

24 49 22 45 2 320 MACDIRIN 59

166 68 71 29 16 7 5 3,583 MADISON 60

33 84 19 49 2 5 2 649 MARION 61

6 46 6 46 MARSHALL 62

9 59 7 46 1 7 1 179 MASON 63

6 45 3 22 1 170 MASSAC 64

4 0 4 4 40 MENARD 65
6 32 6 32 I 48 MERCER 66

10 52 8 42 MONROE 61

18 58 16 52 2 571 MONTGOMERY 68
36 95 9 24 2 5 I 743 MORGAN 69
7 53 7 53 MOULTRIE 10

17 39 : 16 31 1 2 1 361 OGLE 71

256 131 66 34 14 7 3 5,330 1 PEORIA 72

12 56 10 46 2 410 PERRY 73

7 41 7 42 1 84 PIATT 74

9 46 8 01 1 234 PIKE . 15

1 26 1 26 POPE 76

1 10 1 10 PULASKI 71

2 44 2 44 PUTNAM 78

18 58 15 48 3 731 RANDOLPH , 79

27 162 4 24 4 24 1 512 RICHLAND 83

148 90 48 29 12 1 3 3,462 RO:K ISLAND 81

170 63 68 25 15 6 5 5,497 ST CLAIR 82

19 69 11 40 1 4 1 121 SALINE 83
174 109 36 23 18 11 2 3,146 SANGAMON 84

4 51 4 51 1 139 . SCHUYLER; ; , 85
3 51 3 51 ,,;.' 86
9 38 9 38 185 . SHELBY 81

3 38 3 38 STARK
,

88
40 78 , 13 25 1 968 STEPHENSON 89
53 49 2 848 T 90

11 61 8 44 1 139 91

68 71 38 40 5 5 3 1,824 VERMILION 92

7 52 5 31 1 236 a WABASH ' 93

12 54 9 41 1 331 WARRiN 94

3 21 3 21 1 89 WASHINGTON .95
6 33 , 4 22 6 1 251 WAY? , 96

10 56 ... 8 45 1 186 WHITE 91

42 61 18 29 3 5 2 1,130 WHITESIDE 98

63
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34

35
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92 COUNTIES 4,951.3 993.5 109,831 6,225 143,606 94 216 3,109 96 34 14 66 8

1 ADAMS 25.4 68 497 497 100 23.0 15 113 29 25 26 5
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3 BARTHOLOMEW 55.0 11.3 1,159 1,159 100 250 49 113 33 10 27 8
4 8ENTOPI 11.1 20 287 287 100 20.4 3 89 33 14 22 1

S NADIORD IS? 3.1 329 329 100 15.1 92 39 10 56 4

6 BOCK 3 296 S9 108 108 100 20.1 7 80 35 9 34 5
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$ CANCll 147 3.2 446 446 100 21.6 15 86 29 15 29 6
9 CASS 420 11 936 906 100 264 35 86 30 13 34 7
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II CM/ 1 23.6 4.5 717 717 100 250 14 81 34 13 60 4

12 C11411:44 *3 S9 733 713 100 20.4 8 $5 36 13 48 7

13 CRANTORD 84 1.6 395 395 100 295 9 IS 35 IS 29 3

14 DOES 213 5I 637 831 KO 29.5 28 82 33 16 24 9
IS KARON 3 240 57 651 651 100 24.4 21 85 33 16 53 8

16 Ot CANA 21.7 4.2 665 655 100 222 11 91 28 19 IS S

17 DE v.48 30.3 59 617 61? 100 27.3 29 100 32 16 40 6
11 DELAWARE 1 121.3 262 2,115 220 2,595 42 260 107 96 41 11 64 1

19 DUBOIS 214 55 651 659 100 112 2 121 21 14 11 1

20 tUOIA31 5 121.2 251 3,684 3,684 100 229 63 93 3S II 60 ?

21 FAYE111 24.6 4.9 639 639 IX 24.9 II 102 29 11 40 10
22 MID 1 511 119 1.425 1,425 1bl 27.6 SS N 36 17 S2 9
23 IOWAN 182 34 933 503 100 225 1 110 36 13 42 10
24 FRA11.1 119 3.3 975 575 ICC 24.1 12 101 24 20 XI 4

IS MR* 160 3.0 39' 397 100 131 101 3$ 12 47 $

14 COCA 293 56 922 922 ICO 123 41 SO 41 11 It 4

21 60141 S 718 151 1$61 1,551 100 109 21 IN 34 12 60 7

11 WOE 259 5 2 1,0(5 1,089 100 211 24 $4 II 1 21 7
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'A HAVOCA 3 301 53 626 126 100 21.8 13 9/ IS I SS 6

31 WR490* 240 19 991 991 100 179 00 33 11 31 7

32 HE/CRICKS 3 41.3 91 $11 III KO ill 21 93 35 1 A 7

33 It*V 521 10.? 1,341 1,347 100 130 26 53 33 II 44 5
34 H0W* 5 Ai 161 1,446 1,44$ 100 21.0 116 114 35 12 31 1
3$ IIJIITINGT0 14 XI 11 164 X? 100 123 16 86 29 16 SI 6

36 3/03011 323 84 $91 161 IN 209 11 96 * 9 30 6
1/ 10101 181 12 435 435 Kg 112 3 112 18 I? 12 6
31 MI 281 81 563 SU IN 226 12 N 34 IS 29 $
39 /111160! 2$1 St Si 141 103 16.1 N 81 34 17 41 1* SIONICS 117 (1 . 001 001 100 21.1 1 SS 30 12 45 10
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1,191 100

514 100
1,671 94
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331 IX
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4.221 11
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24.7
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238
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14.7
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23.4
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hi
86
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8.6
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1/.9

14.1
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114
710
till
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1C;9°

14 46

21 92 34 10 22

12 130 24 27 37
589 104 31 18 70

76 91 31 15 68
15 87 35 1 51

121 99 34 12 03
603 104 33 16 120

17 92 34 13 34

9 108 32 20 21

25 112 34 14 32
74 45 7 33

28 98 32 13 31

103 34 15 41

5 80 21 11 23

20 97 35 14 25
2 103 31 1 n

14 104 33 IS 57
6 /9 34 13 3)

101 35 10 79

1 17 33 21 29
86 28 13

29 91 32 14 36
2 it 36 16 36

4 101 31 15 21
71 33 10 22

1 n 31 II 42
10 104 26 IS 36
2 16 26 It 49

124 91 33 14 74

2 III 35 14 If
29 19 29 11 49
13 13 8 10 94
11 IS 8 20 4
11 104 44 14 3S
! 0 V 11 311

3 79 43 1 45
27 100 41 1 II

$4 8 12 41

1 114 37 36 19

11 16 VI 14 117 66301/3
SS N 39 IS III
IS II It 14 II

S 11 31 14 39
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6
6
9
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8
9
8

9
6
1

4
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3
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9
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89 WAYIE 5 716 157 1,115 11 1,758 99 22.4 38 35 34 13 n 6
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91 MITI 20.4 4.0 508 508 NO 117 2 94 29 9 43 6
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99 COVIDES 2,160.2 .5 5164 69,719 5584 64,195 92 20.5 904 94 32 16 48 6

I ADAI1 10.3 1.8 404 404 100 213 3 13 39 20 2

2 ADAMS 56 1.1 251 251 100 10.1 56 19 22 31 6
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4 A P P I J I O O S E 156 26 632 6 3 2 100 250 9 81 3 3 1 1 28 6
5 ALOU8014 101 1.8 381 381 100 17.1 75 29 11 30 8

6 DE1A04 214 3.8 612 16 S36 11 17.4 91 33 IS SI 8
1 RACK HAWK 1 1211 24.8 1,432 94 1,838 95 211 65 96 33 IS 11 1
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SP UM 1 MO 30.2 2,583 196 1,684 65 11.1 109 33 14 49 6

SI ANSA 1111 2.3 3S2 3S2 100 XI 9 75 40 12 59 6
Si LUCAS 101 11 3S6 356 100 12.9 54 V 19 21 9
60 LYON 111 25 5!! 511 100 213 1 91 32 19 26 6
61 MADISON 12.2 1.2 411 411 100 112 Tt 32 12 31 S
62 AWIASIA 22.1 40 6:1 615 M0 201 4 75 40 1 46 14

63 MARION 291 4.5 ?OS /OS 100 21.1 9 93 32 11 11 5
64 144194411 31.4 II 143 143 100 21.6 15 105 37 11 H 6
65 01115 125 23 442 442 100 11.1 16 31 1 34 6
66 MIletat 137 23 313 373 100 111 101 20 29 9 3
1/ MONONA 12.0 2.1 398 I* 100 11.1 1 70 27 22 14 5

61 MOM 9 1 1.4 301 §1 100 221 4 10 26 20 49 1
MI 9401060111111 1.31 24 458 456 100 223 5 64 33 11 53 5* MOW 350 44 183 251 SIO 17 8.2 21 101 32 16 55 5
11 088611 17.7 11 538 530 100 It) 3 01 20 13 22 t12 %WU 11 1.4 211 211 100 119 1 121 II 23 35 6

n PACE It? 31 435 CIS 103 *4 I/ 64 n I 36 6
14 PALO 410 114 25 520 520 100 14.2 9 16 It 11 31 4
/S P1/1/311111 XS 41 /93 193 KO 20 2 6 V 23 29 26 $
/6 POCNIMAS 13 5 24 4t4 406 1i* HI 9 V 20 26 X 071 KU 1 tilt MI 6002 2,321 2,641 54 11.4 Hi 94 31 11 111 9

3 t011AWAHAJA 2 St/ 111 1,243 1.143 100 114 11 I* 29 1$ 21 6
19 P041E2410 11.3 32 539 $33 1413 1 S. / 11 79 14 40 9
10 12100010 it 1.1 321 V? KO 134 65 * 11 3

156 11 446 4 4 6 1 0 0 1 9 4 1 11 9 21 I? 6V scon 1 1363 11.1 2,192 UV 100 234 a 111 3! 11 0 1

U "fir lit tl 936 534 2 115 6 304 21 30 2 3
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Tibia 1. Mild for Subsidized fedly Mamieg Ioniser Curtest rats Resources and Reistsd Indkos foe U.S Each State sad Coiah, FT 1968 continued
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IOWA

84 SIOUX 261 4,9 889 e89 100 19.4 5 94 25 20 9 4

85 STORY 52.9 10.4 1,176 1,116 100 16.8 95 44 8 30 5

86 TAMA 21.6 .5 39 /15 2 113 100 24.0 12 86 28 11 48 4

87 TAYLOR 9.4 1l 439 439 100 24.9 1 69 32 9 35 5

88 (ROOM 13.0 23 479 479 100 24.7 8 82 32 16 11 10

89 VAN BUREN 89 1.5 342 342 100 20.0 2 100 23 14 14 4

93 WAPftIO 427 1.9 1,005 1,005 100 21.3 14 76 33 16 89 10

91 WARREN 21.1 4.3 578 578 100 151 101 32 11 28 6
92 WASHINGTON 18.5 3.3 544 66 478 88 11.4 103 32 16 29 6
93 WAYNE I 2 1.3 342 342 100 14.1 63 31 12 5

94 WEBSTIR 460 6 4 898 891 103 261 45 109 32 16 44 6
95 WINIEBAGO 118 36 414 414 100 20.7 3 70 34 14 22 10

96 WitttSHIEK 20 3 3 6 692 692 100 19 5 4 99 23 2/ 22 3
97 WIXOBURY 1 1021 189 2,285 211 2,074 91 /.33 61 IX 34 16 69 6
98 WORTH 9I 16 264 264 100 220 3 61 33 6 20 10

99 titICHT I? 6 3 1 452 452 100 11.3 IS 36 8 11 3

KANSAS

105 C011111ES 2,2753 .6 439.1 55,497 5,984 49,513 89 21.9 1,003 83 34 14 Se 7

1 KILN 15.3 2.7 532 S32 100 20.6 4 60 31 16 49 1

2 AMERSOtT 82 1.4 258 258 100 113 70 25 21 83 2
1 ATCHISON 208 4.0 53 54S 100 213 11 84 26 11 X I
4 BARBER $ 2 1.6 208 208 100 14.1 9 37 1 22 I
5 BARTON 32 2 6 2 604 604 100 152 29 29 14 48 I
6 BOURBON 17.0 10 695 206 489 10 216 IS 68 41 5 58 I
1 BROM 13.1 .4 24 514 514 100 119 2 66 32 20 Si 4

I BUITtlt 1 31.5 1.3 818 818 100 15.6 ?I 33 9 M 3
I CHASE 4.0 .7 141 141 100 169 54 58 11 211

10 CHAUTAUQUA 56 10 231 231 100 260 3 64 42 13 32 3

11 OtROKEE 230 4 3 893 893 100 221 1 n V II 66 I
12 MAKI 4.6 .8 13$ 13$ 100 250 3 St 10 1 16

13 COW 3.4 .6 100 101 103 12.1 4 71 41 11 I
14 COY 112 20 344 RI 100 168 15 31 11 I
IS W* 13 6 2 1 382 I*2 103 170 71 X X 22 II

16 cortrt 4 3 1.4 329 121 100 27.6 S 61 35 14 47 I
17 °MUNCIE 2.9 .5 14 84 100 141 66 X 6
II 00711EY 35 7 11 961 961 100 21.1 13 71 33 11 A I
19 atABIORD 40 0 2.4 1,494 1,491 100 III 71 38 I? 41 10

24 DECATUR 60 11 185 10 100 116 67 42 II 56 S

71 acme 20 1 3 5 530 S30 100 264 16 75 33 17 16 t
22 OCIIPRIX 10 3 1 I 332 332 100 166 BS 21 X X S

X DAMS 51.9 12.1 1,603 2,129 17.2 69 SI 1 33 1

24 EDWMOS 5 1 .9 143 143 100 XI 9 11 41 11 31

25 Elk 4 $ 3 178 1 rl 103 213 I 58 24 24 5

X Ell1S 717 51 704 704 100 756 21 80 40 17 18 1

11 E119/081/11 87 15 262 262 K. 21.5 1 65 36 4 I
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KANSAS

28 F MY 113 .2 3.6 406 30 316 93 228 II 104 2? 1? 31 12

29 FORD 211 4.2 460 433 100 266 22 91 34 18 4? 11

30 FRANKLIN 203 18 6% 6% 100 115 I 76 32 13 34 5
31 GEARY 35.4 66 1.121 1,128 100 23.1 34 104 41 12 SS 10

32 GOYE 4.0 .1 99 84 100 24.1 4 116 26 13 26

33 GRAHAM 50 .9 12? 121 100 11.1 32 11 11 83
34 GRAM 62 1.3 10 SG 100 34.1 11 69 21 14 9
3S GRAY S4 1.0 154 164 100 230 2 61 37 14 29 9
36 Uttar( 2.2 .4 25 24 100 214 1 51 64 9
3? GKENVA000 10.0 1.1 290 290 100 202 2 96 39 10 50 4

31 likelkiON 2 7 .5 59 59 ICO 11.6 15 19 19 10

39 HARPER 9.3 1.1 199 199 100 93 62 30 11 39 8
40 HARVEY 21.6 65 589 29 10P 19.3 4 73 37 13 45 $
41 WM 3.8 .8 S9 59 100 211 2 129 33 20 19 II
42 1100304044 3.0 .6 /4 74 100 311 1 62 26 9 43 4

43 JACKSON 11.1 .4 1.9 390 MO 100 11.0 1 73 31 11 H
44 ElfERSON ILO 21 314 374 100 21.1 4 78 29 19 12 S

4.1 PELL 69 1.1 249 149 100 91 62 21 24 9
46 10146011 3 191.1 41.9 i.044 I IS 1,969 94 113 3 11 33 11 X 6
41 KEARNY &I .6 /7 n 100 31.9 4 4S 29 1

41 KROANI 49 11 211 214 100 114 1 64 26 23 18 II
41 VONA 4.5 .1 43 93 100 210 2 52 36 11 18
SO MEM 211 13 1,156 1,156 ICO 256 18 61 36 19 44 6
51 INC 32 .6 11 71 103 101 II 29 21 11

52 LEAVENNORDI 54.2 59 1.269 1,269 100 20.1 13 n 34 11 SS 1

S3 ileCtN 60 .1 15: 158 100 31,1 6 51 42 I/ 4

54 1.N4 11 1.5 299 219 100 221 2 41 26 26 143 14

SS LOGAN 19 .7 % 95 100 112 III 28 13 100 3
56 lYCE 31.0 13 1,063 1,043 103 222 12 $1 40 I2 42 4
V *MOO N./ 4.7 594 W IM 141 4 ?I 21 12 93 6

SI PAWS 113 21 42? UT KO 24.0 7 14 2S 20 10 S

5$ PARSNAll 194 24 43 475 100 21.1 1 t/ 31 14 31 1

14 MIME 4.1 .1 In In 100 211 4 44 16 11 26

91 MOM 114 14 526 US 100 191 16 31 11 54 1

62 MICHEIL IS 1.? 211 288 100 331 12 72 21 12 1

13 MONTGOMERY 10.3 1.1 1,112 78 1,291 94 24.5 23 11 41 13 12 I
EA IONS 1.1 1.3 282 212 100 111 13 33 24 119 S

61 MORTON 16 .1 13 13 100 115 11 41 94* 1014/14 121 22 MO 480 100 19 1 1 12 70 225 * 4

12 *ONO II./ 33 VI 624 KO 180 I/ 10 30 11 56 S

61 KU 52 .1 164 164 100 242 6 62 11 V 11

0 MN 92 I./ 321 321 IOC 319 11 H 30 14 40 14

/I OSAGE 12.5 22 411 411 100 154 2 14 34 14 38 $
71 OSODNE k I 11 241 ra 100 151 IL 21 73 31 6
12 Oil AMA 14 II IN 188 KO 1.1 V 20 II 3

73 PAWNEE 1l 16 202 24 100 111 It 31 II 19 $

24
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Tittle 1. Heed for Sutaldind Family Planning Services: Current Programs Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and Coo , FY 1963 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

ESUMI tad Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health and

Est.
Fort
Rats

Demographic

MI Birth
Orde as

% of Births

Indices
Infant Modality

1961.1965
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KANSAS

14 FIIILLIPS 8.8 1.6 296 296 100 18.6 1 61 30 15 38 8
15 PO11AWATOM1 11.6 1.9 361 361 100 15.0 81 25 19 1

76 PRATT 11.5 2.1 270 270 100 27.1 9 83 28 12 22 3
71 RAWLINS 5.2 1.0 146 146 100 14.0 74 35 30 81 8
18 REM) 5 62.4 12.0 1,435 1,435 100 20.7 17 83 38 11 50 5

79 REPUBLIC 9.6 1.6 379 379 100 14.3 10 33 11 35 5

80 RICE 14.0 2.6 296 296 100 24.6 8 62 28 18 38 5

81 RILEY 43.6 8.2 1,184 1,184 100 21.0 17 74 49 6 46 5

82 ROOKS 8.5 1.5 209 209 100 28.8 10 81 25 18 66 8
83 RUSH 6.7 1,2 179 179 100 34.3 8 53 28 13 31

84 RUSSELL 11.9 2.3 244 244 100 20.7 3 64 33 10 14 8

85 SALINE 39.0 5.8 598 46 552 92 20.7 22 129 32 12 64 9

86 SCOTT 6.1 1.2 125 125 100 21.2 2 80 33 16 82 12

87 SEDGWICK I 356.2 73.2 6,941 173 6,768 98 23.9 241 96 36 14 89 9

80 SEWARO 16.1 3.2 248 248 100 18.3 1 83 33 17 60 6

89 SHAWNEE 1 150.8 29.3 3,222 428 2,794 87 21.0 59 94 35 12 68 8

93 SHERIDAN 5.0 1.0 160 160 100 22.6 2 63 13 32 6

91 SHERMAN 7.8 1.6 182 182 100 22.4 3 82 36 19 16 11

92 SMITH 1.8 1.4 303 303 100 14.0 66 31 20 22

93 STAFFORD 7.5 1.4 236 236 100 28.2 6 42 17 10 34 3

94 STANTON 2.2 .4 40 40 100 32.3 4 116 21 25 42 4

95 STEVENS 4.7 1.0 73 73 100 23.1 2 84 39 7

96 SUMNER 23.5 4.3 545 545 100 24.0 12 70 32 15 46 9

97 THOMAS 6.5 1.2 120 120 100 11.9 109 30 14 16 5

98 TREGO 4.8 .9 125 125 100 23.6 3 84 19 33 3

99 WABAUNSEE 6.6 1.1 226 226 100 5.9 71 21 21 26 13

100 WALLACE 2.5 .5 75 75 100 13.9 104 23 8
101 WASHINGTON 10.8 1.8 432 432 100 28.9 9 73 25 18 5

102 WICHITA 3.4 .1 .6 83 83 100 27.6 4 91 27 30 61 10

103 WILSON 12.5 23 424 424 100 27.5 9 60 34 13 44 6

104 WOODSON 5.1 .8 180 180 100 21.5 1 51 33 14 5

105 WYANDOTTE 3 193.7 .3 38.1 4,137 2,729 1,408 34 25.0 163 96 34 16 103 8

KENTUCKY

120 COUNTIES 3,181.1 641.0 141,841 11,473 130,374 92 26.7 3,048 90 34 17 70 8

1 ADAIR 13.9 2.7 880 S80 100 24.4 8 88 26 19 59 9

2 ALLEN 12.9 2.5 837 32 805 96 24.6 8 82 43 15 29 6
3 AtiDERSON 9.3 .. 1.9 368 11 357 97 25.5 7 79 27 10 82 5

4 BALLARD 83 1.6 401 407 100 23.0 3 65 45 12 59 4

5 BARREN 30.3 6.1 1,715 1,115 100 25.1 21 83 32 16 32 5

6 BATH 9.3 1.7 560 19 541 97 21.4 9 89 35 23 39 5

7 BELL 34.1 7.1 2,906 197 2,709 93 36.3 72 93 33 20 61 10

8 BOONE 3 26.0 5.4 555 32 523 94 19.6 5 98 29 19 30 6

9 BOURBON 19.1 3.8 784 73 711 91 22.8 10 98 34 14 127 10

10 BOYD 1 53.7 11.0 1,1196 79 1,817 96 18.4 3 81 34 14 35 8

11 BOYLE 213 4.2 997 30 967 97 32.7 31 81 39 14 115 4

*i6



Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designs as Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

tionFederal Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med.
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KANSAS

4 45 3 34 1 97 PHIL LIPS 14

9 78 9 18 2 69 POTTAWATOMIE 15

9 78 4 35 1 9 1 138 PRATT 76

4 77 4 77 1 38 RAWLINS 77

48 77 17 21 3 5 2 885 RENO 78

7 13 . 6 62 1 174 REPUBLIC 79

8 57 .* 8 57 2 128 RICE 80
29 67 12 28 3 7 2 608 RILEY 81

4 47 4 47 ROOKS 82

2 30 2 30 1 33 RUSH 83

6 51 5 42 1 131 RUSSELL 84

58 149 ' 9 23 5 13 2 848 SALINE 85

4 66 4 66 1 99 SCOTT 86
351 99 97 27 23 6 4 ' 6423 SEDG WICK 87

12 75 4 25 1 6 1 266 SEWARD 88

225 149 24 16 11 7 2 2,532 SHAWLCE 89
1 20 1 20 1 56 SHERIDAN ' 93
6 77 5 64 1 93 SHERMAN 91

8 102 ' 6 71 1 117 SMITH 92

4 53 4 53 2 42 STAFFORD 93

STANTON 94

3 63 3 63 1 59 STEVENS 95
10 42 8 34 1 149 SUMNER 96

5 77 5 77 1 139 THOMAS 97

3 62 3 62 TREGO 93

3 45 2 30 VIABAIRiSEE 99
1 40 1 40 WALLACE 100

4 37 4 37 2 64 WASHINGTON 101

1 30 1 30 1 14 WICHITA 102

8 64 1 56 2 151 WILSON 103

2 39 " 2 39 WOODSON 104

172 89 46 24 13 1 5 4,511 1 WYANDOTTE 105

KENTUCKY

2,464 11 959 30 141 4 82 47,868 6 2 97 1 3 4 5 76 3 120 COUNTIES

43 5 36 1 262 ADAIR 1

7 54 7 54 ALLEN 2

4 43 3 32 ANDERSON 3
3 36 3 36 BALLARD 4

26 86 12 40 768 BARREN 5

4 43 4 43 BATH 6

21 79 11 50 2 6 2 864 1 BELL . 1

16 62 . 14 54 1 4 BC#f 8

16 84 8 42 1 247 =MA 9
55 103 17 32 4 8 1 1,356 BOYD 10

29 136 11 52 2 9 BOYLE 11
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Tibia 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Sereltes: Currant Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S.. Each Stale and County, FT 1968 continued
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KENTUCKY

12 BRACKEN 7.0 1.2 287 16 271 94 25.3 6 95 27 33 33 10
13 BREATHITT 15.2 2.9 1,192 1,192 100 22.2 8 107 28 32 82 11
14 BRECKINRIOGE 14.8 2.7 770 88 682 89 33.7 23 84 31 15 61 4
15 MAIM 19.9 4.3 705 705 100 33.2 36 102 34 17 32 10
16 BUTLER 9.3 1.8 577 64 513 89 19.3 I 65 32 22 68 5

17 CALDWELL 13.2 2.5 639 639 100 186 1 78 34 18 103 5
18 CALLOWAY 25.2 5.3 1,342 1,342 100 13.5 60 54 4 19 5
19 CAMPBELL 3 87.9 17.0 1,840 1,840 100 26,4 84 103 29 21 51 7
20 CARLISLE 50 .9 230 230 100 267 5 63 28 28 69 3
21 CARROLL 7.8 1.5 355 10 3'4 ^7 29.8 10 89 41 16 74

22 CARTER 21.2 4.4 1,186 1,186 100 256 16 83 26 21 33 9
23 CASEY 13.1 2.5 816 876 100 15.8 90 31 19 61 12
24 CHRISTIAN 54.6 9.7 2,483 2,083 NO 489 162 83 30 21 146 1
25 CLARK 23.7 4.9 972 170 802 83 29.2 29 98 36 12 83 10
26 CLAY 21.3 4.2 1,663 141 1,522 92 27.8 31 122 29 26 62 9

27 CLINTON 8.7 1.7 635 22 613 97 43.1 25 77 27 23 2
28 CRITTENDEN 14 425 425 100 21.3 2 93 34 10 90 13
29 CUMBERLAND 1.5 505 92 413 82 24.9 5 90 35 18 76 8
30 DAVIESS 5 75.4 15.7 2,532 108 2,424 96 20.1 21 99 31 15 55 10
31 EDMONSON 3.3 1.7 560 15 545 97 2! 8 5 74 44 19 16 8

32 ELLIOTT 6.4 1.3 418 418 100 14.2 100 29 21 16 8
33 ESTILL 13.6 2.8 ....:1 880 100 28.5 14 100 27 23 49 13
34 FAYETTE 1 162.9 35.7 5,598 3,519 4,079 73 24.0 106 90 40 10 92 8
35 FLEMING 11.8 2.3 648 648 100 21.9 4 81 39 20 64 11
36 FLOYD 40.3 8.5 3,047 251 2,79E 02 217 18 91 30 25 46 1

37 FRANKLIN 34.0 7.2 931 59 872 94 23.0 16 84 37 12 50 9
38 FULTON 10.8 2.0 509 7 502 99 51.7 34 102 37 16 96 139 GALLATIN 4.5 .9 204 58 146 72 164 106 39 10 41 20
40 GARRARD 104 2.1 521 521 100 32.9 14 59 30 14 41 5
41 GRANT 9.8 L9 313 26 347 93 22.9 5 107 35 17 60 1

42 GRAVES 30.8 5.8 1,325 3 1,322 100 29.0 29 77 31 14 50 1
43 GRAYSON 15.6 2.9 920 10 910 99 22.3 7 95 31 25 50 1I
44 GREEN 10.9 2.1 549 28 521 95 22.9 5 78 38 15 24 II
45 GREENUP 31.2 68 1,301 25 1,282 98 261 26 86 29 15 48 3
46 HANCOCK 5.7 1.1 289 3 286 99 10.5 82 39 15 87 11

47 HARDIN 79.4 823 2,394 2,394 100 262 89 129 37 16 29 8
48 HAFIAN 44.7 9.1 3,254 410 2,844 87 26.4 42 93 32 26 118 9
49 HARRISON 14.9 2.8 510 84 486 85 41.0 33 80 25 20 26 10
50 HART 13.7 2.6 763 763 100 34.7 26 92 34 24 92 4
51 HENDERSON 1 33.6 6.7 1,313 1,313 100 24.4 24 99 40 14 84 9

52 HENRY 10.4 2.0 467 54 413 27.5 11 82 45 7 9
53 HICKMAN 68 1.2 337 337 100 44.2 17 82 40 18 160 12
54 HOPKINS 40.6 8.1 1,933 5 1,928 100 23.6 22 84 34 16 82 8
55 JACKSON 10.5 20 785 25 7E0 97 152 92 37 20 53 7
56 JEFFERSON 2 662.4 136.3 17,092 4,165 12,927 76 26.3 612 89 35 14 90 10

57 JESSAMINE 14.8 3.3 708 109 599 85 35.2 27 81 36 12 75 15
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates Location of One 4;

Pray

More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFederal Physicians la Patient Cue HoNils Med.
Sch.

0E0 me Other Federal
Programs
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KENTUCKY

2 29 1 14 1 14 BRACKEN 12

3 29 3 20 BREATHITT 13

6 41 5 34 BRECKINRIDGE 14

5 25 5 25 BULLITT 15

3 32 3 32 BUTLER 16

6 45 6 45 1 312 a CALDWELL 17

16 64 6 24 2 8 1 421 CALLOWAY 18

64 73 33 38 5 6 1 1,886 CAMPBELL 19

2 40 2 40 CARLISLE 20

5 64 4 51 1 241 CARROLL 21

3 14 2 9 1 5 CARTER

4 31 3 23 1 124 CASEY

45 82 17 31 2 4 1 526 CHRISTIAN 24

13 55 10 42 2 233 CLARK 25
5 23 5 23 CLAY 26

2 23 2 23 CLINTON , 27

1 13 1 13 I 73 CRITTENDEN 28

3 40 3 40 CUMBERLAND . 29

70 93 19 25 6 8 3 2,259 DAVIESS 30

2 24 2 24 MUNSON 31

2 31 2 31 ELLIOTT 32
3 22 3 n 1 236 ESTILL M

294 180 36 22 20 12 4 3,869 1 FAYETTE 34

4 34 4 34 FLEMING 35
18 45 8 20 1 2 3 510 2 FLOYD 36

33 97 11 32 3 9 1 586 FRANKLIN 37

9 83 8 74 FULTON 38
1 22 1 22 GALLATIN 39
3 30 3 30 GARRARD 40
4 41 4 41 1 110 GRANT 41

16 52 6 19 1 3 GRAVES 42
6 38 5 32 1 302 GRAYSON 43
7 64 6 55 GREEN 44

8 26 7 n 1 286 GREENUP 45
2 35 1 17 HANCOCK 46

26 33 14 18 1 852 HARDIN 47

38 85 14 31 2 4 1 676 i HARLAN 48
1 47 7 41 1 266 HARRISON 49
6 44 6 44 HART 50

28 83 12 36 2 6 1 658 HENDERSON 51

4 38 4 38 HENRY 52
2 29 2 29 1 69 HICKMAN 53

42 104 11 21 3 7 1 754 HOPKINS 54

1 9 JACKSON 55
803 121 173 26 60 9 9 12,784 1 a a JEFFERSON 56

6 40 4 27 JESSAMINE 57
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Tali 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for VA, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Character Mks (000$)

Estimated Family Planning
and Service

Need
Levels

1.............-.....-.........
10 11

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant

1961.1965
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KENTUCKY

58 JOHNSON 18.6 3.8 1,297 217 1,080 83 30.3 24 76 3s 24 54 7

59 KENTON 3 122.9 24.1 2,780 2,780 100 23.5 81 105 30 18 56 9

60 KNOTT 18.1 3.9 1,619 207 1,412 81 26.0 16 78 30 29 53 7

61 KNOX 25.8 5.3 2,184 210 1,914 88 24.9 20 88 29 25 68 9
62 LARVE 10.2 1.9 467 4 463 99 21.6 4 78 34 17 79 4

63 LAUREL 26.1 5.3 1,704 156 1,548 91 21.6 12 96 32 21 35 9
64 LAWRENCE 11.9 2.3 787 787 100 26.9 11 92 31 25 66 5

65 LEE 7.7 1.5 529 31 492 93 22.0 3 84 33 21 95 13
66 LESLIE 10.9 1.9 840 840 100 24.2 14 168 34 27 133 5

67 LEINER 283 5.9 2,228 46 2,182 98 29.9 40 95 32 23 90 11

68 LEWIS 12.3 2.3 641 132 509 79 30.0 19 91 32 28 61 7

69 LINCOLN 15.8 3.1 893 893 100 25.4 13 90 32 16 109 9
7D LIVINGTON 1.4 1.4 386 30 356 92 17.5 68 42 10 21 2

71 LOGAN 21.5 4.1 1,087 1,081 100 28.9 25 91 33 19 70 8
72 LYON 5.4 .8 208 208 100 44.3 11 53 41 227 14

73 MCCRACKEN 56.4 114 2,040 191 1,849 91 27.1 47 12 41 9 87 8
74 MCCREARY 13.5 2.8 1,231 152 1,079 :.: 35.6 29 103 28 20 62 10

75 MCLEAN 8.8 1.6 405 6 399 99 26.9 8 78 47 14 47 6
76 MADISON 40.3 9.5 2,314 130 2,244 95 28.0 38 67 37 11 72 8
77 MAGOFF IN 11.6 2.2 860 860 100 8.9 119 33 22 68 5

78 MARION 17.0 3.4 BOO 800 100 40.7 55 112 22 36 112 9
79 MARSHALL. 18.0 3.6 758 758 100 20.8 5 78 39 6 43 12

80 MARTIN 9.9 2.0 798 81 711 89 32.9 19 107 19 40 92 8
81 MASON 18.4 3.6 732 19 713 97 24.6 14 98 31 20 96 7

82 MEADE 17.9 3.9 540 83 457 85 32.9 21 69 39 18 22 4

83 MENIFEE 4.1 .8 298 22 276 93 35.9 9 97 24 37 53 3

84 MERCER 15.8 3.3 148 5 743 99 32.8 23 87 40 11 71 8
85 METCALFE 88 1.7 511 571 100 29.0 10 92 37 13 51 8

86 MONROE 11.6 2.2 782 1 181 100 38.3 25 98 33 19 46 9
87 MONTGOMERY 15.2 3.2 811 811 100 32.6 22 96 34 18 92 6

88 MORGAN 11.3 2.2 140 17 723 98 24.4 8 103 29 32 9

89 MUHLENBERG 27,7 5.6 1,468 24 1,444 98 29.2 29 76 32 13 52 6
90 NELSON 23.8 4.8 954 954 100 30.4 39 107 27 30 63 7

91 NICHOLAS 6.7 1.3 349 15 334 96 39.9 13 94 38 18 83 10

92 OHIO 17.9 3.4 1,044 1,044 100 19.1 2 70 37 16 67 8

93 OLDHAM 14.7 2.6 393 393 100 28.6 13 100 30 21 86 4

94 OWEN 7.8 1.4 318 79 239 75 21.6 3 62 35 12 7

95 OWSLEY 59 1.1 449 92 357 80 18.2 123 28 25 43 9
96 PEN(ETON 9.7 1.8 314 17 357 95 22.1 5 99 27 23 22 3

97 PERRY 32.5 6.5 2,522 479 2,043 81 29.6 53 116 25 32 55 10

98 PIKE 65.1 14.1 4,950 106 4,844 98 28.4 80 86 31 n 36 9
99 POWELL 7.1 1.4 422 27 395 94 27.1 9 95 27 15 30 7

10 0 PULASKI 34.7 7.0 2,221 12 2,155 97 30.1 42 81 40 20 45 7

101 ROBERTSON 2.5 .5 .140 140 100 17.5 70 38 6 13

102 ROCKCASTLE 12.2 2 4 832 42 790 95 22.0 6 108 39 19 69 5

103 ROWAN 16.1 3.8 1,087 51 1,036 95 25.6 12 74 33 12 43 7
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Existing and Potent;a1 Resources for Family Planning Programs Designs as Location or One or More Programs or Resources within County)

Non-Federal Physicians in Patient Can Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs
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13 70 9 48 DIMON 58
102 83 38 31 6 5 2 2,850 EPA 59
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19 1 249
KNOTT

KNOX
60

3 30 3 30 LARYE

9 35 6 23 I 338 LAUREL 63
9 75 8 67 LAWRENCE 64

2 26 2 26 LEE 65

4 37 2 18 1 285 LESLIE 66
14 50 11 39 1 4 1 342 LETCHER 67

2 16 2 16 LEWIS 68

4 25 3 19 1 125 LINCOLN 69
5 67 4 54 LIVING TON 70

11 51 8 37 1 395 LOGAN 11

4 74 4 74 LYON 72

68 120 9 16 8 14 2 1,060 MCCRACKEN 73

2 15 2 15 . MCCREARY 74

4 46 4 46 MCLEAN 75
24 60 14 35 1 2 3 1,642 MADISON 16

3 26 3 26 MAGOFF IN 77

9 53 6 35 1 634 MARION 78

9 50 7 39 MARSHALL 79

2 20 1 10 MARTIN 80

12 65 8 43 1 5 1 527 MASON 81

3 17 3 17 MEADE 82

1 24 1 24 MENIFEE 83

11 70 11 70 1 281 MERCER 84

1 11 1 11 METCALFE . 85
6 52 6 52 1 283 MONROE 86
9 59 7 46 1 438 MONTGOMERY 87

3 26 3 26 MORGAN 88
11 , 40 7 25 1 394 MUHLENBERG 89
9 38 1 29 1 389 NELSON 90

2 30 2 30 1 M NICHOLAS 91

7 39 6 34 1 163 OHIO 92

10 68 8 54 1 7 1 78 OLDHAM 93

2 26 2 226 1 79 OWEN 94
OWSLEY 95

2 21 2 21 PENDLETON 96

18 55 10 31 2 468 1 PERRY 97

33 46 15 23 I 2 1 1180 a PIKE 98
2 28 2 28 POWELL 99

24 69 14 40 1 870 PULASKI 103

1 40 1 40 RO6ERTSON 101

2 16 2 16 1 123 ROCKCASTLE . 102

9 56 6 37 1 439 ROWAN 103
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Table 1. Reed tor dudiddlidd polo, rural Services: Currant Procrams,

Population and Selected
Characteristics (0001)

I

ResourcestlRelated Indices lot U.S., Each

Estimated Family Planning Mud
and Service Levels

St2zilljun , FY 196$ continued
Selected Health and Demographic !ndkn

In!ent Mortality
1961.1965

Est.
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Rate
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designs ea location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFedera Physicians la Patient Care Hospital' Med. 0E0 Programs Other Federal
Sch. Programs
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KENTUCKY

3 28 3 28 RUSSELL 104

9 4 6 33 1 200 SCOTT 105

8 42 6 32 SHELBY 106

7 54 6 47 SIMPSON 107

4 69 4 69 SPENCER 108

7 44 6 38 1 6 1 277 TAYLOR 109

2 18 2 18 TM 110

6 70 5 58 1 99 TROIGG 111

2 832 2 38 TRIMBLE 112

6 4 5 35 1 178 UNION 113

51 95 15 28 3 6 1 1,143 WARREN 114

5 42 5 42 WASHINGTON 115

5 33 5 33 WAYNE 116

4 28 4 28 WEBSTER 117

21 85 13 53 1 498 MILEY 118

1 16 1 16 WOLFE 119

8 63 8 63 I 315 tiOODFORD 120

LOUISIANA

3,093 86 937 26 267 7 72 62,799 5 1 31 5 I 6 64 COUNTIES

32 62 17 33 4 8 2 585 ACADIA 1

10 48 8 38 1 5 ALLEN 2

10 30 9 27 ASCENSION 3

5 25 5 25 ASSUMPTION 4

17 41 18 39 AVOYELLES 5

5 23 4 18 2 407 BEAUREGARD 6

6 35 6 35 BIENYILLE 7

18 30 8 13 2 3 1 430 BOSSIER 8

284 126 54 24 17 8 4 5,466 1 o CADDO 9
117 87 36 27 12 9 4 3,045 CALCASIEU 10

4 41 3 31 CALDWELL 11

3 42 3 42 1 33 CAMERON 12

3 24 3 24 CA TAHOULA 13

12 70 11 64 2 128 CLAIBORNE 14

7 29 6 25 1 171 CONCORDIA 15

4 17 4 17 1 91 DE SOTO 16

324 121 74 28 31 12 2 6,300 1 EAST BATON R 17

4 28 4 28 EAST CARROLL 18

19 9/ 6 31 1 5 EAST rum 19

13 38 10 29 EVANGELINE 20

10 39 10 39 FRANKLIN 21

3 21 3 21 GRANT 22

41 71 25 43 3 5 1 73 IBERIA 23

16 51 12 39 IBERVILLE 24

7 41 7 41 1 69 JACKSON 25

178 62 42 15 25 9 2 1,568 JEFFERSON 26
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Table 1, Need for Subsidized Family Hamlin Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Fatally Planning Need
and Service levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

1961-1965
EaL Birth
Fart.

Dm
Order as

Rata 4% of Births

2

e§

4 7 12 13

LOUISIANA

27 JEFFERSON DA 28.8 5.5 1,315 1,315 100 29.6 45 111 34 23 85 9

28 LAFAYETTE 1 103.5 22.9 4,529 4,529 100 30.8 171 103 30 22 87 11

29 LAFOURCHE 65.0 13.6 2,707 2,707 100 23.2 49 131 27 24 47 7

30 LA SALLE 15.0 3.0 837 837 100 24.8 10 90 31 16 52 10

31 LINCOLN 34.7 8.8 2,512 140 2,372 94 33.6 47 62 36 20 164 10

32 LIVINGSTON 32.3 7.2 1,741 1,741 100 263 32 98 32 13 62 9

33 MADISON 17.5 34 1,172 1,172 100 40.8 49 127 31 32 362 9

34 MOREHOUSE 34.8 7.0 1,864 1,864 100 33.2 67 118 34 25 295 10

35 NATCHITOCHES 36.4 7.7 2,631 2,631 100 40.4 84 83 34 25 201 11

36 ORLEANS 3 6419 131.1 26,579 10,330 16,249 61 31.6 1,049 104 34 20 138 13

37 OUACHITA '" 1 111.4 .1 23.3 5,605 5,605 100 26.1 114 110 32 18 152 9
38 PLAQUEMINES 267 5.7 1,117 1,117 100 26.8 31 127 35 19 69 9

39 POINTE COUPE 23.1 4.3 1,406 1,406 100 412 69 111 28 31 179 10

40 RAPIDES 5 118.6 .2 24.5 6,566 1,606 4,960 76 31.9 184 92 30 20 105 12

41 RED RIVER 10.1 1.9 720 720 100 35.2 19 87 36 22 198 14

42 RICHLAND 24.6 4.8 1,419 1,489 100 39.4 73 112 29 29 222 10

43 SABINE ', ' '' 21.1 4.2 1,313 1,313 100 32.4 32 99 33 22 82 10

44 ST BERNARD 3 45.7 11.4 1,135 1,195 100 23.6 26 82 31 16 28 6
45 ST CHARLES 25.9 5.4 1,059 1,059 100 27.7 34 121 26 25 58 7

46 ST HELENA 9.1 1.7 569 569 100 24.0 6 94 21 31 160 15

47 ST JAMES 19.6 3.9 1,017 1,017 100 29.3 33 141 26 27 148 15
t 48 ST JOHN THE 22.1 4.5 1,239 1,239 100 32.3 43 127 24 24 98 13

49 ST LANDRY 84.3 17.1 5,322 5,322 100 37.9 227 121 26 29 132 9

50 ST MARTIN 32.3 6.6 2,162 2,162 100 369 8] 120 25 29 90 12

51 ST MARY 59.3 12.3 2,750 2,750 100 30.5 105 125 30 20 17 11

52 ST TAMMANY 3 57.6 .1 12.8 3,346 3,346 100 29.7 67 98 34 16 91 8

53 TANGIPAHOA 669 .8 13.7 4,138 4,138 100 38.5 169 112 29 21 126 9

r. 54 TENSAS 11.1 2.1 759 759 100 40.5 31 102 25 34 333 15

55 TERREBONNE 72.5 15.1 3,065 3,065 100 31.5 147 136 29 21 58 9
56 UNION :-' 18.9 3.6 1,096 1,096 100 27.7 19 93 29 26 118 7

57 VERMILION 41.3 1.9 2,022 2,022 100 24.0 31 108 2, 21 45 9
58 VERNON 59.1 14.6 4,635 4,635 100 32.8 45 33 32 16 46 11

59 WASHINGTON 45.1 .1 9.4 2,220 2,220 100 37.1 99 89 34 22 125 14

60 WEBSTER 40.8 8. 5 2,154 400 1,754 81 25.3 33 89 30 17 181 9
: 61 WEST BATON R 112 3.3 853 853 100 34.4 38 128 28 25 124 11

62 WEST CARROLL 114 3.1 997 997 100 27.3 16 100 33 23 218 6

63 WEST FELICIA 11.3 1.7 569 569 100 51.3 36 91 22 36 308 9
64 WIM1 165 3.2 1,113 1,113 100 29.6 19 75 33 16 131 11

MAINE

16 COUNTIES 977.6 .4 185.2 27,749 219 27,530 99 24.2 703 100 32 17 46 7

I ANDROSCOGGIN 6 819 17.4 2,238 2,238 100 21.8 39 99 30 17 57 9
2 AROOSTOOI( 968 17.4 3,245 3,245 100 26.2 116 122 30 22 30 7

3 CU ADD 6 192.2 37.1 4,56i29 4,572 100 24.5 139 94 34 14 58 6

4 FRANKLIN 19.7 3.9 629 100 25.2 18 100 33 12 52 6

5 HANCOCK 32.2 5.8 1,154 1,154 103 29.6 37 94 30 15 47 9
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates locatton

Med.
Sch.

of One or

CEO Program

More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFedera Physic lens In Patient Care Hospitals Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
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'Tc&Pia
.13 ito
Sgl

i
t.i.'':cgg/;ge,

A.1
IVS:.41

gli
Ag S

F.

I I
..3

LOUISIANA

16 55 13 45 1 3 2 801 JEFFERSON DA 27
115 111 31 30 7 7 3 5,023 UVAYETTE 28
38 58 19 29 5 8 2 1,483 LAf OURCHE 29
8

18 5532
6
2

40

6 2 6 1 349
LA

LINSALLECOLN 3301

5 15 3 9 1 86 LIVINGSTON 32
4 23 4 23 1 65 MADISON 33

17 49 16 45 1 338 MOREHOUSE 34
14 38 10 27 1 274 NATCHITOCHES 35

1,084 167 164 25 106 16 10 20,738 3 ORLEANS 36

114 102 28 25 11 10 3 4,167 OUACHITA 37
5 19 5 19 FLAQUEM INES 38
6 26 6 26 1 317 POINTE COUPE 39

120 101 25 21 10 8 3 3,378 RAPIDES 40
4 40 4 40 RED RIVER 41

11 45 10 41 RICHLAND 42
12 57 11 52 SABINE 43
12 26 8 17 ST BERNARD 44
12 46 9 35 1 166 ST CHARLES 45
2 22 1 11 ST HELENA 46

9 46 8 41 1 461 ST JAMES 41
4 18 4 18 ST JOHN THE 48

52 62 25 30 6 7 2 821 ST LANDRY 49
5 15 5 15 ST MARTIN 50

32 54 18 30 3 5 2 1,143 ST MARY 51

46 80 15 26 4 7 2 125 ST TAMMY 52
29 43 18 27 4 6 2 717 TANG IPA140A 5:

3 21 3 27 1 19 TENSAS 4
44 61 18 25 5 7 1 1,633 TERREBONNE 55

6 32 5 27 UNION 56

26 63 14 34 3 7 3 581 VERMSLION 57
7 12 6 10 VERNON 58

25 55 12 27 3 7 3 962 WASHINGTON 59
20 49 12 29 1 2 WEBSTER 60
3 19 3 19 WEST BATON R 61

3 19 3 19 1 53 WEST CARROLL 62
3 21 2 18 WEST FELICIA 63
7 42 5 30 WINN 64

MAINE

882 90 326 33 47 5 45 14,782 1 16 3 2 1 16 COUNTIES

94 106 25 28 7 8 2 1,805 a ANDROSCOGGIN I
55 57 27 28 3 3 6 1,421 AROOSTOOK 2

246 128 68 35 18 9 6 3,391 a CUMBERIAIC
1 5 76 9 46 1 44 1 FRAMIN 4
42 131 19 59 3 9 4 516 HANCOCK 5
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning !mien: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stott and Counts,. FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Clianderfetice (000s)

Estimated Featly Planning Need
and Servka Levels

Selected Health and Demographic

Un Birth
Order as

% of Blahs

Indices
Infant Mortality

1%1.1965
Est.
Fort
Rata

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1
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11
11
vo
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li
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16I
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MAINE

6 KENNEBEC 90.4 17.4 2,309 2,309 100 24.0 60 91 31 20 58 8
7 KNOX 28.0 5.1 910 910 100 26.6 23 50 34 14 35 8
8 LINCOLN 19.9 3.7 699 699 100 20.2 4 92 31 18 40 9
9 OXFORD 43,7 8.1 1,143 1,143 100 21.9 19 92 30 19 43 7

10 PENOBSCOT 5 125,2 .2 23.6 3,191 195 2,996 94 22.9 82 108 32 15 32 8

11 PISCATAOUIS 158 3.1 501 24 477 95 19.6 3 89 39 15 51 S
12 SAGADAHOC 23.3 4.3 5% 596 100 20.9 8 104 31 14 49 9

13 SOMERSET 43.1 8.4 1,222 1,222 100 23.5 25 100 31 17 67 6
14 WALDO 22.3 4.2 789 789 100 27.2 23 101 36 15 62 9...
15 WASHINGTON 301 .2 55 1,525 1,525 100 30.7 38 88 27 16 82 7

16 YORK 105.2 20.3 3,026 3,026 100 24.3 69 97 30 17 24 6

MARYLAND

23 COUNTIES 3,610.9 .3 7583 73,732 25,195 48,537 66 25.5 2,946 94 34 14 9

1 ALLEGANY 5 86.4 11.5 2,965 221 2,744 93 20.6 23 79 32 12 6
2 ANNE ARUNDEL 3 260.0 54.2 4,578 1,268 3,310 72 22.8 133 87 32 14 9
3 BALTIMORE 3 1,4886 302.7 32,006 17,914 14,092 44 27.0 1,494 96 34 15 11

.., 4 CALVERT 18.3 3.5 567 159 408 72 33.0 31 131 27 28 7

5 CAROLINE 19.9 3.8 790 176 614 78 27.8 21 95 36 17 12
,.,

6 CARROLL 3 63.3 13.0 1,714 182 1,532 89 23.8 34 85 33 13 7

7 CECIL 1 53.0 10.4 1,303 177 1,126 86 27.8 66 210 36 16 6
8 CHARLES 39.6 8.1 1,091 126 965 88 34.2 87 92 29 26 > 10
9 DORCHESTER 30.9 6.1 1,325 173 1,152 87 45.1 76 79 41 17 8

10 FREDERICK 83.5 18.2 2,409 365 2,044 85 22.0 36 81 36 13 7

11 GARRETT 22.0 4.5 1,061 26 1,041 98 21.1 7 92 26 21 10
. 12 HAREORD 3 102.8 22.1 2,341 457 1,884 80 24.8 79 94 32 12 8

13 HOWARD 3 49.1 10,7 947 293 654 69 27,0 46 73 27 18 7

14 KENT 150 2.9 552 164 388 70 30.5 21 88 40 12 II
15 MONTGOMERY 3 440.3 90 3,849 815 3,034 19 21.4 147 80 32 12 7

16 PRINCE GEORG 3 5550 127.9 6124 913 5,751 86 23.1 328 108 37 12 8
Ii QUEEN AN`f-S 17.5 3.4 671 159 512 76 23.1 10 82 37 13 8
18 ST. MARYS : 42.0 7.8 1,239 243 996 80 28.1 13 151 31 21 8
19 SOMERSET 19.0 3.6 949 90 859 91 31.3 24 75 39 15 2
20 TALBOT .: 22.9 4.4 824 105 719 87 31.8 32 88 40 13 10

21 WASHINGTON 5 101.3 21.0 2,832 304 2,528 89 23.6 56 86 34 12 8
22 WICOMICO , 54.1 11.1 1,818 462 1,356 75 30.5 61 81 38 11 11

23 WORCESTER 26.1 .3 51 1,171 343 828 71 36.9 49 91 35 20 c 15

MASSACFIUSETT

14 COUNTIES 5,403.0 1,049.1 93,232 7,318 85,914 92 21.2 1,844 93 44 12 8

1 BARNSTABLE 81.7 158 2,009 2,009 100 219 45 86 35 13 7

2 BERKSHIRE 6 144.8 27.0 2,675 50 2625 98 20.4 39 90 31 15 8
3 BRISTOL ? 6 4156 81.4 10,152 10,152 100 21.3 142 91 36 14 1

4 DUKES 6.0 1.1 169 169 100 23.3 , 2 12 44 10 ' 10

1. 5 ESSEX 8
. , .

614.9 1188 11,088 50 11,038 100 21.1 195 81 31 13 1

6 FRA110.04 57.2 10.8 1,135 1,135 100 19.3 8 81 36 11 5



Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designs es Location of One or

Programs

More Programs or Resources within County)

Non-Federal Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Other Federal
Programs

Health
Dopts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
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MAINE

107 118 28 31 5 6 4 1,861 KENNEBEC 6
33 118 12 43 2 409 KNOX 7

14 70 9 45 1 96 LINCOLN 8

26 60 17 39 2 542 OXFORD 9
105 84 23 18 9 7 4 1,725 1 0 PENOBSCOT 10

11 66 11 66 2 175 PISCATAOUIS 11

17 73 8 34 1 190 SAGADAHOC 12

26 60 14 33 4 660 SOMERSET 13

12 54 7 31 I 202 WALDO 14

17 56 15 50 2 339 WASHINGTON 15

62 59 34 32 2 2 3 1,009 YORK 16

MARYLAND

4,121 114 939 26 374 10 40 55,266 9 1 19 1 1 1 1 23 2 23 COUNTIES

(17 101 24 28 7 8 3 1,921 ALLEGANY 1

176 68 39 15 16 6 2 1,676 ANNE ARUNDEL 2
2,132 143 416 28 213 14 16 31,740 7 BALTIMORE 3

6 33 6 3.1 1 410 CALVERT 4

8 40 7 35 CAROLINE 5

58 92 22 35 2 3 702 CARROLL 6
26 49 21 40 733 CECIL 7

13 33 8 20 494 CHARLES 8
31 100 11 36 3 10 1,616 DORCHESTER 9
62 74 25 30 4 5 1,162 FREDERICK 10

6 21 5 23 334 GARRETT 11

65 63 25 24 8 8 HARFORD 12

26 53 12 24 1 2 HOWARD 13

13
868

87
197

8
129

53
29

1

69
7

16 4
1 3

C324
58

1

KENT

MONTGOMERY

14

15

288 52 93 17 30 5 3 4,546 1 PRINCE GEORG 16

7 40 5 29 1 6 OMEN ANKS 17

21 50 13 31 1 2 1 652 ST. MARYS 18

14 74 13 69 1 108 SOMERSET 19

37 162 6 26 4 17 I 840 TALBOT 20

89 138 26 26 7 7 WASHINGTON 21

74 137 15 28 7 13 1 1,650 WICOMICO 22

14 54 10 38 WORCESTER 23

MASSACHUSETT

7,414 137 1,865 35 445 8 86 77,014 19 1 14 1 5 1 14 COUNTIES

114 140 49 60 2 2 2 1,091 BARNSTABLE 1

188 130 53 37 12 8 5 2,584 1 BERKSHIRE 2

380 91 116 28 ' 27 6 6 7,285 BRISTOL 3

9 151 5 84 1 79 OWES 4

627 102 198 32 43 7 11 8,880 I ESSEX 5

56 98 26 45 4 7 2 665 FRANKLIN 6

87



Tells 1. Reed for Sebeldind Family Planning Servkrs: Current Programs, Resources and Noted Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1e68 continued

Pepatatios and Setectrf
Oftiractirtetke (000o)

Winged Family Planning Need
and larks lyres

Selected Ifis Ith and Demographk Indicts
Infant liaising

1361.1%5
Lk

Fs&
Rats

LIvs Ifirth
Order se

, of Shills
1 2 3 4 S 6 1 d 9 10 11 12 13 II IS 16 11 II

1
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il
ii

n

liI

111

I

II

I

II

6 i a;

i

1

if
II
v
gl

kil

I
115

gII
b

MASSA

HAMM 1 441.1 84.8 1,603 100 7,503 99 Pas 123 94 34 13 8
S 11AI4:571VIE 1 112.6 254 2,191 2,191 100 21.0 30 63 35 12 6
9 MCCUSEX 8 1,321.4 257.8 11,854 112 16,944 95 20.2 329 96 44 12 1

10 NANTIICAEI 3.8 .6 86 16 103 216 5 112 33 6 11

II N3110171 8 515.9 115.5 6,150 200 5,950 97 20.2 12? 84 62 9 7

I2 FtliblUlli 6 3030 60.5 5,121 20 5,401 100 21.1 101 100 38 14 8
13 SUFI OtA 8 114.4 133.6 15,882 5,818 10,064 63 23.0 421 106 59 10 9
11 WORCESTER 1 610.1 1159 10,815 168 10,647 98 22.3 211 92 39 14 7

INMAN
/3 CONIC 1461.6 14.5 1.1 1,1089 113,573 32,220 111,353 81 236 5,153 91 34 15 75 11

1 A/CON1 63 1.1 205 205 100 23.3 3 29 32 9 45 9
2 AlGUI 13 1.5 256 256 100 20.7 3 19 23 20 66 10
3 ARIGAN 036 11.9 1,214 1,211 100 20.8 19 41 28 20 38 4

4 ALMA 29.2 5 6 601 601 100 223 11 93 25 22 23 6
S ANTRIM 10.7 20 389 319 100 21.2 10 7$ 23 20 S

I ARINAC 9.6 1.$ 329 329 100 214 S 81 36 11 41 1
I SOMA 1.8 .3 1.4 283 213 100 219 1 126 21 11 23 1
1 VARY 341 69 791 191 100 22.1 16 El 31 11 54 6I SAT 1 112.3 53 223 2.041 2,041 IX 220 S3 101 32 11 31 6

16 8CP4LNE 19 .1 12 203 203 100 331 13 12 25 20 31 2

11 OMEN 5 1351 .1 34.0 3,264 3,264 100 24.5 lit 100 34 IS V 1
12 811.4201 31.1 1.7 946 946 100 19 1 S 70 31 11 46 1

13 CALIC4.11 S 1421 213 2,549 105 2,444 96 24.3 101 95 31 12 110 1
14 CASS 315 11 425 925 160 216 20 84 34 16 51 11

15 CHARLDOIX 14.1 26 414 414 100 233 9 104 31 12 29 7

14 CHESOYCAN 14.9 V 141 448 100 21.9 7 105 22 21 21 4

11 041PPE1NA 368 .1 61 913 913 100 254 41 115 33 1? 41 6
II COX 129 2 5 486 486 100 251 10 101 32 11 32 I
It CtIN/ON 1 0.7 10 915 915 100 24.4 32 104 31 16 32 6
20 DIA1001413 59 11 721 221 100 214 6 13 72 24 19 4

21 0(114 13 3 60 155 10 715 12 254 29 11 73 24 42 4
U 00174S041 24.6 4.5 111 39 100 95 24.2 14 04 21 21 47 S

2 3 EATON 1 551 1 1 6 1,131 1,131 100 17.? 96 35 1i 21 6
24 Rift 115 31 489 484 103 234 14 99 38 15 12? 1

25 MESE/ 1 4221 861 1,484 7.942 4,542 il 234 305 113 34 IS 75 1

26 GI MINN I14 23 401 101 IX 111 71 43 II $4 4
27 MSC 201 3 6 667 667 100 31.6 24 12 20 21 94 1
21 GAMO RAM 36 0 20 61 855 155 100 25 2 28 I5 29 19 62 5
29 GRATIOI 391 71 957 951 100 201 14 106 32 13 41 6
30 1111.1504tt 34.7 61 975 975 100 20 9 11 88 36 12 46 1

31 liCtICHUN 34 3 51 1155 1,155 100 733 11 95 31 20 25 3

32 1111011 33 5 6 2 1142 1,142 100 250 71 101 28 23 41 $
1 1 N A A S 1 2 4 6 9 S I 4 4S11 126 1.045 $4 21 : 91 % 40 11 63 1
3 4 1 C N A 427 1.6 K S 1 2 6 100 MS 42 106 33 1 1 45 1

35 10900 231 4 3 691 691 100 23 5 21 111 31 15 20 5



Distill eat Pendia Resource, for Fee, Or Plano lug Programs (I Winks loutio*

Med.
Sch.

of Ono or

GEO Programs

Heft PrOdraltle if Resources within County)

Health
Depts.

P.P.Nosfederal Physician la Meet Can Hospitals Other Federal
Premiss

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 25 21 21 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
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11ASSACHUSETT

490 III 118 27 31 8 S 3,895 2 HAMPDEN

108 96 42 3? 5 4 2 1,511 HAMPSHIRE 8
1,641 124 428 32 94 1 20 20,536 4 MIDDLESEX 9

8 210 5 131 1 78 NANTUCKET 10

962 161 221 39 19 IS 7 7,505 1 NORFOLK

236 18 B9 29 15 5 3 2,185 1 PLYMOUTH 12

1,994 279 311 44 82 11 7 11,249 1 4 SUFFOLK 13

601 99 198 32 35 6 13 9,471 2 WORCESTER 14

MICHIGAN

7,402 8? 2,114 2S 6)? 1 158 140,261 19 3 11 1 6 1 30 9 83 COUIft 1ES

2 32 I 36 ALCOM 1

4 48 3 36 1 12 1 91 ALGER 2

32 53 19 31 3 5 3 112 ALLEGAN 3

21 12 10 34 3 10 1 640 AUPENA 4

4 3? 4 31 AVIA 5

S S2 4 42 MAC 6
3 39 2 24 1 163 SAMOA 7

12 34 8 23 2 6 1 441 MY $
84 75 30 27 S 4 2 2,059 BAY I

S 72 5 72 I 115 WM 10

114 69 41 25 7 4 4 2,770 MARRA 11

23 61 8 21 2 5 1 602 scam 12

121 IS 33 23 5 4 4 2,552 WOW 13

14 3$ 11 28 1 3 1 256 CAS 14

1 49 6 42 1 199 CHARLEVOIX I5

7 47 6 43 1 235 CHEICITCNI 16

19 S2 10 21 1 381 CHMENA 1?

6 46 $ 39 CLARE 18

10 22 / 16 1 753 ClINION II
1 101 3 S 1 1 1? 1 201 CAA NORD 20

21 63 11 3.3 2 4 CELIA 21

11 65 11 4.$ 1 514 DICIUNSON 22

I 8 32 IS 32 7 94 EATON 23
40 Ht. 1 42 3 II 2 491 Mit 24

332 ?I 110 26 2$ 6 4 1,092 1 GENESEE 25

S 44 4 35 CUMIN 26

11 S3 10 48 2 326 GOGEBIC 21

20 105 13 16 3 1 1 146 GRAM RAVER 23

24 61 12 31 1 3 1 111 GRA 001 29
1 7 49 13 17 1 322 1L1SO4tt 30

21 61 11 32 2 SS4 NOUGNION 31

20 60 12 34 1 1 I 11? HURON 32
246 100 17 2? 22 9 4 5.201 1 s a INGRAM 33

26 61 13 )) 1 406 IONIA 34

1 19 1 30 1 III IMO as
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rot 1. Reed For Sobs Weed Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1961 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (0301)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Santo Lusts

Selected Real* and Demographic Indies
Infant Modality

1931.1965
Est.
feet
Rate

Live likth
Order as

% of Birth'
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 It
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h
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36 Ifilf4 i52 2.8 463 40 423 91 260 10 61 24 23 64 3
37 ISABELLA 38.6 88 1,173 1,173 100 20.4 11 19 32 21 49 1

38 JACKSON 1 1369 268 2.215 2215 100 24.4 96 98 34 15 56 1

39 KAI.A144200 1 1883 .8 40.3 3,313 443 2,870 87 221 62 82 31 12 16 9
40 KAVASKA 4.9 10 190 190 100 261 4 101 35 15 42 4

41 ILNI 2 391 2 77.9 6,881 1,578 5,303 11 21.7 113 101 33 15 68 7
42 riVENAYI 2.1 .3 72 12 100 261 2 50
43 WI 51 .8 235 235 100 362 9 102 23 25 136 7
44 LAKER 1 47.6 10.0 1,124 1,224 100 21.4 31 95 32 14 44 $
45 ltEl MAU 9.1 .5 1.8 321 121 100 23.3 S $4 24 15 21 5

46 IENAMI 80.0 .8 11.1 1,764 1,764 100 222 34 90 36 14 53 1

41 liv1NG31074 44.2 H 935 935 100 263 31 101 39 13 34 6
48 LUCE 6.8 1.2 211 217 100 3.3.4 9 58 38 12 59 3
41 1AACtu7IAC 10.1 11 287 287 100 21.8 13 04 31 II 62 5
50 MACOMB 3 553 1 121.9 8,357 58 8,299 99 20.8 191 100 29 IS 32 7

SI wasItt 19 6 3 6 460 6 454 99 24.5 14 100 32 13 S3 $
S2 11NiOUETIE 61.8 132 1,841 2 1,839 100 215 2$ 91 34 14 46 6
S3 MASON 21.1 4.1 533 6 571 99 21.$ 8 $4 32 14 23 4
54 KOOS/ A ?SI 5.2 914 974 100 181 2 62 40 16 31 S

Si MUCIONEt 231 .2 4 2 613 11 612 93 212 i 89 23 23 38 5

56 HOMO SS 6 11.5 965 965 103 111 102 34 13 32 1
57 imss.sait 61 1.1 220 220 100 213 2 94 29 15 11

S8 140/.0( 2 1120 .8 231 2,142 2,142 100 209 19 100 31 11 41 6
59 MONICALM 404 80 1,161 1,161 100 231 24 91 35 11 41 S

60 MailMORFACY 4.6 .8 193 193 100 18 5 75 26 23 3

61 MOSAA3084 1 1521 29.1 2,841 493 2,348 83 269 165 101 36 16 101 $
62 PiEWAYGO TS? 4.9 801 601 100 20 5 1 94 29 12 35 4
63 043QM0 3 0121 169.1 11,346 363 18963 97 211 213 62 34 14 54 7

64 OCEANA 17.0 12 474 411 100 17.3 90 34 II IS 3
65 01114411, 101 19 399 399 100 2611 1 70 33 21 61 5

66 ONTONAGON 10 6 I 1 288 286 100 200 3 97 22 28 51 S
67 OSaCtA 1 I. 9 26 448 44$ 100 20 2 4 98 29 li 31 11
6$ OSCODA 4.1 .1 141 140 100 24.2 2 ?3 43 4 4
SI 0/SEGO 12 1 S 245 245 100 303 12 III 22 20 43 3
TO 011ANA 2 1124 .1 231 IASI 9 1,642 HA TO 3 31 98 30 IS 33 6

71 PRESQUE ISLE 121 2I 298 296 100 221 6 96 2$ 18 Kt 9
II ROSOCNIMICS II 14 326 328 10 274 S 64 32 11 64 5
73 SWAMI 1 210 2 20 420 3,764 2,462 1,262 34 24.3 158 1 II 33 17 84 9
74 S1 CUM 5 114 1 22 9 2,871 6 2,112 100 241 83 9 85 29 18 53 10
15 S1 ;ZEN 464 t 9 968 968 10 221 23 88 33 II 46 I
76 Shag )4.3 6 5 IASI 1,068 103 231 19 81 2$ 20 31 ?

11 $003,CRM1 10 1.4 283 263 100 213 3 19 33 n 63 I
71 SRANASStE 602 122 1.168 1,168 103 219 V 106 34 14 51 1

IS 111900lA IS 1 91 1.211 1 211 100 235 2$ 15 27 19 54 i
80 WI N A N 550 108 1.471 1,478 100 /I $ 60 II 32 11 41 S

81 NASNINAW 1 203 1 46$ 3,613 2,011 1,608 44 202 50 15 43 8 64 1

go
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Table 1. PM ler Sobsidized Ramify Nailing SIIVICtig Current Programs, Resources and Related Indite, for U.S, Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Pwalatioa sod Setectad
tharectultrics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Sarnia Lento

Se !Wad Health and Demographic lodkas
!stint Modality
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83 WEXFORD 195 3.8 590 590 100 31.9 28 100 31 15 94 6

MINISOIA
81C011111ES 3,5123 10.9 675 2 /9921 9,459 70468 88 21.0 1,333 99 30 18 61 6

1 A11111 120 .1 2.0 513 513 00 11.9 15 21 22 66 I?
2 ANOKA 3 127 2 27.1 1,269 1,269 00 114 11 127 26 II 34 6
3 BECKER 2S II 1.2 t 5 944 944 CO 20.4 1 101 26 2S 82 7

4 13611RAMI 261 29 5.1 1,011 35 916 97 283 29 86 34 23 161 6
S BENTON 19 2 3.4 539 S39 00 20.5 1 125 21 26 33 6

6 BIG STONE 8 II 1.6 382 382 CO 216 8 104 26 21 122 10
7 FLUE WITH 509 10.6 1,512 1,512 03 19.5 9 15 X I? 43 6
8 BR0 Y04 291 5.4 900 903 00 23.7 18 101 25 26 40 7

9 CARLTON 21.4 .5 53 S32 S32 00 20.7 9 91 24 19 41 5

10 CARVER 24.1 t 6 597 591 00 11.4 99 21 22 22 6

I I CMS 15 3 17 28 738 15 663 90 24.1 11 86 21 23 115 6
12 ClOPPEWA 161 2.9 569 569 100 15.4 85 21 23 8 5

13 CIRSAGO i4.1 24 371 379 100 259 10 90 23 26 74 6
14 ClAY 1 426 18 853 153 100 220 20 86 a 14 44 6
IS CUARWATO 87 .3 15 356 3% 100 20 1 2 83 19 21 31 5

16 COOK 3 ? .2 .6 61 61 100 11.9 101 30 10 103 7

1/ C011014A000 15 1 2.7 503 533 100 132 82 21 23 9 4
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72 F ANOMIE 220 31 613 613 100 211 8 17 26 25 4? 4
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41 1111(001 18 15 360 301 100 It 6 1 16 73 30 11 7
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Table I. Need for Sobskrized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources end Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FT 196/1 continued

Populace) and Selected
Charactertatke (000s)
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4.1 969 969 100 25 2 24 109 11 40 12 1
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4.1 485 485 100 Rd 99 2? 11 20 5
4.1 745 145 100 27.2 24 95 32 22 72 1

1.8 336 336 100 21.7 10 64 21 22 11 2
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2.1 334 334 ICO 11.7 2 92 38 11 62 5
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18 374 371 100 114 1 76 31 16 29 1

11.7 6,079 3,293 2,186 46 22.5 249 111 33 16 79 1
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.2 16 732 132 100 112 1 108 22 29 26 3
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TabIt 1. Reed lot Sobildlred famlis anning Sinker. Currant Programs, Resources and Rotated indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

PopotatSon and Selected
Choracter'slics (000s)

Estimated Featly Manning Ned
sad Saki lents
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VCOLICIES 23366 6.2 29 475.1 135,922 13,303 122,619 SO 39.8 6261 100 31 25 113 9

1 ADAMS 31.8 1.6 2,030 238 1,792 8$ 34.6 88 113 40 19 293 11

2 ALCORN 21.9 .2 5.9 1,714 34 1,703 98 269 29 SS 37 16 92 1

3 AMITE 14.2 2.6 868 55 813 94 40.4 37 101 29 36 225 9
4 ATI ALA 213 4.4 1,435 130 1,305 91 421 51 90 26 26 126 8
5 13ENI ON 81 1.6 563 85 08 85 42.3 23 10$ 24 29 172 8

6 BOMAR 51,9 .3 11.0 3,811 486 3.385 81 486 279 136 24 38 351 II
1 UMW 163 3.3 1,026 67 1,009 94 525 59 911 32 20 99 7
B CARROLL 11.1 2.2 816 128 688 84 37.1 22 83 24 30 200 4
9 DOCTIASAW 11.6 3.5 1,053 133 930 81 32.1 31 99 28 21 133 6

10 CHOCIAW 82 1.6 561 58 503 90 269 8 91 34 15 113 10

11 C1A180161 10 2 2.0 805 221 584 13 49.8 39 82 24 40 212 9
12 CLARKE 184 .1 3.0 1,029 130 899 IT 389 31 102 34 19 163 12
13 CLAY 119 .1 3.8 1,061 138 943 81 261 19 101 34 22 144 8
14 COAHOMA 461 .2 86 2,896 562 2,334 81 61.3 369 131 24 36 211 IS
IS COMM 27.1 .1 53 1,796 424 1,372 16 368 62 911 29 21 22? I

16 COMMA 14.8 3.0 940 78 862 92 366 30 109 21 23 TO II
11 DESOTO 31.3 63 2,029 129 1,9013 94 388 83 123 28 21 152 9
1$ MIST 592 .1 13.1 3,345 93 3,252 97 32.0 94 81 35 18 129 9
11 FRANKLIN 69 1.7 S21 62 465 8$ 43.0 23 82 29 32 306 11

23 CECOCE 121 2.1 664 78 616 96 24.9 II 10? 36 19 43 ?

21 ME II 1.11 615 615 100 29.9 11 94 31 19 IS? 13
22 COEMAJM 20.4 .2 4.2 1,221 110 1.061 111 469 14 101 33 21 111 11
23 HANCOCR 19.4 4.1 1,206 22 1,1$4 9$ 29.2 19 76 32 21 11 I
24 liNTRISCW 1 1421 .1 27.1 5,991 194 5.613 91 24.9 133 111 SS I? /I 4
25 Hie 1 2120 .4 471 9,481 1.160 8.307 8$ 33.6 413 89 32 20 151 10

26 HOLMES 21.3 .3 53 2,005 237 1,766 SS 49 $ 114 10? 21 36 256 9
21 1041PHREYS 19.1 3 $ 1,482 203 1,219 86 51.6 115 179 21 37 359 14

2$ ISSACI(E/tA 3 0 .5 203 203 100 521 17 154 20 2$ 150 10
29 !TANA ABA 11.1 31 1,085 13 1.072 99 25 0 1 10 29 II 3$ S
30 1ACTS004 )11 164 2,825 306 2.511 19 231 99 10? 32 I? E4 1

31 OAR 16 2 3 2 1.021 105 116 90 31.1 39 89 24 29 126 11
32 JEFFERSON 12.3 2.4 974 201 713 71 216 13 it 21 31 281 1

33 ATTERSCe OA 13 .7 29 975 40 535 96 40 3 31 93 33 33 213 II
34 MS 51 3 12 6 2,801 356 2,451 I? 31.5 122 SO 34 1? 116 10
33 /IWO 11 I 2 3 650 11 631 96 34 3 20 V 25 39 156 6

36 LA/ AYETTE 241 53 1.420 134 1,346 II 363 33 $0 42 14 III 4
31 LAMAR 156 3 2 831 28 $09 11 1 5 19 97 34 it 11 1
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44 toots S31 .4 12 0 2945 273 2,672 11 34 5 119 II 33 it 10 II
48 MADISON 33 3 i 6 2211 33$ 1,871 IS 451 01 12S 28 2$ iil It

46 MAMA 13 2 .3 4 6 1,326 120 1,206 91 216 21 12 36 13 153 13

96
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Table I. Need lot SolesStficed Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resourus and Related Indica lot U.S., Each State and County, FT 1968 continued

Pnoutation and Selected
0lisrectutstics (000s)

Estimated Family Planing Need
cad Unice Levels

Selected Health end Demers* Indices
Intent Iletterty
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Est.
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41 MARSHALL 24.1 4.9 1,655 511 1,084 65 43.9 95 116 21 34 232 9
48 193M10E 355 .3 1.4 2,014 119 1,895 94 380 78 96 30 22 101 1

49 MONTGOMERY 14.9 3.1 1,044 119 925 89 41.5 38 13 32 21 150 11
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Tibia I. Need for Subsklited Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stale and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices

Infant Mentality
19614965

FA
Fait
Rate

Live Birth
Order as

%of Births
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8 BENTON 10.0 1,1 454 454 100 16.4 61 13 17 6
9 BOLLINGER 8.6 1.6 513 513 100 23.0 4 65 27 27 58 12

10 BOONE 69.1 163 2,492 534 1,958 79 23.6 41 71 40 8 58 7

It BUCHANAN 1 92.8 17.1 2335 150 2,185 94 24.1 65 93 31 15 65 8

12 BUTLER 35.5 7.2 2,073 2,073 100 29.8 38 67 40 20 120 8

13 CALDWELL 8.5 1.4 388 388 100 19.5 1 11 35 10 4

14 CALLAWAY 25.6 4.7 837 837 100 21.6 8 74 41 13 98 11

15 CAMDEN 103 1.9 528 528 100 16.2 60 31 10 17

16 CAPE GirtARDE 500 10.7 1,948 1,948 100 19.6 1 65 38 9 66 5

17 CARROLL 13.9 2.5 565 565 100 25.9 9 14 38 9 64 1

18 CARTER 5.2 1.1 369 369 100 11.0 75 38 30 50 5

19 CASS 3 40.6 86 1,432 1,432 100 26.2 27 81 40 12 34 5

20 CEDAR 8.9 1.5 419 419 100 26.8 7 74 27 13 54 9
21 CHARITON 11.1 1.9 489 489 100 19.2 1 70 22 25 77 6

22 CHRISTIAN 13.8 2.7 651 657 100 32.5 14 84 35 15 26 4

23 CLARK 8 0 1.4 320 320 100 11.8 107 24 28 21 1

24 CLAY 3 105.3 23.2 1,579 71 1,508 96 20.0 23 88 36 11 27 7

25 CLINTON 11.8 2.2 445 445 100 23.9 5 55 17 22 33 8

26 COLE 43.5 7.7 938 938 100 21.1 14 95 33 17 29 6

21 COOPER 14.7 2.4 427 427 100 26.4 12 90 33 22 93 3

28 CRAWFORD 14.9 2.8 675 675 100 28.1 13 87 33 16 17 8

29 DADE 7.2 1.2 364 364 100 12.7 64 49 11 81 3

30 DALLAS 9.8 1.8 547 143 404 74 19.4 1 60 36 23 57 8

31 DAYIESS 9.7 1.6 453 453 100 18.7 1 82 30 19 45 1

32 DE KALB 1.5 1.3 321 321 100 16.7 67 53 14 23 7

33 DENT 12.2 2.3 681 681 100 21.1 3 72 48 11 60 11

34 DOUGLAS 10.5 20 668 668 100 29.3 8 62 25 10 16 3

35 DUNKLIN 32.1 1.2 5.9 1345 45 1,700 91 26.8 35 93 36 14 94 8
36 FRANKLIN 3 50.9 9.6 1,407 1,407 100 18.9 6 113 30 19 22 1

37 GASCONADE 13.3 2.4 474 474 100 10,7 66 28 13 13 5

38 GENTRY 8.2 1.4 349 349 100 20.2 2 82 25 9 18 7

39 GREENE 1 140.1 30.0 4,962 210 4,692 95 22.4 59 76 38 12 54 7

40 GRUNDY 10.8 1.8 454 454 100 28.0 9 67 41 5 49 7

41 HARRISON 10.1 1.6 455 455 100 28.1 8 78 26 16 48 10

42 HENRY 19.0 3.3 145 145 100 26.6 14 18 33 15 70 7

43 HICKORY 4.3 .7 221 221 100 11.8 51 21 26 53 16

44 11011 6.2 1.0 236 236 100 25.1 4 73 35 5 3
45 HOWARD 10.8 2.0 452 452 100 28.3 10 71 37 16 211 8
46 HOWELL 22.6 4.4 1,213 1,213 100 26.3 17 70 32 22 51 8
47 IRON 85 1.7 438 438 100 35.7 14 84 37 13 42 10

48 JACKSON 3 641.8 1251 14,506 4,280 10,226 70 25.5 558 98 35 16 124 9
49 JASPER 5 81.2 15.8 3,017 65 3,012 98 23.7 44 82 38 10 48 6
50 JEFFERSON 3 85.4 180 1,941 110 1,831 94 17.5 98 30 17 31 5

51 JOHNSON 34.5 7.4 1,479 1,419 100 383 54 49 44 8 28 5

52 11410X 6.5 1.1 290 290 100 13.2 64 38 14 81 3

53 LACLEDE 18.6 3.5 919 919 100 280 18 14 29 13 23 6
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates location of One or More Programs or Resources

Other Federal
Programs

within County)

Health
Depts.

P.P.Non-Federal Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Programs
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111 161 14 20 7 10 2 1,892 1 BOONE 10
89 96 23 25 5 5 2 5,090 BUCHANAN 11

34 96 11 48 2 6 BUTLER 12

4 47 47 CALDWELL 13
19 74 8 31 1 165 CALLAWAY 14

7 65 6 56 CAMDEN 15
53 106 19 38 4 8 1 1,154 CAPE GIRARDE 16

6 43 6 43 1 128 CARROLL 17

CARTER 18
6 15 4 10 1 265 CASS 19
2 22 2 22 1 156 CEDAR

2 18 2 18 CHARITON 21
1 7 1 7 CHRISTIAN

CLARK 23
45 43 24 23 2 2 3 1,518 CLAY 24

7 59 6 51 CLINTON 25
36 83 11 25 2 5 2 917 COLE 26

9 61 4 27 1 164 COOPER 27

3 20 2 13 CRAWFORD 28
3 42 3 42 DADE 29

DALLAS 30
3 31 3 31 DAYIESS 31

DE KALB 32

2 16 2 16 DENT 33
2 19 2 19 DOUGLAS 34

17 53 14 44 1 531 DUNKLIN 35

22 43 17 33 2. 1,156 FRANKLIN 36
2 15 2 15 GASCONADE 31

4 49 4 49 GENTRY 38

181 129 23 16 14 10 2 3,056 GREENE 39
5 46 5 46 1 151 GRUMY 40
4 40 . 4 40 1 89 HARRISON 41
7 37 6 31 HUEY 42

HICKORY 43
2 32 1 16 HOLT 44

6 56 5 46 1 9 1 116 HOWARD 45
11 49 10 44 1 4 2 453 30WEL1 46
5 59 4 47 1 12 1 146 IRON 47

831 129 143 22 68 11 10 12,325 4 JACKSON 48
63 18 20 25 4 5 3 1,295 JASPER 49
23 27 11 13 1 1 1 540 JEFFERSON 50

15 43 10 29 1 296 JOFASON 51

2 31 2 31 KNOX 52

11 59 5 27 1 289 LACLEDE 53
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Table 1. Hied for Subsidized Family Planning Service': Current Programs, Resources and Related Indicts for U.S., Each State and County, FY 19611 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics OEN

&Bottled family Planning Heed
and Servlo Leval'

Seeded Health and Demographic Indica,
Want Modality

1961.1965
Eat.
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54 LAFAYETTE 26.9 5.0 918 918 100 15.3 74 32 14 64 5

55 LAWRENCE 25.3 4.7 1,084 1,084 100 21.7 8 76 33 11 6 6

56 LEWIS 10.9 2.0 403 403 100 26.2 8 84 32 22 12 5

57 LINCOLN 17.4 3.2 623 623 100 18.0 104 34 22 48 7

58 LINN 16.8 2.9 686 686 100 18.7 1 61 34 13 42 7

59 LIVINGSTON 16.8 3.3 793 793 100 20.5 4 66 31 15 36 11

60 MCDONALD 11.3 2.0 587 587 100 24.5 7 71 23 15 14 10

61 MACON 16.9 3.0 730 730 100 19.8 2 63 41 10 74 4

62 MADISON 9.2 1.8 434 434 100 36.2 14 57 35 24 78 10

63 MARIES 6.3 1.1 296 296 100 19.0 1 82 33 29 4

64 MARION 26.5 4.1 802 1302 100 25.7 23 86 36 14 80 9

65 MERCER 5.5 .9 249 249 100 23.8 2 52 21 21 125 8

66 MILLER 14.7 2.7 637 637 100 22.8 7 :.: 37 12 42 5

67 MISSISSIPPI 18.5 1.2 3.6 1,034 1,034 100 51.6 86 106 31 26 228 7

68 MON1TEAU 10.5 1.8 440 440 100 26.8 8 74 32 15 74 3

69 MONROE 10.4 1.7 408 408 100 20.3 2 92 33 19 76 5

10 MONTGOMERY 10.8 1.8 411 411 100 20.7 3 91 32 22 25 4

11 MORGAN 9.8 1.7 443 443 100 15.5 73 34 21 16 6

72 NEW MADRID 26.8 2.4 4.9 1,619 1,619 100 48.5 106 100 33 29 183 9

73 NEWTON 5 33.6 69 1,391' 1,398 100 19.8 5 71 35 9 40 9

74 HODAWAY 22.8 4.4 1,018 1,018 100 14.7 78 29 19 47 6

75 OREGON 9.5 1.8 567 567 100 26.2 6 59 23 15 2

76 OSAGE - . 10.7 1.9 358 358 100 20.7 3 96 22 32 22 3

77 OZARK , 6.0 1.1 353 353 100 22.7 2 70 27 24 27 8

78

...

PEMISCOT 32.2 1.9 5.9 1,874 :.: 1,786 95 51.4 154 103 27 32 201 9

19 PERRY 15.3 2.8 622 622 100 20.4 4 97 34 20 36 9

80 PETTIS 32.5 58 1,106 1,106 100 34.1 54 86 36 15 83 5

81 PHELPS, 26.8 4.9 982 982 100 24.2 17 84 41 10 49 5

82 PIKE 17.6 3.3 694 694 100 25.8 13 93 31 18 46 10

83 PLATTE 27.7 5.8 614 45 569 93 17.7 74 33 12 32 3

84 POLK 14.5 27 782 782 100 25.1 6 51 37 18 9

85 PtILASK1 55.4 12 , 1,573 1,573 100 54.4 85 41 27 19 48 9

86 PUTNAM 6.7 1.2 355 355 100 20.9 2 50 34 14 34 3

87 RAO - . 7.3 1.2 245 245 100 15.5 87 36 15 38 4

88 RANDOLPH 21.4 3.1 813 813 100 20.0 4 80 38 18 34 8

89 RAY 16.2 2.9 526 526 100 18.4 1 73 27 12 47 7

90 REYNOLDS 5.6 11 304 304 100 28.6 4 70 38 21 51 8

91
.

RIMY 9.9 1.8 630 630 100 25.9 6 60 32 30 107 9

92 ST CHARLES. 3 75.0 16.6 1,382 1,382 100 19.7 17 104 29 15 25 6

93 ST MIR 10 1.3 413 413 100 16.2 75 37 16 20 10

94 ST FRANCOIS , 380 7.3 1,366 1,366 100 21.0 10 74 36 13 31 8

55 ST LOUIS 3 1,5417 304.5 32,412 13,557 18,855 58 24.6 1,112 94 33 17 121 9

96 STE GE/IVEY 11.7 2.2 325 325 WO 253 10 91 26 29 20 6

97 SALINE 26.0 4.9 951 957 100 188 2 65 37 13 63 9

98 SCHUYLER 5.1 .9 271 277 100 15.9 72 28 13 3

99 SCOTLAND 5.8 1.0 248 248 100 13.1 88 25 20 68 7
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Existing and Potential Rooms for Falai Planning Programs I. Designates location

Med.
Sch,

of One or More

0E0 Programs

Programs ur Rssources within County)

NonFederal Physicians in Patient Care Hospitals Other Federal
Programs
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14 52 13 48 266 LAFAYETTE 54

12 47 6 24 205 LAWRENCE 55

LEWIS 56

5 29 4 23 LINCOLN 57

9 54 7 42 122 LINN 58

6 36 5 30 345 LIVINGSTON 59

3 27 2 18 MCDONALD 60

3 18 2 12 163 MACON 61

4 44 4 44 552 MADISON 62
MAR IES 63

21 79 7 26 2 8 665 MARION 64

MERCER 65

2 14 2 14 MILLER 66
7 38 5 21 M !MSS' PPI 67

5 48 5 48 MOM TEAU 68

2 19 2 19 MONROE 69

4 37 4 37 MONTGOMERY 70

4 41 4 41 MORG AN 71

7 26 6 22 1 4 HEW MADRID 72

11 33 10 30 NEWTON 73

6 26 6 26 1 302 NODAWAY 74

2 21 2 21 OREGON 75
OSAGE 76

OZARK 77

12 37 11 34 1 299 PEMISCOT 78

5 33 4 26 1 447 PERRY 79

24 74 14 43 2 6 1 618 PETTIS rio

11 41 8 30 1 590 PHELPS 81

7 40 6 34 PIKE 82

5 18 4 14 F :ATTE 83

6 41 6 41 1 39 POLK

4 7 2 4 PULASKI 85

PUTNAM 86
RAILS 87

11 51 4 19 1 5 RANDOLPH 88

5 31 4 25 1 194 RAY 89
REYNOLDS 90

1 10 I 10 RIPLEY 91

39 52 8 11 8 11 1 1,412 ST CHARLES 92

5 62 3 37 1 17 ST CUUR 93

23 60 13 34 1 3 1 124 ST FRANCOIS 94

1,888 122 327 21 151 10 18 28307 5 ST LOUIS 95

3 26 3 26 STE GENEYIEY 96

22 85 17 65 2 279 SALINE 97

SCHUYLER 98

SCOTLAND 99
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stet. and County, FY 1968 continued

PopulutIon and Selected
tharocWrIstics (0001)

Estimated Family Planning Used
and Service Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

1941.1965
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Fert.
Rate

Live Mirth
Order as

% el Blithe

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1

8 la

II
il
1.21

.4

1

11 gt

y.A1
S =ri

Ei 1.

i
21
&
3 1
I g

.il
115

I.4.
1 2
Ed A

I
.ER

ik
ler:
g;

I

§
a
k

I

I
i
1

g

1#
11

§

gg

NI

S t

MISSOURI

100 SCOTT 34.4 .1 6.9 1,417 1,471 100 282 41 87 30 22 103 10

101 SHANNON 7.8 1.5 474 474 100 15.6 16 36 19 52 9

102 SHELBY 87 1.4 334 334 100 17,2 99 31 16 57 7

103 STODDARD 26.8 .4 5.2 1,381 1,381 100 31.2 37 61 35 23 148 6

104 STONE 9,2 1.8 477 417 100 27.3 7 64 23 19 5

105 SULLIVAN 85 1.4 390 393 100 33.7 8 71 47 10 82

106 TANEY 10.1 1.9 538 538 100 14.1 71 36 18 75 4

107 TEXAS 17.0 3.1 833 833 100 24.6 11 76 31 14 25 17

108 VERNON 207 3.1 892 892 100 23.0 7 48 30 18 45 7

109 WARREN 9.8 1.8 326 326 100 15.0 72 34 27 31 8

110 WASHINGTON 14.6 2.9 737 30 707 96 31.2 21 110 34 22 70 6

111 WAYNE 9.6 1.8 587 587 100 32.0 11 78 21 20 14 9

112 WEBSTER 157 2.9 856 856 100 22.1 5 75 31 17 37 8
113 WORTH 3.6 .6 170 170 100 33.8 4 69 36 14 91

114 WRIGHT 13.6 2.5 715 715 100 20.0 3 71 31 22 34 6

MONTANA

56 COUNTIES 701.5 3.6 20.7 133.2 15,831 1,209 14,622 92 255 618 95 32 17 8

1 BEAVERHEAD 7.8 1.4 183 183 100 22.7 4 98 24 19 6

2 BIG HORN 11.6 .4 3.5 2.3 389 102 287 74 35.5 30 95 34 17 6

3 BLAINE 7.6 1.8 1.3 213 126 87 41 23.2 6 119 30 31 8

4 BROADWATER 2.4 .4 72 72 100 14.5 93 32 16 11

5 CARBON 7.7 1.4 220 220 100 15.4 63 30 18 9

6 CARTER ' 2.2 .4 58 58 100 30.4 3 78 13 7 1

7 CASCADE 1 ., 80.6 15.3 1,435 1,435 100 24.0 69 108 35 13 1

13 CHOUTEAU 68 .1 1.2 107 107 100 23.3 4 85 28 32
9 CUSTER 12.6 2.2 285 285 100 23.6 8 91 26 18 6

10 DANIELS = 3.3 .1 .6 92 92 100 26.5 3 64 26 16 5

'..1.

11 DAWSON 11.2 2.0 215 215 100 21.9 6 107 29 20 8
12 DEER LODGE 16.2 2.8 265 265 100 20.7 4 97 19 22 10

13 FALLON 4.4 .8 114 114 100 24.1 3 89 31 19 8
°,....- 14 FERGUS r. 13.4 2.3 301 301 100 20.6 5 83 27 20 8

15 FLATHEAD 37.5 .1 7.3 875 875 100 26.6 31 86 32 16 8.....,

:-;

,..,, 16 GALLATIN , 287 6.0 737 137 100 23.6 17 79 40 11 8

1:.: 17 GARFlaD 4 1.8 .3 17 17 100 20.6 1 90 53

18 GLACIER 12.3 .5 4.9 22 377 175 202 54 41.8 45 128 28 27 6
;;;.. 19 GOLDEN VALLE 1.3 .2 40 40 100 45.5 2 53 33 33 17

20 GRANITE -4 2.9 .5 56 56 100 40.7 6 105 50 19 4

21 HILL 16.1 .4 1.2 29 247 6 241 98 25.5 17 105 32 20 12

22 JEFFERSON SO 1.1 150 150 100 16.2 63 34 17 20
23 JUDITH BASIN 3.3 .6 64 64 100 24.6 2 76 35 22 4

,-z 24 14.2 .5 1.7 25 439 439 100 33.9 23 93 36 25 5

x:25 LEWIS AND CI. 325. 35 522 522 100 282 37 99 33 14 9

:-"..
,1126 LIBERTY F 2.3 .4 34 34 100 19.0 87 35 29
.;.,, 27 LINCOLN 14.3 27 293 293 100 25.0 12 109 26 10 8

28 MCCONE 3.0 .5 94 94 100 11 18 25 20 15

29 MADISON 56 1.0 167 161 100 23.4 2 65 27 21 '6
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Existiq and Potential Resources for Panty Planning

In Patient Can

Programs ( Designs es Location of One or More Programs or Roso4rces within County)

Nonrederal Pilysicians Hospitals Med.
Sch,

0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.
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MISSOURI

22 64 10 29 SCOTT 100

SHANNON 101

2 23 2 23 SHELBY 102

5 19 4 15 STODDARD 103

6 65 5 54 STONE 104

1 12 1 12 SULLIVAN 105
10 99 8 79 1 160 TANEY 106
3 18 3 18 TEXAS 101

14 68 4 19 1 5 1 153 VERNON 108

3 31 3 31 WARREN 109

4 27 4 27 1 246 WASHINGTON 110

1 10 1 10 WAVE 111

2 13 2 13 WEBSTER 112

1 28 1 28 WORTH 113

3 22 3 22 EIGHT 114

MONTANA
639 91 252 36 35 5 51 10,829 3 18 2 2 2 56 COUNTIES

5 64 5 64 BEAVERHEAD 1

3 26 3 26 2 230 1 BIG HORN 2
2 26 2 26 1 64 1 BLAINE 3
2 82 2 82 BROADWATER 4

4 52 3 39 1 55 CARBON 5

1 45 1 45 1 10 CARTER 6
90 112 19 24 8 10 2 1,327 ChiCADE 7

3 44 2 30 1 33 CHOUTEAU 8
17 135 2 16 2 16 1 279 CUSTER 9

2 60 2 60 1 37 DANIELS 10

5 44 3 27 1 206 DAWSON 11

11 68 4 25 1 150 DEER LODGE 12

3 69 3 69 1 69 FALLON 13

11 82 10 75 1 214 FERGUS 14

38 101 26 69 2 5 2 628 FLATHEAD 15

40 139 20 70 1 3 1 459 GALLATIN 16

1 54 1 54 1 21 GARFIELD 17

6 49 6 49 2 274 1 GLACIER 11

GOLDEN VALLE 19

1 34 1 34 1 16 GRANITE 20

14 87 5 31 2 440 HILL 21

2 40 2 40 JEFFERSON 22

10 71 10 71 2 187
JUDITH

LAKE

BASIN

24

23

43 132 13 40 2 6 2 703 LEWIS AND CI. 25

1 44 1 44 1 45 LIBERTY 26
7 49 6 42 1 239 LINCOLN 27
1 34 1 34 MCCONE 28
4 H 3 53 MADISON 29
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Table I. Nood lor 5oDsIdliorl family 'finning Stokes: Current Programs, Resources and Relator! Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FT 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Charectaristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Buda Levels

Saluted Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est
Pert.
Rata

Live Birth
Order as

% of Births

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 11 18
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if
S
1 I g
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1

11
I
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i 1 ;
.1.o

.E!

h
15 r.
or"'

i ii
!

IF

1
IV
16

MONTANA

30 MEAGHER 2.4 .4 47 47 100 22.9 2 110 18 27 5
31 MINERAL 3.4 .6 52 52 100 19.3 1 99 22 13 16
32 MISSOULA 54.3 .5 11.4 1,270 800 470 37 20.3 14 91 38 10 9
33 MUSSELSHELL 3.7 .6 95 95 100 25.1 3 91 36 25 14

34 PARK 11.9 2.2 259 259 100 26.7 10 75 47 2 6

35 PETROLEUM .8 .1 13 13 100 13.2 67 20 20 40
36 PHILLIPS 5.5 .3 .9 142 142 100 17.8 136 45 23 5
37 PONDERA 7.2 .6 1,3 154 154 100 38.5 16 91 29 21 2
38 POWDER RIVER 2.4 .4 60 60 100 8.1 56 17 8

39 POWELL .. 7.4 1.3 137 137 100 30.1 9 107 25 13

40 PRAIRIE , 2.1 .4 58 58 100 15.5 63 33 17

41 RAVALLI .,.... . 14.1 2.7 562 562 100 33.1 16 64 33 13 6
42 RICHLAND .. 10.6 2.0 312 312 100 18.6 I 82 31 13 4
43 ROOSEVELT 12.1 .4 2.9 2.3 390 390 100 42.1 39 111 28 24 10
44 ROSEBUD ' .y 6.3 .4 1.4 1.2 203 203 100 41.7 18 126 27 20 7

45 SANDERS 6.8 .5 .5 1.2 139 139 100 12.6 96 29 9 2

46 SHERIDAN '',.'. -. 6.1 1.1 158 158 100 17.5 84 35 13 . 11

47 SILVER BOW 46.3 8.3 1,133 1,133 100 28.5 54 115 28 21 12

48 STILLWATER 4.8 .8 99 99 100 1.4.7 6 76 28 16: , 3
49 SWEET CRASS , 3.0 .5 76 . 76 100 2:..4 1 75 26 16 -. 5

50 TETON , . 6.3 1.1 144 144 100 21 1 3 83 24 28 9
51 TOOLE 6.8 1.3 90 90 100 28.5 8 76 27 21 : 10
52 TREASURE 1.2 .2 33 33 100 14.1 139 14 43 7

53 VALLEY 22.2 .4 .6 4.2 503 503 100 26.5 28 117 33 20 11

54 WHEATUVil "
. ., .

2.8
.
.5 63 63 100 280 2 101 16 16 , . 4

55 WILBAUX
. ,...

1.7 .3 72 72 100 21.7 1 75 17 33 -. . 8
56 YELLOWSTONE 1 8119 .4 16.7 1,446 1,446 100 23.0 46 85 34 14 . 9

NEBRASKA

1. 93 COUNTIES 1,439.2 .8 3.4 265.9 37,292 1,813 35,479 95 22.1 740 96 32 16 7

1 ADAMS ,.:-..1./..,, 30.1 5.7 753 '. 753 100 26.4 23 82 38 6 10

2 ANTELOPE ,a, ,, 8.7 1.4 322 ., 322 100 18.1 109 30 29 . '. 8
3 ARTHUR .7 .1 17 17 100 39.5 2 130 25 13

4 BANNER ; .,. 1, . 1.0 .2 28 28 100 36.6 2 51 20 20 20
5 ELAINE ii: .9 .1 30 - 30 100 11.1 69 20 20 !-.,,

... .:1.,..t ,..
6 BOONE - 11 ) 8.2 1.3 293 293 100 15.9 121 22 25 6
7 BOX BUTTE . y'r 10.4 .1 1.9 236 236 100 34.8 19 91 28 21 4
8

9 BROWN , .." 1.0 208 208 100 12.7 81 20 16 2

10 BUFFALO ,;1,:,'!- 29.4 5.7 1,024 1,024 100 19.4 4 83 41 12 8

11 BURT 2., ) 9.0 .1 1.5 232 . 292 100 15.9 71 19 15 2
12 BUTLER 9 ,:' N! i . 8.3 . 1.4 323 .. 323 100 21.4 3 111 32 31 4
13 CASS 17.2 3.0 479 479 100 24.5 14 111 38 11 7

14 CEDAR .; ,..4 , 'ti ; 12.7 2.1 459 .'. 459 100 23.6 9 103 18 38 7

IS CHASE 0., :.,-)-,) 4.6 .9 160 160 100 15.2 84 31 14 s' 6

16 CHERRY f ,.... .,,,: 7.5 2 12 179 179 100 195 2 97 38 9 t. 9
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designs is Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFederal Physicians in Patient Oars Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
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MONTANA

1 41 1 41 MEAGHER 30

I 30 I 30 MINERAL 31

90 166 16 29 8 15 2 1027 MISSOULA 32

2 54 2 54 1 32 MUSSELSHELL 33

7 59 6 50 1 167 PARK 34

PETROLEUM 35

2 37 2 37 I 53 PHILLIPS 36

3 42 2 28 1 145 PONDERA 31

POWDER RIVER 38

6 81 4 54 1 102 POWELL 39

1 49 1 49 1 10 PRAIRIE 40

6 42 4 28 1 162 RAVALLI 41

6 57 4 38 1 9 1 216 RICHLAND 42

5 41 4 33 2 108 ROOSEVELT 43

2 32 2 32 ROSEBUD 44

5 74 4 59 1 10 SANDERS 45

2 33 2 33 1 85 SHERIDAN 46

42 91 11 24 3 6 2 1,082 SILVER BOW 47

3 63 3 63 STILLWATER 48

2 68 2 68 1 35 SWEET GRASS 49

2 32 1 16 1 52 TETON 50

3 44 3 44 TOOLE 51

TREASURE 52

6 21 5 n 1 189 VALLEY 53

2 72 2 72 1 33 WHEATLAN) 54

wiLBAUX 55

113 140 14 17 8 10 2 1,527 YELLOWSTONE 56

NEBRASKA

1,269 88 566 39 63 4 92 22,532 2 I 35 1 1 2 2 93 COUNTIES

46 153 12 40 1 3 1 592 ADAMS 1

4 46 3 34 1 84 ANTELOPE 2

ARTHUR 3

BANNER 4
BLAINE 5

3 36 3 36 I 102 BOONE 6

11 105 9 86 I 196 BOX BUTTE 7

1 38 BOYD 8

3 58 2 38 BROWN 9

30 102 12 41 I 488 BUFFALO 10

6 67 6 67 1 51 BURT 11

4 45 4 45 1 89 SUTLER 12

6 35 5 29 CASS 13

5 39 5 39 CEDAR 14

2 44 2 44 1 48 CHASE 15,

3 40 2 27 1 104 CHERRY 16
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State end County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s3

Estimated Family Planning Heed
and Service levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est.
reit.
Rats

the Birth
Order as
olBIrthr

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
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NEBRASKA

17 CHEYENNE 12.8 .1 2.3 231 231 100 25.0 10 81 28 18 9

18 CLAY 8.5 1.4 238 288 100 20.6 2 91 32 20 11

19 COLFAX 9.6 1.6 356 356 100 180 88 19 20 3

20 CUMING 13.1 2.3 453 453 100 18.0 101 18 32 3

21 CUSTER 15.4 2.7 552 552 100 20.7 4 83 31 13 6

22 DAKOTA 1 12.0 .3 2.2 249 249 100 20.7 5 108 32 15 10

23 DAMS 9.6 .3 1.8 306 306 100 13 1 88 35 7 7

24 DAWSON 20.2 3.1 603 603 100 21.1 7 89 34 9 6

25 DEUEL 2.7 .4 56 56 100 14.9 81 33 11 6

26 DIXON 8.2 1.4 308 308 100 17.0 92 23 31 6

27 DODGE 34.0 6.4 831 831 100 22.0 15 89 30 16 5

28 DOUGLAS 2 372.6 71.7 6,583 1,472 5,111 78 23.3 266 111 33 16 8

29 DUNDY 3.1 .5 110 110 100 14.4 68 56 6 22

30 F ILLMORE 9.0 1.6 322 322 100 27.5 1 95 28 14 I

31 FRANKLIN 4.8 .8 179 179 100 27.3 3 61 28 28 12

32 FRONTIER 3.9 .6 133 133 100 17,1 89 39 7

33 FURKAS 7.0 1.2 249 249 100 24.8 4 70 24 10 5

34 GAGE 25.7 4.7 858 858 100 21.7 8 79 40 11 4

35 GARDEN 3.0 .5 80 80 100 10.9 59 40 13 20

36 GARFIELD 2.5 .4 98 98 100 14.3 61 23 23 8

37 GOSPER 1.8 .3 51 51 100 24.1 1 47 14

38 GRANT .9 .1 20 20 100 7.4 98 14 14

39 GREELEY 4.2 .7 190 190 100 33.2 7 108 8 43 5

40 HALL 38.1 7.2 992 992 100 20.2 10 107 32 14 6

41 HAMILTON 8.1 1.6 232 232 100 13.8 79 22 6 8

42 HARLAN 4.9 .8 153 153 100 20.3 1 13 23 13 10

43 HAYES 2.0 .4 65 65 100 25.6 1 43 13 25
44 HITCHCOCK 3.8 .7 114 114 100 21.5 1 17 20 20
45 HOLT 13.3 2.3 535 535 100 22.7 7 104 18 28 3

46 HOOKER 1.0 .2 26 26 100 45.5 2 53 40

47 HOWARD 6.7 1.1 269 269 100 12.7 126 21 29 7

48 JEFFERSON 10.4 1.8 351 351 100 34.4 14 60 36 19 9

49 JOHNSON 6.1 1.0 260 260 100 31.7 7 91 29 17

50 KEARNEY 85 1.1 180 180 100 1E17 65 32 11

51 KEITH 83 1.5 189 189 100 19.2 1 111 38 13 6

52 KEYA PAHA 1.4 .2 61 61 100 20.8 100 50 17

53 KIMBALL . 5.7 .9 63 63 100 21.7 4 123 31 1 9

54 KNOX 13.9 .3 2.5 548 548 100 21.2 4 81 24 30 6

55 LANCASTER 1 153.2 28.9 2,952 300 2,652 93 21.6 76 95 39 10 6

56 LINCOLN 28.4 .2 5.4 102 702 100 19.9 6 91 30 17 7

57 LOGAN 1.0 .2 35 35 103 40.8 2 11

58 LOW .8 .1 33 33 100 58 25 25

59 MCPHERSON .6 .1 17 17 100 31.3 1 61 67 33
60 MADISON 27,0 4.9 778 178 100 21.7 10 93 35 15 8

61 MERRICK & 7 1.6 305 305 100 21.2 8 95 25 24 9

62 MORRILL 5.7 .1 1.0 154 154 100 26.7 6 78 29 8 3

108



Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning

Care

Programs ( Designates

Hospitals

location

Med.
Sch.

of One or More

0E0 Programs

Progmms or Resources within County)

NonFederal Physicians in Patient Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.
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NEBRASKA

7 55 7 55 1 196 CHEYENNE 11

3 35 2 23 CLAY 18

4 42 4 42 1 121 COLFAX 19

10 76 7 53 1 254 C,UING 20

6 39 6 39 2 164 CUSMTER 21

3 25 3 25 DAKOTA 22

5 52 3 31 2 159 DAWES 23

12 13 64 3 312 DAWSON 24

2 75 1 38 DEUEL 25

4 49 4 49 1 70 DIXON 26

25 74 15 44 1 3 1 575 DODGE 21

501 134 126 34 40 11 8 8,351 1 DOUGLAS 28

2 64 1 32 1 19 DUKIY 29

4 44 33 1 109 FILLMORE 30

2 42 I 21 1 21 FRANKLIN 31

1 26 1 26 FRONTIER 32

6 86 5 72 1 60 FURNAS 33

22 86 11 43 1 4 2 335 GAGE 34

3 101 3 101 1 38 GARDEN 35

2 79 2 79 1 62 GARFIELD 36

GOSPER 37
GRANT 38

2 47 I 24 1 39 GREELEY 39

31 81 16 42 2 5 2 913 HALL 40

7 80 6 69 1 96 HAMILTON 41

3 61 3 61 1 HARLAN 42

HAYES 43

2 52 2 52 1 39 HITCHCOCK 44

5 38 5 38 2 223 HOLT 45

1 101 1 101 HOOKER 46

5 74 4 59 HOWARD 47

7 67 6 58 1 57 JEFFERSON 48

2 33 2 33 1 JOHNSON 49

4 62 3 46 1 KEARNEY 50

7 84 4 48 1 173 KEITH 51

KEYA PAHA 52

3 53 2 35 1 101 KIMBALL 53

8 58 8 58 1 91 KNOX 54

181 118 34 22 13 8 4 2,934 LANCASTER 55

25 88 13 46 2 7 3 519 LINCOLN 56

LOGAN 57

LOUP 58
MCPHERSON 59

28 104 16 59 3 638 MADISON 60

2 n 2 23 1 116 MERRICK 61

3 52 2 35 MORRILL 62
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Res3urces and Related Indices for U.S., Each State end County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000$)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Smite Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indices

Infant Mortality
1961.1965

Est
fort
Rats

Live Birth
Order as

% of Births

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

it
1
=

1
a g
* ei:

...

n
ii;
.., E
11

Is r_11
..r.s i
g Br
`v Igx.,..

111
A:
a_ g
t Bxx

1

.1
1A
8 X

Ig

,,,

°,1;,1

1 6 i

..

.6 isr-

a

,

1

1

g

/31
11
I

.1;

aX

bi-.

11eit
igai 15

NEBRASKA

63 NANCE 5.6 .9 208 208 100 24.7 4 69 19 19

64 NEMAHA 8.3 1.5 348 348 100 13.6 74 38 9 13

65 NLICKOLLS 8.4 1.5 283 283 100 25.5 5 68 24 8 8
66 OTOE 16.1 2.9 511 511 100 21.3 5 83 31 18 5

67 PAWNEE 4.8 .8 215 215 100 20.5 1 61 17 30 9

68 PERKINS 3.6 .6 81 81 100 13.2 90 20 40 3

69 PHELPS 9.4 1.7 214 274 100 11.3 71 34 13 5
70 PIERCE 8.4 1.4 342 342 100 18.7 1 81 24 29 3
71 PLATTE 23.9 4.3 581 581 100 11.8 108 27 23 3
72 POLK 7.2 1.2 226 226 100 19.4 1 93 31 5 15

73 RED WILLOW 12.4 2.3 273 273 100 20.9 5 91 28 14 4
74 RICHARDSON 13.8 2.4 508 508 100 14.4 12 25 13 1

75 ROCK 2.2 .4 70 70 100 31.5 3 71 23 8
76 SALINE 13.9 2.4 487 487 100 23.0 5 72 42 12 10

71 SARPY 2 52.9 11.5 884 4 880 100 ?1.8 25 106 24 17 7

78 SAUNDERS 11.0 2.9 570 570 100 21.0 5 86 26 20 8
79 SCOTTS BLUFF 34.4 .3 6.7 830 830 100 31.8 56 92 30 16 11

80 SEWARD 12.6 2.4 522 522 100 15.7 76 31 12 3
81 SHERIDAN 7.7 .5 1.4 204 204 100 30.2 10 87 27 25 2
82 SHERMAN 4.7 .7 138 1:.: 100 14.8 108 24 29 2

83 SIOUX 2.3 .4 67 67 100 25.3 1 69 33 7 20
84 STANTON 5.0 .8 1% 196 100 13.5 100 39 12 7

85 THAYER 8.6 1.5 370 310 100 12.3 64 29 8 6

86 THOMAS .9 .2 27 31 30.0 1 87 14 43 29

87 THURSTON 7.3 1.1 1.3 263 263 100 32.4 14 141 27 36 5

88 VALLEY 5.9 1.0 237 237 100 21.8 2 80 25 23 3
89 WASHINGTON 12.1 2.3 361 361 100 19.0 1 74 31 24 5
90 WAYNE 10.0 2.0 367 367 100 25.6 7 68 39 16

91 WEBSTER 5.8 1.0 225 225 100 13.4 11 28 28 14

92 WHEELER 1.2 .2 44 44 100 8.2 92 33 11 11

93 YORK 13.0 2.3 409 409 100 23.9 7 83 33 18 5

NEVADA

17 COUNTIES 430.7 6.1 90.7 7,731 2,411 5,314 69 28.4 488 100 34 13 75 10

1 CHURCHILL '.8 .4 1.8 214 214 100 33.6 17 118 37 9 10 8
2 CLARK . 1 233.7 .4 51.3 4,228 1,334 2,894 68 286 275 100 31 14 84 10

3 DOUGLAS 5.2 .2 1.1 95 95 100 26.5 4 81 47 7 22 9
4 ELKO 14.1 1.2 7 5 256 61 189 74 25.0 10 127 31 16 93 9
5 ESMERALDA

t

.5 .1 , 14 14 100 212 14 14 143 14

6 EUREKA .9 .2 42 42 100 19.2 39 33

7 HUMBOLDT 8.9 .4 1.4 115 115 100 30.5 10 35 11 68 14

8 LANDER .' 2.3 .1 .4 65 65 100 14.3

11411

55 65 6

9 LINCOLN 2.5 .1 .5 100 100 100 29.4 2 I11 19 15 31 4
10 LYON 7.7 .4 1.5 167 167 100 38.1 17 102 35 14 13 6

11 MINERAL 6.7 .5 1.3 155 81 74 48 24.2 4 122 44 10 122 11

12 NYE 4.5 .3 .8 78 78 100 22.5 2 82 42 13 65 13
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (a Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within

Other Federal
Programs

County)

Health
OWL

P.P.NonFederal Physicians in Patient Cue Hospitals Met
kh.

0E0 Programs
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NEBRASKA

3 54 3 54 NANCE 63
5 60 5 60 1 57 NEMAHA 64
3

11

36

68

2

9

24

55
1

2

82
313

NUCKOLLS

OTOE

65
66

3 62 3 62 1 66 PAWNEE 67

2

10

56

107

2

5

56

53 11

1 43 PERKINS

PHELPS

88
69

6 71 6 71 1 52 PIERCE 70
13 54 6 25 1 4 2 418 PLATTE 71

3 41 3 41 1 63 POLK 72

10 81 6 48 1 221 RED WILLOW 73
11 19 10 72 1 141 RICHARDSON 74
3 135 3 135 1 43 ROCK 75
7 50 6 43 1 97 SALINE 76
5 9 4 8 SARPY 77

6 35 6 35 SAUNDERS 78
40 116 23 67 1 3 2 656 SCOTTS BLUFF 79

7 55 7 55 1 185 SEWARD 80
8 103 7 90 2 121 SHERIDAN 81

1 58 SHERMAN 82

SIOUX 83
1 , 20 1 20 STANTON 84
5 58 _ 5 58 1 66 THAYER 85

THOMAS 36
2 28 2 28 2 201 1 THURSTON 87

4 68 4 68 1 78 VALLEY a
7 58 7 58 1 201 WASHINGTON 89
4 40 4 40 1 141 WAYNE 90
5 81 5 87 1 96 WEBSTER 91

WHEELER 92

11 85 , 9 69 2 175 YORK 93

NEVADA
431 100 131 30 34 8 14 5,787 2 17 1 2 17 COUNTIES

5 51 5 51 1 219 CHURCHILL 1

196 84 64 27 17 7 3 2,213 CLARK 2
3 58 ' 2 38 DOUGLAS 3

10 71 6 43 2 288 1 ELKO 4
ESMERALDA 5

1 112 EUREKA 6
3 44 3 44 HUMBOLDT

UNDER 8
1 40 1 40 LINCOLN 9
4 52 4 52 1 90 LYON 10

4 60 3 45 2 231 MINERAL II
3 66 3 66 NYE 12
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Ta 1. Kead kw Subsidized Family hannlag Services: Carrest Programs, Resources and Related Indkes for U.S., Each Stall and County, Flt 196$ continued

Population sad Selected
CliarectsrlsUcs (000s)

estimated Family Planing Kesel
and Sec*. Limb

Se head Hui* sad

Est.
fed.
Rots

Demegraphk

Urt Birth
Order as

% ei Births

Isdices
Walt liertaty

1%1.1165
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PUMA

13 ORMSBY

14 PERSHIO3

15 S1OREY

16 WASHOE 1

11 %In PIE

1041141P9A11
10 MOTES

1 BEINIAP
2 Gigll
3 CHESIIRE

4 COOS

S CLI/1011

6 Ht1S130ROUGH 6
1 1410114101
I ROM/CHAN
I STRAFIONI

10 SUILIVNI

NEW JERSEY

21 COUNT1ES

1 AIL1/111C 1

2 BERM 3
3 WIMPY! 3
4 WW1 3
5 CM MAT

6 ammo 1
? 3

111.VISTER 3
1024011 2

10 PINTEIDOH

11 _mil12 1100thtl 5
11 mono 5
14 MOM 3
11 OM VI

16 PASSATC 3
I T SPID4 1

II SCIOSE1
It SI e$131 3
20 WM 3

21 MCI 2

19

150 .5 3.8 328 328 100 30.5 13 69 36 8 53 8
21 .2 .4 33 33 100 29.2 4 126 32 14 II

.7 .1 33 33 100 125.0 3 98 33 11
107.1 1.3 21.8 1,655 935 720 44 27.2 110 91 38 11 11 11

54 .1 1.t 153 153 100 317 17 81 26 13 13 9

67F3 1321 13,862 110 13,752 99 226 329 95 32 14

31.3 60 570 570 100 24.2 20 92 35 17 /
11.3 3.2 505 505 100 219 9 86 33 18 4
41.6 9.5 924 924 100 223 21 91 35 10 $
358 69 665 665 100 21.1 13 77 27 19 9
50.4 9.3 1,185 77 UM 94 20.9 15 91 39 9 1

2011 41.4 3,986 3,986 100 20.8 66 91 31 16 7

74.7 14.5 1,502 1,502 100 21.1 23 90 32 14 9
1159 223 2,450 33 2,417 99 25.3 94 106 X 14 1

64.9 132 1,315 1,355 100 216 S5 19 X 15 1

213 5.6 720 120 100 223 13 99 34 11 i

5199.2 1,4010 114,936 11,125 97,811 15 216 3,01 IX 32 13 12 I
181.8 34.9 5,860 5,160 100 27.5 153 IA 33 11 154 9
1165 117.3 8,273 1.515 6,758 V 119 I) 14 34 10 22 $
291.2 568 4,551 162 4,3% 96 21.2 IN V 29 15 33 I
441.1 13.2 1,361 2,009 5,359 73 21.6 111 11 30 IS 61 1

563 11 1,861 1,861 100 225 22 SI 34 14 15 1

124.1 261 3,621 150 3,411 96 30.1 166 16 33 16 91 9
In / 1951 11.410 6,171 11,532 63 301 1,261 II 34 14 151 11

15,5 313 1,011 3,011 100 20.1 41 11 29 16 46
6116 1117 11,081 1.105 1,382 IS 23.1 311 94 35 14 ?I 10

1LS 1,074 1,074 100 224 26 IS 35 10 56 1

3014 61.5 5164 1,549 5415 10 24.1 1% 84 36 13 121 $
Sin 1122 6,543 201 6,342 17 202 122 81 X 14 33 1

111.4 111 1.156 371 8,271 % 221 1/2 V 30 IS 61 9
8411 14.3 3,137 436 3,301 $1 200 67 V 30 11 22
159 5 324 4,792 tS 4,707 9e tit 10 11 21 IS X I

451 0 912 5171 1,111 1,051 16 24.1 304 91 32 12 7$ 1
121 1289 1,213 100 34.5 110 86 31 10 94 12

i 86 0 312 2,244 100 2,144 96 20 6 41 80 31 11 26
61 $ 146 1,100 11 1,319 99 24.2 40 1S 30 15 N 1

5451 IN 1 5250 VI 5,422 V in NO n n 11 S3 /

11.4 141 1,554 1,654 100 218 26 $4 30 13 SS 1

1,0023 NJ 65 2 191.6 31,323 1,142 26911 8S 213 1,588 113 31 21

286$ 31 511 5591 1,926 4,673 71 24.6 256 101 35 15 II
26 S 11 11 100 41 11 31 11 11



Existiag sad Potential Resources 1w Family Planning Progress ( Designates Lcatio of One or Mere

Precasts

Prevents w Resources within County)

Nerieral Pliysiciaas is Patient Gm Hospitals Met
Sch.

0E0 Other Federal
Program s

Health
Dees.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

pi
1

i
4ig
A

I.,
=1
ii
t.g
it 1

1

2
$
§
g
A

S
1.
11

,f
vi 1 I

I
21

il
1-1111

1

c

,
ifg

if
ES.1

fb11
1li

a I
1 A
/11111i
iltiti

I
IA t.

s

1

1
I

12
2

181
6

15
13

169
64

1

2

28
3

729 108 264

44 140 11
23 133 13
42 IS 14

33 92 n
112 222 21

206 99 67
91 111 26
94 61 43
49 75 20
23 96 14

1,601 110 2,154

210 115 61
1,015 III 235

182 63 62
434 91 130

53 14 31

101 V 44

1,41 152 NI
10 SI 45

06 101 209
56 II 21

456 152 91

405 71 111
SS 112 121

319 111 V
140 1$ 51

SI/ ITS 141
41 65 12
14 ID 44

SO 73 25
993 122 IR

52 13 21

44
73

26
32

39

54
75
21
64
54

32
15
37
31

41

31

V
21
21

29
56

36
41
21
34
41

30
23
n
24
33

33
IS
24
36
32

A

NEVADA

2

14

1

12 266
32

13 2 2,215
11 1 173

ORMSBY

PERSHING

OREY

W

STX
ASO

WHITE PINE

13

14

15
16
17

1CWIWAPSI0R
38 6 29 11,989 1 10 I 2 1 10 COLIWIES

2 6 I 553 &MAP 1

1 6 2 293 CARROT,. 2
4 1 I 691 CHESHIRE 3

3 570 COOS 4
3 6 5 1,112 GRA/TOM

12 6 7 4,284 HILISEIOR01.01 6
6 1 3 1/20 MERRIMACK

1 6 3 1,470 ROCK1100A1

3 5 2 1,242 STRVFORO

2 414 Stil1Y1/1 10

NEW /MY
600 1 71 101,108 26 2 21 6 6 1 1 4 $ 21 COMM

10 5 3 2,830 1 Al1MTIC I

12 $ 5 1,203 3 a BERM 2
11 6 2 1,121 1 BIOKO 3
44 11 4 1,141 I um 4
3 5 2 664 CAPE MAT 5

1 1 3 2,435 2 CUIMIIIMO 6
107 11 IS 11,4/5 S a taX 7

I S 1 1,011 GI.OUIttMt I
11 6 S 3,901 Hiegm S

2 3 1 151 a HUMIDOR 10

XI 13 4 1,413 1 inept 1)
44 1 4 7,641 2 a a IOUS 12

ts 1 3 SAO 2 a MON61:4101 13

35 II 6 6,526 1 MORRIS 14

19 It 3 t931 1 OCEM IS

44 I. 6 1,714 2 s PASSAIC II
1 3 1 561 a SALEM 11

11 S 1 1,681 I SOMERSET II
3 4 3 112 1 kW II

52 10 5 11,221 2 s MN 20

4 6 1 1170 II I WW1 21

11I



Table 1. Need for Subsidized rem tsnnieg Services: Curtest Prog amm, Releurces and Related Indices for U.S., Each State aid County, FT 19611 continued

Peptides end Selected
Clisrectutstics (0030

Estimated Fitly limbs Hod
bed Service Web

Selected Health sed Deaevaplak Indices

Went Modality
1961.1165

Est
Feet
Res

Um With
Order as
el Mks

10 1l 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

I
s II

1

il
hi
A..2

III
il
il 1.1

a
ZI
1.

- & I

i
I
i

II
11

;1

If
LI
11

NEW MEXICO

3 CHAVES 52.7 91 1,285 301 984 )7 219 71 131 31 15 10

4 MUM 12.1 21 425 425 103 31.8 22 120 26 29 19

S CUM 355 66 1,019 50 J69 35 23.6 31 123 31 1? 9

6 DE BAU 2.6 .4 109 109 100 41.7 1 89 25 15

7 DONA AM 74.4 14.2 2193 314 1,873 86 21.9 40 114 34 20 9

$ HOY 491 97 1,136 116 1,020 90 291 73 91 30 22 10

9 GRAM 20.0 4.1 692 692 100 28.3 25 103 39 17 10

10 GUADALUPE 118 2.0 1.1 294 291 100 419 25 124 I? 33 9

11 HAUG 1.6 .3 59 59 100 61.9 9 111 14 36 7

12 HIDALGO S3 1.0 165 165 100 229 4 113 23 33 5

13 1f.A 50.0 10.2 111 177 100 29.5 70 95 32 12 12

14 111C0111 10 1.4 284 244 100 441 22 94 28 13 II
15 LOS ALUMS 116 3.0 46 46 100 218 16 82 25 12 9

16 URA 12.0 2.4 46S 465 1% 41.2 40 121 23 32 10

11 Watt( 41.8 251 9.9 2,122 527 1,595 /5 40.9 179 135 27 30 10

1 MOM 51 10 1.0 396 3% 100 361 15 93 9 4? 18

13 000 365 1.4 1.1 888 37 851 96 27.1 49 124 30 IS 10

20 COAT 12.6 23 441 37 404 92 343 32 94 33 19 4

21 630 AMU 27.0 4.2 26 53 1,640 112 1,521 9 3 366 1 2 136 29 24 1 1

22 RO3SEVEl1 19.3 4.I 6 9 5 30 6 6 5 96 210 18 6 1 42 18 I I

SAM:OV AL 167 67 14 1,316 29 1,28? 98 3S 2 39 134 27 33 10

2234 SA7411411 445 11 167 18 1,233 321 912 74 31_2 104 149 24 29 10

25

2 6

SAN

S ANTA FE

IAIGUEI 211
50.4

100
.9

4.2

9.?

1,369

1,853

788

224

581

1,629

42

88

44.1
216

91

40

111

121

32
21

22

24

14

11

2? SIDRA 7.5 12 361 361 1CO 20.1 2 92 21 It 11

21 SOOCNIO 11.1 .1 21 571 571 100 541 50 126 30 35 10

29 TAOS III 14 11 4.0 1.681 121 1,560 13 34.4 40 103 27 2? II
30 MAKE 11 1.3 302 7 295 98 40.1 H 12 25 16 10

/1014 64 14 119 3 116 90 33 2 10 111 26 19 11

32 VP/0014 363 SS 11 1,04 1.034 HO 353 99 113 24 24 10

NEW TO111

62 CCUMES 11,9610 OM 351,361 99.228 252,136 12 24.0 11,690 V 34 13

1 P114/4Y 2 2866 561 3,841 1,321 4,521 11 24.1 112 SS 34 16 1

2 AllEGMff . 419 93 1,315 1,345 100 121 It 12 29 19 1

3 BACON 4 1,543.4 314.3 36,441 19,112 17,329 41 212 1,211 94 35 11 11

4 BROW I NI 0 44 3 3,134 633 0931 12 212 02 91 IS 13 1

S CATIPAILIGNS 132 114 1,133 1.133 100 21.9 35 91 32 IS S

4 CAYUGA S 751 14 5 1.654 21 1,635 99 213 2? 96 31 11 If
/ 014111411044 S 141 5 21 5 3 110 3.110 100 240 140 11 32 13 I
$ 001UNG S MS 215 2.246 165 2.041 93 212 41 81 32 11 9

1 Ot/441100 414 91 1,165 1.165 100 111 I 13 21 14 10

10 CIMICII 74 4 141 1149 1,841 100 124 52 114 29 20 1

11 4:00.44114A 516 103 1,154 1,154 100 249 14 7S 33 15 6

12 CCELA1) 455 14 3 1100 1,100 100 221 22 74 35 14 9

11 OEIARARE 461 11 1.281 1.219 100 217 44 15 29 11 1

14 471110(511 S 214.1 416 3,00 671 3.133 13 221 a 114 A 12 8

114



Ex Istkg aid Meet Sal Resources ler Prey Ptase leg Negras, ( Desigaites tcat s Orn or More Pregmes r lemma yid& twisty)

Mea-Federl RhysIdies I. Palled Care liespRes Met
Sch.

KO Mynas Other Wend
Pre174 4

Meal*
DIPts.

P1.

H 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 21 2$ 24 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37

it

i
Il 11 I-

i
II
I '1

I

i
1

I

1
1818

Ii

IIii

ii

il
z
11

II!

I i
ill
it

II
ii
!41'

1

I

1
I!

NEW MEXICO

$
6
8

21
2

32

68
66
59
11
4S

1
5
5

121

15

41

14

1

1

/6

31 62 11 22
17 SS 10 M

2 31 1 19

24 58 11 36
4 MI 3 38

20
4

14?

33
1

4
7

33
14 29 9 19

2 35 1 IS
15 41 / 19
4 32 , 4 32

11 41 6 22

3 16 2 10

26 54 11 23

19 t2 I It
68 135 9 11

9 120 5 61

4 II 4 36
6 12 ' 5 X

' I IS I IS
2 3? 2 1/

16 21 I 22

11.411 154 1,611 37

11

27

1,719 111 111 41

296 134 S? 26
II I? 32 11

72 116 11 2s
121 $1 S6 13

144 113 2$ 17

M 11 16
11 M 11 11

40 71 14 21

11 11 12 24

15 16 $S

314 146 /3

3 6 2 679
2 331

1 3 1 593

4 1 1 1,091

2 4 3 965
1 480
1 108

1 V

4 121

I 23
2 15 1 212

2 4 5 1,406 3

2 5 2 484 I
1 200

1 4 2 410
1 210

2 4 2 1.241 1

2 9 1 231

5 10 2 MI I
I 53

1 241
1 152 1

1 /2

3CHAVES

COL FAX 4
CURRY 5
DE BACA

CO

a
NA AM 7

ECOY 1
GRAKT 1
GUANSUPE 10

HARDING II
HIDALGO 12

LEA 1

LINCOLN 14

3

LOS MAIDS b
LUNA IS
MCKINLEY I1

MORA IS
OTERO It
QUAY 20
WI MINA 21

ROOSEVELT 22

SANDOVAL 23

NM 24

SSMIAN NIGUEL IS
SAMMIE 26
SIERRA 21

SCCON10 2$
1 AOS M
1011O CE 30
%MICR 31

VA C% 32

1,886 10 711 2/5,031 45 1 48 11

3o it4"
96 6 7 16,512 i
$3 11 4 4.514
5 1 3 LIM

7 9 2 1.471
S VI/

LIN
2 4

1
1

2
MS

1 1,101

4 1 ?IS
1 1 1,101

1 $
N 11 4

MIT YORK
71 62 MURES

AtiAlff
WOW
MOW
NOOK
cAnutfrom

3
4

S

YUGA

0CA44171AUOUA /
6

MUM I
CHUM)
CUM 10

1

COOSA 1 1

001111/00 12

taA11M/ 13

IVICHEIS 14
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Table 1. Reed lei Subsidized Family Nubia' Semites: Cuneut Programs, Resources and Related Indkes for U.S.. Each State and County, FY 196$ continued

Popitstioa sod Selected
Charectertstics (0001)

Estiotted Family Plana lag Noi
and Service Levels

Selected Health and Demographic bodices

Want Meth 64
1991.1365

Est.
Fort.
Reis

the lift
Order as

el Sinks

1 2 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 1$

1
1
1 1 1

,,..

iii
11

II

I
.

1

3

I
.2§

ii
gc;

I
i
I

fill
ti
it

li

iv

i!
NEW YORK

15 ERIE 3 1,0842 2118 20,194 4,016 16,178 63 22.8 551 93 31 15 9
16 EMU 34.9 61 1,012 1,012 100 169 95 30 19 6
17 FIWR IN 460 18 1,426 1,426 100 21.4 50 93 26 28 9
IS FULTON 51.1 10.6 1,201 1,201 100 25.9 38 88 26 20 8
19 GOLSEE . 59.1 123 1,108 1,108 100 20.4 id 95 32 14 9

20 GREENE 31 5 8.3 865 XS 100 20.1 7 81 3.3 16 1

21 FULTON t .9 131 131 100 22.6 2 11 19 14 8
22 HERKIMER 67.1 161 1,331 E4 1,273 95 241 56 86 21 19 $
23 JEFFERSON S 89.8 11.4 2,138 46 2,092 98 222 45 97 32 19 6

24 KINGS 4 2)020 541.4 63,913 21,956 42,011 66 244 3,016 27 35 12 11

25 LEWIS 24.9 4.1 615 615 100 22.0 12 101 23 27 1

26 LIVINGSTON 2 50.5 10.9 1,173 1,173 100 25.2 37 $4 35 15 9
27 MADISON 2 51.6 11.3 1,246 1,246 100 214 37 103 29 I/ I

MONICE 2 655 .6 133.0 10,195 3,097 7,088 70 210 214 95 35 13 8
2289 MONTGOMERY 51 i 11.1 1,211 1,281 100 21$ 19 74 29 17 1

30 NASSAU 4 1,4121 314.2 12,601 2413 9,988 19 197 218 63 .'.8 !4 1
31 Pell Ytet . 4 1,540.5 935.2 49,183 29762 19421 39 312 2,950 64 3 9 12

32 MAGARA 3 215 3 468 3,413 1,154 2,339 61 21.5 169 90 29 16 8
33 ONEO)A 1 MO 45511 5,111 78 5,109 91 24.6 201 11; 29 11 9
34 0101)AGA 2 451.1 94.1 1,615 2,167 9448 12 21.3 1/4 94 30 11 8

35 ONTARIO 766 140 1,414 1,414 100 20.7 22 81 32 15 8
36 ORANGE 5 2045 40.4 4,497 341 4,156 92 24.1 129 91 30 14 3
31 MENG 2 37./ 1.6 115 85 730 93 249 34 93 26 23 9

18 0511tC0 2 96.4 20.4 2.365 2.365 10) 219 64 95 2S 11 9

31 OISECO 55 5 121 1,744 1,144 10) 20.4 12 64 34 15 9

40 PUTNAM 44.4 1.3 NI NI 100 22.5 11 86 33 IS 1

41 CMOS 4 1.9612 4023 25,224 4865 18,159 13 200 313 84 11 1 9
IIENSMAE11 2 1524 305 3,239 3,239 100 21.6 56 19 28 16 1

41 100000 4 7220 517 4,110 331 3132 91 21.3 11 X 32 12 1

44 103001411 194/ 415 2,435 2,135 100 201 49 12 24 15 1

45 11.17, 1111 23.2 2,918 13 2,115 100 246 14 * 30 22 8
46 SAAATOCA k 2 143 211 2,504 2504 100 224 46 91 A 14 1
41 SCIO(CIADI 2 161.7 31.1 3,313 30S 3,006 91 114 23 82 33 13 7

41 OMAN 214 4.7 711 711 100 221 10 11 37 20 9
S OINUJI 14 / 3.3 345 345 100 27.2 15 15 33 16 6

SEXCA 318 65 588 so 100 212 I1 81 32 1S 11

51 Ilt1.111 1019 246 4242 2,242 100 244 94 92 31 11 1
SI StittUt 4 160 1 201 16,157 991 14159 94 206 265 89 25 16 1

Si SWI Alt % 17 1,324 1.324 100 31.5 60 15 34 IS I
54 MCA 44 2 1 2 1 1 9 911 101 121 100 24 16 1

SS 101111/411 741 113 1,472 26 1,446 91 17.0 19 43 1 1

56
11

L13711
UNA

134.3 21.1
III

114S
1.535 1

3.145
1,527

103

19
It 5
14.3

16
34

It
95

29
31

16

II
6
1

51 1k ASHOG%01 KS 10.7 1,317 UV 100 21.1 21 % 27 24 I
Si PAT* 2 Pt 2 143 1,591 1,591 100 211 AS 13 V II 11

PASO 4 4711 111.9 2(191 1 1 5 4 1,111 611 a 1 NO TS 33 11

11



WWII ad Pokiest Resources lr Family Pinola& Programs Co

Hospitals

Des 1pates ntie° el One w

Programs

Mors Programs if Resources witide Canty}

Neo-Federal Physicians la Pitiful Care Med.
Sch.

0E0 Other Federal
Mynas

Health
Depts.

.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

II
ti

IR
tA
0
sg

II
§

lg
sl

I

I
g

h
g
A

A
kl
Is

v

i

NIr
il

lk
11

q
il
st

I
il
is
sv

II
at,
II

ih.0

6

i
11

it
sl

1
18
3

st

11
a

fa

11
sl

351z'0FA]
le
si]

Ir
illin
1amylsihtl

Iir. I

A

1Ia

1,369 126 288

33 94 22

48 104 11

49 91 24

49 82 20

23 69 13 4

3 64

31 56 29

89 99 21
3,340 124 1,038

10 40 9
42 83 23
44 71 16

885 135 153

48 13 24

2.270 161 482
7,201 467 963

186 ?I 0
305 109 81
585 128 133

88 115 24

231 115 $0
19 % 9
58 60 31

VI 1% 13

49 110 14

2.S32 121 113
136 11 41
111 106 41
341 115 49

13 V 19
54 53 19

229 142 , 54

10 15 14

1 411 1

31 12 14

1.015 113 167
41 93 23

11 31 12

96 129 71

111 10 53

13 10 25

34 12 19

KI 61 11

1,70 20 131

NEW YORK

26 103 9 10 16,309 4 s ER( 15

63 4 444 ESSEX 16

39 2 4 3 823 FRANKLIN 11

44 5 9 I 138 f ULTON 18

33 4 / 2 1,3% GENESEE II

42 1 3 1 421 GREENE 20

64 HAMILTON 21

43 3 1,054 HERKIMER 22

31 10 11 4 1,952 JEFFERSON 23

38 262 10 22 41,166 13 Oa a KINGS 24

36 1 269 LEWIS 75

46 1 361 LIVINGSTON 26

21 3 5 2 9% MADISON 11

23 17 12 7 loss 4 a MOMIX 21
41 2 3 2 991 MONTGOMERY 29

34 166 12 1 12,104 4 NASSAU 33

63 434 28 21 41,930 19 sea NEW TM 31

2? 14 6 S 1963 NIAGARA 32

29 11 6 4 4)41 a 0tE00A 33

29 58 13 S t 1 1 1 1 a a a OVIDAGA 34

w31 5 1 3 1,613 ONTARIO 35

39 17 It 1 3,353 1 ORANGE 36

24 1 3 2 601 MEANS 37

32 4 4 2 1,449 OSWEGO 38

23 4 1 2 168 OTSEGO 39

32 4 9 2 736 PUTNAM 40

40 119 1 9 9 11,553 6 I a QUEENS 41

31 1 3 2.644 /IMAM 42

15 24 1 4 4,1% 1 11101100 43

25 11 9 2 3151 ROMAN) 44

34 3 3 S 1,465 1 ST. UNRENCE 45

21 3 3 2 109 SARATOGA 46

13 21 13 2 1,961 SCHENECTADY 47

60 1 341 SCIOLMI NI
42 1 125 SCHUYLER 49

41 1 3 2 330 SENECA SO

39 4 4 3 1,583 STEUBE/I SI

21 11 1 10 11,4111 5111OUI 52

45 I 2 2 499 StillYAN 53

77 1 2 1 362 MCA 54

37 1 11 1 1,304 a 1C0ILIN5 SS

% 9 ? 2 1% ULSTER Si
41 1 12 1 1,163 NARIIM Si
35 3 6 2 251 1KSIINGTON 5$

0 3 4 2 121 WAY NE 54

1$ 111 1) 14 11,621 1 NESTCHESTER SO

11



Table 1. Need fw Sebsidbed Fan Flonnias Undue: Conant ma, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stall and Count FY Ile continued

Popetatloo sod Selected
Ciaractertabcs (000s)

Estimated ramify Pinatas Need
mkt Service Leith

Selected Health and Demographic lodlcas
IOW Medal

1961.1965
Est.
Fed.
Rate

Live Birth
&dotes
, of Bias

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 21 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 11

1
I

1

1

ii
II
ii

isa

i
.1.1

II
i

4 2
k,..4

g;

1

4 I
1

I

1
1

li
ii

4
al

li
iiait

b

HEY/YORK

61 MONK 31.6 7.0 771 771 103 225 11 89 29 18 5

62 YATES 195 40 564 564 100 21.4 7 73 12 23 9

NORTH CAROU

100 COMITIES 4,973.5 11 3.6 1,0714 231,102 29,424 201678 81 30.6 6,823 86 37 13 117 9

1 AlAIIAME S 91.0 20.6 2660 191 2,469 93 214 54 86 36 9 93 8
2 ANX,1240ER 17.8 4.1 845 82 763 93 24.2 10 87 33 10 39 6

3 AllECHOXY 82 1.1 462 14 448 97 26.2 6 70 36 10 33 II
4 ANSON :4.4 10 1,493 149 1,344 90 39.7 5; 91 33 26 217 8

S ASIC 214 4.3 1.323 48 1,275 96 211 15 42 38 16 63 1

6 AWN 119 2.9 919 6 913 99 231 1 II 35 6 17 10

1 BEAUFORT 362 .1 1.3 2,356 223 2,113 91 34.6 62 91 38 IS 149 10

1 WTI 24.4 SD 1,618 139 1,479 91 316 47 11 29 30 169 11

9 100131 265 2 14 1,657 53 1,604 91 364 56 SS 32 16 157 10

10 BRUMICK 1 209 .1 1.3 1,214 16? 1,107 81 313 42 99 34 I? 197 12

11 BUKOME 1 144.4 .2 30.9 1799 664 1135 49 280 138 80 39 9 94 10

12 BUNT 614 14.1 2,144 86 2,658 9? 219 21 71 39 9 68 $
13 CABARSUS 5 /I? 151 2,414 152 2,262 94 213 19 82 39 10 104 9
14 CALINAL11 51.2 131 2,514 45 2,529 91 30.5 Id 96 36 12 61 11

15 CAM 14 1.0 287 21 260 91 322 1 V 34 16 159 14

IS GAM 363 1.0 1,614 313 1,211 77 301 11 71 36 12 117 6
11 Caeca 196 4 2 1,119 121 991 19 414' 50 70 36 20 128 14

IS CATADIA % 5 20.0 2.963 I SI 2,812 95 29.5 102 $4 41 12 16 9
It CHATHAM 279 SI 1,213 49 1,244 % 301 34 /3 33 13 139 12

20 DOOKtt 162 .1 33 1,151 71 1,072 93 It/ 21 76 41 13 II 11

21 CHOW 116 .1 24 699 131 560 10 47.3 31 74 43 10 184 1

22 MAY 12 10 171 21 350 93 111 70 21 6 3

23 C1EALAN) 619 .2 150 3,101 154 2W 95 17.9 71 9? 31 12 123 II
24 0:4.11a8 195 .1 10 6 3,091 237 2154 92 4.11 113 19 34 17 111 1
25 M A I M 613 126 3,009 446 2, 5 8 3 $ S 20 6 116 I% 339 16 44 10

26 ElieflikM) 1 1941 .1 400 1,201 1,160 7,547 87 223 242 106 31 12 1I 9

27 C* CHICK 7.1 1.4 320 % 2$1 19 51.1 20 92 II 15 145 II
n DARE 61 1.3 439 11 421 97 212 3 92 34 15 13 15

29 Men 14.3 21.6 3.454 3,454 100 27.1 19 12 34 12 13 10

11 DAVI li/ 19 611 676 103 24 5 N 71 IS 6 n 6

31 O(JR% 311 .1 1.1 2,503 540 193 71 13 1 56 11 33 20 145 II
32

tatIMOUE
1 123 6 .1 242 4.02 1,311 3,517 12 289 119 73 39 12 123 II

33 5 114 110 3024 606 2411 10 425 164 96 34 23 111 1

34 FORSTM 2 2114 2 47.4 6,512 1,131 4,974 26 284 233 71 V 11 121 9

31 118310.11 211 17 1,614 123 1,561 93 413 70 16 41 73 136 10

36 4A31 41 1 1371 297 SI% 423 4,972 92 219 149 100 36 11 71 1

37 SAM 44 1.9 610 IN 451 14 33 3 I4 74 32 12 11$ 14

31 OtAKAM 1.0 .2 .3 15 467 461 150 241 4 11 40 11 29 9
11 4101111111 361 11 2,06) 71 1,990 91 II? 0 72 29 25 121 12

40 CREW 16 1 34 IA 195 175 II 41.4 45 IS 30 19 I% 1

0A101% 2 2713 2 61.7 1,312 624 7.688 92 291 341 13 36 II 109 1
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Tobin 1. Reed let Se Wilted Maly laenieg Simko: Cruet Programs, Resources led Related Indku for U.S., Each State and Ciente, FT 1361 continued

Pepelstien and Selected
Clearectacistice (OM)

'Isthnattd Family Planning Nod
a id Service Levels

Selected Heel% and Desograpkk
We Mak
Orders

. of 'kW

Indices
Infant NecteSty

1161.1965
Est.
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NORTH CAROL!

42 HALIFAX 14.9 .1 127 3,595 484 3,111 Si 39.9 160 96 35 23 239 10
43 1W2t11 493 10.6 2,861 234 2,627 92 33.1 88 85 35 19 161 11

44 HAYWOOD 42.4 .3 9.3 1,693 28 1,665 98 21.2 14 84 38 5 48 10
45 HEMXILSOR 41.2 .3 81 1,845 1,645 100 252 28 19 34 10 43 9
46 KRIM 23.6 4.9 1,437 131 1,306 91 35.7 49 64 32 27 226 10

41 Kg 11.8 3.8 1,062 96 966 91 462 53 91 38 14 271 13

41 HYDE 55 .1 1.0 312 31 335 90 465 15 51 29 3 294 12

49 IREDEll 10.4 154 2)37 113 2,624 96 303 93 83 36 11 128 9
50 JACKSON 19.2 1.5 1.5 4.3 1,235 4 1,231 100 20.6 5 41 40 12 75 4
51 131141014 60.9 .1 13.2 4,019 212 3,807 95 31.0 114 11 31 13 129 12

52 4HES 10.2 2.1 633 245 388 61 41.8 31 84 30 28 149 10

53 LEE 294 63 1,295 252 1.043 81 31.9 48 94 39 8 131 8
Si IENOIR 51.4 12.9 3,382 359 3,023 89 30.9 23 U 31 1$ 151 I
55 11400U4 312 69 1.412 51 1,314 93 34.0 48 83 38 12 13 9
56 MCDOWELL 30.0 61 1,544 32 1,512 98 269 26 81 38 9 33 2

57 I M C O R 14.5 3.0 9 2 3 5 918 99 267 I I 71 46 II 51 10

58 MADISON 17.0 .1 1.1 1,164 84 1,080 93 24.8 10 69 46 8 55 10

59 MARIN 256 51 1,646 286 1,364 13 34.9 51 94 26 24 264 10

60 HEMMEN 1 321.5 13.3 10,956 8.,551 2,300 21 30.2 426 $4 37 9 131 9
61 1810(11 110 2.8 801 14 711 91 241 10 80 32 12 53 8

62 witrooktri 20.0 4.2 1,091 16$ 923 85 34.2 33 12 43 18 145 11

63 MOORE 392 81 1,151 131 MS 13 37.5 86 19 33 16 126 9
64 RASH 5 619 131 3,500 528 2.972 85 35 1 120 11 35 20 196 1

66 70111,MONER 4 74.5 .1 141 1,82-i 263 3,564 93 271 7$ 11 38 11 149 10

66 NORTHAMPTON 249 3 4.8 1,544 243 1,29? 84 44.3 80 Si 32 21 237 I2

U ceacm MI 3t/ 4,204 115 4.029 96 212 168 121 42 11 48 1
68 CRAM 1 521 11.9 2.208 I% 1.713 11 252 38 76 41 II 16 9
69 PAMLICO 9.1 11 545 13 472 81 411 22 65 40 3 IV 10
20 PASOIPIMM 271 11 1,531 121 1.404 92 321 44 79 40 17 23 1

11 NM 17.3 .1 15 1,122 76 1,04 13 31.9 39 90 26 16 214 11

12 MOMS 86 1.6 515 99 436 SI 219 5 13 29 35 162 1

73 PERSON 282 .1 60 1,411 311 1,129 11 362 5/ 11 36 19 IN 11

74 PM 759 11.4 5084 381 4,703 13 *9 141 76 31 11 181 10

15 PCUt 11.6 23 580 WO 100 23.1 $ IS 43 10 193 1
76 IWC01211 2 *I 151 2,531 2,531 I% 220 21 83 41 I 63 1

12 12001070 39 6 64 LOSS 21 2.121 99 31.0 V 18 SI 11 147 1
72 ROOM 117 .2 115 5741 116 5331 93 40 2 272 101 It 23 173 10

11 20041011421 n I .1 149 2L.3 730 2.123 91 730 39 11 34 14 103 10
23 10114/1 S 19 2 111 3.144 272 2,174 91 215 21 13 39 10 13 1

II *MOM 479 .3 14 2 1,365 156 2,209 93 *6 58 12 10 12 109 11

12 SAMSON SO I .3 NS ON 80 3190 91 353 $6 71 31 21 121 $
13 SCOYLMO 261 18 1,691 256 1.442 15 114 41 101 31 14 222 10

14 S t N l Y 116 9$ IA S 2 1,04 97 26 5 15 71 13 9 % 11

25 SOB 217 51 1,117 3 1194 100 211 12 SS 39 12 36 1
86 SIM 521 II 6 2,455 207 2,141 12 *6 68 $7 31 9 41 5

17 SRAM 11 11 Li 11 582 582 100 711 IS 112 31 11 155 12
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Talk I. Need for SatukRzed holly Plasolog Sync's: Curtest Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Mete and County, FT 1968 continued

Population sod Selected
Chewier Mks MOO

Estimated Family Nosing Need
sad Service levels

Selected Health sod Dersograpkic toffees
Infest Mortality

1961.1965
IA
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NORTH CAROM

88 TRAI4SYIVAMA 19.2 .2 4.2 930 54 876 94 23.5 11 83 32 9 74 9

89 TYPSELI 4.0 .1 279 199 80 29 41.5 11 60 55 182 14

90 11100,4 1 418 10.6 2,188 148 2,040 93 31.0 105 96 32 11 92 10

91 VANCE 34.2 7.2 1,924 179 1,745 91 318 57 93 33 19 159 10

92 WAKE 1 201.6 .2 462 8,101 425 7,682 95 21.3 195 11 39 11 109 9

93 WARREN 17.5 14 1,132 291 835 74 388 12 87 31 26 151 14

94 WASHINGTON 14.1 .1 28 714 118 5% 83 41.6 38 105 31 19 218 7

95 WATAUGA 20.6 51 1,565 57 1,508 96 20.1 S 59 35 13 1 10

% WAYNE 89.5 .1 118 5,133 912 4,321 83 27.4 106 V 36 13 124 9
97 WILKES 50.9 11.2 3,060 62 2,998 98 2S9 55 79 31 14 60 9

98 WILSON 605 .1 13.3 3,546 68 3,478 i t 352 1 1 / 88 35 20 188 1

99 'MAIN 2 24.1 .1 52 1,060 17 1,043 98 27.3 22 78 39 9 34 8
100 YANCEY 14.6 3.3 1,019 52 967 95 119 I 66 38 10 28 9

NORTH DAAOTA

53 COWES 6430 112 1205 17.589 314 11,275 98 23.0 409 101 32 20 48

1 ADAMS 3.9 .1 109 109 103 114 110 31 21 SI S
2 BARKS 165 3.0 431 431 100 14.2 SO 32 I/ 11 14

3 MN 15 1.3 1.4 302 302 100 33.6 17 106 22 35 205 6
4 BIU.8IGS 1.5 .3 66 66 100 31.3 2 69 22 22 111 33
S DOttltAJJ 9.1 1.1 223 223 100 24.3 6 92 34 23 13 10

i Bel 4W4 4.1 .1 86 86 100 21.9 2 120 26 21 47 5
1 BUM 5 3 .9 179 119 ICO 3: 3 8 86 41 IS 11 11

1 BIREIGH 361 1.6 801 801 100 198 9 101 34 12 42 6
9 CASS 1 682 13.4 1,186 140 1,016 8$ 21.9 31 04 39 13 33 1

10 CAVkIR 16 1.4 241 249 100 171 109 23 23 65 1

11 MCAT 1.2 1.2 244 244 100 4 5 2 93 29 25 36 9
12 DIVIDE 4.1 .1 141 141 100 24.5 3 98 21 21 26 S

13 0Ifl 54 .4 .1 208 208 100 20.7 2 121 16 31 54 4
14 EDDY 41 .8 151 151 100 Ill 108 28 21 70

S
Is DOXIG 7.3 13 219 279 100 111 1 107 22 44 ZS

16 FOS1E11 51 1.0 151 159 100 201 2 102 31 30 31 9
I/ DUO MIL tS .4 $1 a 14:0 165 11 20 tS IS
11 OM) F01013 S 61.1 14.0 1.241 1,248 100 21.1 32 104 39 It 49 1
11 OW Si .1 191 197 100 246 4 V 16 37 3
a MOS 4.3 .1 110 110 100 14 S 11 32 II 10

21 HETTaGER 5 5 10 150 150 100 11.9 143 26 32 4

22 KIDDER 5.1 1A 231 239 ICO 331 7 97 28 21 64 4

23 LA 103.11 1.5 13 258 258 103 131 $7 11 31 17 I
24 lOGAN 43 .1 216 216 103 124 11 9 41 6

a 101E/fri 141 1.7 336 336 100 23 3 6 % 21 40 24 4

2$ MC111091
ti mo vet

6 2
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1 1
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a
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11 93
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2
21 19XEMI It! .5 ./ 24 414 474 103 a 3 I / 15 54 24 99 S

to HERM 66 .1 12 237 .331 101 113 2 15 33 13 II 4
30 10t1411 20.4 31 660 660 100 215 31 125 26 23 31 6
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stele and County, FT 196$ continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health end Demographic Indices
infant Mortality

1961.1965
at

Fut.
Li t ii

14

Live Birth
Order as

le of Births
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NORTH DAKOTA

31 MOUNTRAIL 8.9 .7 1.6 318 318 100 28.3 10 100 33 18 85 10
32 NELSON 7.8 1.3 224 224 100 23.7 4 87 38 16 52 12
33 OLIVER 2.1 .3 106 106 100 20.8 1 121 10 29 10
34 PEMBINA 12.1 2.2 360 360 100 25.3 9 75 33 17 49 5
35 PIERCE 7.1 1.3 216 216 100 15.3 113 34 23 28 4

36 RAMSEY 12.1 .2 2.0 258 258 100 15.2 123 28 28 72 8
37 RANSON 7.8 1.3 218 278 100 19.4 1 18 2! 13 38 8
38 RENVILLE 4.4 .8 126 126 100 26.3 4 97 23 21 26 13

39 RICHLAND 17.7 .3 3.0 588 588 100 11.6 94 33 23 14 6
40 RC'IETTE 12.9 5.1 2.4 573 130 443 77 29.6 24 139 19 33 164 7

41 SARGENT 6.5 1.1 235 235 100 30.1 8 36 37 22 19 7
42 SHERIDAN 3.4 .6 181 181 100 31.1 5 89 19 19 4
43 SIOUX 4.0 .5 2.0 .7 206 44 162 79 51.9 23 179 11 41 212 6
44 SLOPE 1.4 .2 29 29 100 8.5 173 38 38 6
45 STARK 29.2 3.9 611 611 100 26.3 23 120 28 22 34 II

46 STEELE 4.4 .7 104 104 100 23.7 2 76 50 11 36
47 STUTSIAAN 24.5 4.5 667 667 100 23.4 14 85 33 19 67 8
48 TOWNER 4.9 .9 113 113 100 25.5 4 78 26 32 29 9
49 TRAILL 10.5 1.9 267 267 100 18.0 65 31 23 32 5
50 WALSH 20.0 3.7 546 546 100 23.4 n 80 23 26 40 7

51 WARD 60.9 12.4 1,352 1,352 100 23.6 50 117 37 13 41 6
52 WELLS 8.5 1.5 300 300 100 17.7 89 31 16 15 4
53 WILLIAMS , 19.2 3.4 406 406 100 23.6 14 98 32 21 30 8

OHIO

83 COUNTIES 10,364.3 2,102.6 216,679 37,517 179,102 83 22.7 5,265 90 33 15 74 8

1 ADAMS 20.7 4.0 1,99) 1,093 100 24.2 13 79 32 21 89 6
2 ALLEN 1 111.9 22.2 2,531 Z 530 100 27.4 115 96 30 18 84 7

3 ASHLAND 39.3 7.8 160 760 100 21.4 14 91 35 12 76 7

4 ASH', ABULA 5 94.7 18.5 2016 2,016 100 24.0 59 92 29 17 49 8
5 ATHENS 57.8 13.0 2,748 2,748 100 23.8 71 57 39 14 51 9

6 AVGLAIZE 36.6 7.0 775 775 100 25.6 31 99 29 20 35 4
7 BELMONT 1 82.8 15.9 2 525 90 2435 96 22.3 33 80 33 13 39 7

8 BROWN 24.5 4.6 927 927 100 25.4 20 64 28 23 41 3
9 BUTLER 1 209.4 45.3 4,064 406 3,658 90 22.2 97 87 34 15 64 8

10 CARROLL 21.6 4.4 585 585 100 26.7 18 88 32 17 51 5

11 CHAMPAIGN 31.6 6.4 864 864 100 21.4 11 82 33 11 16 11

12 CLARK , I 149.4 31.4 3,374 602 2772 82 23.5 82 90 37 11 80 7

13 CLERMONT 3 90.2 19.2 1,710 172 1,538 90 21.0 31 87 30 21 51 9
14 CLINTON 31.2 6.1 981 20 961 98 20.0 8 95 34 13 58 9
15 COLUMBIANA . 106.6 21.2, 2,543 2,543 100 21.3 37 86 33 14 40 7

16 COSHOCTON 34.6 7.1 999 999 100 17.2 84 33 10 41 6
17 CRAWFORD 52.0 10.7 1,084 1,084 100 25.6 42 92 33 12 33 7

18 111AHOGA 3 1,732.1 343.6 29,564 12191 17,373 59 24.7 1,187 91 34 14 94 9
19 DARY.2 501 10.3 1,383 1,383 100 19.8 10 87 30 11 36 6
20 DfilAfs,CE 33.9 6.7 682 682 100 26.1 31 112 35 18 27 , 7
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs
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Programs

33 34

Health
Copts.

35

P.P.

36 37 38

I

111

g

..., 0i

I
ir1

11

'14

S'71

2:.

1
E

li

S.1

1

11

SI

ij

=

t]

S1

fit

1V
Ji

1

1

11
Si

a
.2.
.
IA
Si]

=
Si

...1AtVl:"
ASIgl

g 3
.N

..1

4 45
1 13

5 41

6 85

12 99
5 64
2 45

13 73
8 62

1 15

16 79

2 45
28 114
2 41
7 67

10 50

53 87
5 59

15 r 78

9,829 . 95

11 53
126 23 110

66
57 ' 60
36 62

14 38
61 74
14 51

187 89
4 19

16 51

111 14
20 ; 22
20 64
64 60

3 34 1 11 1

1 13

5 41 2
6 85 1

7 58 1

4 51 1

8 45 1 6 1

7 54 2

1 15

1

7 35

1 23
6 24 2 8 1

1 29 1

7 67 1

10 50 3

13 21 3 5 3
4 47 1

11 51 1 5 2

3,212 31 683 7 154

10 48 1

47 42 3
19 48 2
31 33 3
20 35 3

13 36
35 42 2 2 3
10 41 2 8 1

66 32 ' 17 8 3
4 19

13 41 1

41 27 8 5 2
: 16 18
'' 13 42 2 6 ' 1

43 40 3 3 3

74

201

198

355
58

55
269

121

463
74

132

305

1,170

128
. 384

164,302

348
3,452

. 701

1,459

3,635

1,066
492

3,135

393

' 2, S3 S

895
. 1,911

' 17 ':, 49 ' 14 40 1 ' ' : 581
37 " 11 ''.. 24 46 1 2 3 964

2,344 135 *-: 466 27 ' 199 11 19 25,069
22 43 17 34 n 1 736
23 68 9 27 2 6 2 797

NORTH DAKOTA

MOUNTRAIL

NELSON

("LIVER

PEMRINA
PIERCE

31

32
33

35

RAMSEY 36
RANSOM 31
RENVILIE 38

RICHLAND 39
1 ROLETTE 40

SARGENT = 41
SHERIDAN 42

1 SIOUX 43
SLOPE 44
STARK 45

STEELE 46
STUTSFIWI 41
TOWNER 48
TRAILL A9

WALSH 50

WARD 51
WELLS 52
WILLIAMS 53

OHIO
24 3 86 10 2 7 2 2 16 15 88 COUNTIES

ADAMS 'I 1

ALLEN 2
AS} LAM 3
ASHTABtILA 4
ATHENS 5

AVGLAIZE 6
BELMONT 1
BROWN 8

a a BUTLER 9
CARROLL /0'
CHAMPAIGN 11
CLARK 12

CLERMONT
1

13
CLINTOE 14

COLUMBIANA , 15

CC91OCTON 16
CRAWFORD 17

7 CUYAHOGA 18
DARKE 19
DEFIANCE 20
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TAW 1. Reed for Subsidized Emirs Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Rs lited Indices for 112., Each Stfe and Coon ', FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristic (000s)

Estimated Family Planning
and Service

9

Need
Levels

10 11

Selected Health and Demegrsplik indices
Infant

1961.1965

12

Motility

13

Est
Vert.
Rite

14

live
Ordertat
15

MIA
as

Births

16 17 181 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

=

fh
sae

....

g

id-=

Iii
88.`z

.z.illX;:u.

h
ilX;

il
LZz

.1

I

si

Vt..
1.-5'

4

g

I
z

1
1

14$
$11
ii
1

liv
gt

ki^
if
if
leI
2 is

OHIO

21 DELAWARE 2 38.9 8.6 916 916 100 21.4 13 67 37 10 34 8
22 ERIE . 5 75.7 15.2 1,335 1,335 100 26.1 66 90 31 11 71 9
23 FAIRFIELD 69.1 13.8 1,597 1,597 100 18.6 6 83 34 13 46 4
24 FAYETIE 25.2 5.0 830 830 100 18.5 2 19 33 11 74 4
25 FRANKLIN 2 7789 163.8 16,366 8,141 8225 50 21.4 311 93 37 12 101 8

26 (UUON 30.3 5 9 639 639 100 14.5 101 29 18 17 1

27 G ALLIA 25.4 5.2 1,031 1,031 100 30.7 29 68 39 11 103 9
28 GEALIG A 3 581 12.4 893 893 100 24.1 36 90 29 21 29 6

29 GREF.NE 2 112.6 25.9 2,167 51 2,11b 98 20.7 30 16 36 12 48 7

30 GUERNSEY 37.4 6.7 1,16i 1,161 100 163 2 83 33 14 68 9

31 HAMILTON 913.7 180.0 19,289 5,928 13, 361 69 21.2 345 97 32 17 113 9
32 HANCOCK 61.9 12.6 1,352 1,352 100 20.0 13 85 35 13 37 7
33 HARDIN 28.6 5.5 901 931 100 23.9 18 94 38 10 39 7
34 HARRISON 16.6 3.2 524 524 100 185 1 89 35 14 42 3
35 HENRY 25.8 4.8 534 534 100 15.7 92 29 14 27 6

36 HIGHLAND 32.1 6.3 1,362 1,362 100 24.0 18 90 38 16 35 6
37 HOCKING , 22.3 4.6 814 814 100 19.3 3 83 32 17 83 5
38 dOLMES ,,, 22.2 4.2 758 158 100 188 3 135 21 27 10 6
39 HURON 50.5 10.0 1,049 1,049 100 23.9 33 98 29 17 37 6

'40 JACKSON 28.2 5.6 1,128 1,128 100 20.8 8 73 27 17 34 . 5

41 JEFFERSON I 98.9 19.9 2,285 2,285 100 25.2 69 79 31 14 62 9
42 KNOX 40.9 8.0 944 944 1'0 25.3 28 82 34 13 34 1

43 LAKE 3 179.0 38.8 2,038 2,038 IGO 21.4 67 93 27 15 34 6
44 LAWRENCE 1 56.6 11.9 1,995 85 1,910 96 326 92 92 30 19 69 8
45 LICKING 5 1035 21.5 2,221 230 1,991 90 21.0 33 84 32 16 59 8

46 LOGAN 33.8 6.6 917 917 100 21.8 14 90 33 16 57 6
47 LORAIN 1 242.2 50.0 4,215 , 4,215 100 229 136 102 29 18 45 8
48 LUCAS 2 474.5 92.2 9,344 3,426 5,018 63 229 248 95 33 17 86 8
49 MADISON , 27.6 5.2 637 537 100 221 13 91 32 15 42 1

50 MAHONING 2 298.3 59.4 5,247 1,431 .4,416 16 22.7 133 80 33 14 79 8

51 MARION 63.3 12.4 1,283 1,283 100 24.7 46 91 33 13 46 5
52 MEDINA 0 : . 3 72.9 15.1 1,206 1,206 100 21.5 28 81 30 18 45 6
53 WIGS -,, ; , 21.4 4.2 1040 1,040 10L 21.4 7 67 27 20 57
54 MERCER '.- 33.5 6.1 746 746 100 23.8 24 114 27 23 17 , -, 7

55 MIAMI 2 814 17.0 1,703 1,703 103 24.4 51 90 33 13 38 8

56 MONROE 16.8 3.3 703 703 100 16.0 98 28 16 38 8
5/ MONTGOMERY 2 576.4 121.4 18888 1,918 8,970 81 23.8 367 94 37 13 92 8
58 MORGAN . : 1 13.8 2.7 512 55 457 89 15.9 15 24 18 78 ; 8
59 MORROW 21.1 4.4 508 508 100 26.2 17 15 35 16 49 5
60 MUSKINGUM 5 80,7 16.2 . 2,158 2,158 100 20.6 24 94 36 15 94 , , 8

, I
61 MULE 10.4 1.9 405 405 100 23.2 5 83 24 20 25 4

62 OTTAWA L' 34.3 6.7 597 597 100 19.3 5 94 30 15 3.: 5
63 PAULD1NL 18.9 3.8 475 475 100 24.4 13 100 33 14 21 6
64 PERRY 28.4 84 914 914 100 19.7 5 97 311 22 13 , 5
65 PICKAWAY . . 2 39.0 8.6 1,261 72 1,189 94 221 17 80 36 10 41 :

66 PIKE 18.9 3.9 871 33 838 96 29.1 23 92 34 18 56
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Er Isti5g and Po WWI Humus for Roily Planning Programs C. DnIgnstss

Hospitals

Location

Ma
Scll.

of One or hlorrsrams

0E0 Programs

or Remoras within

Other Moral
Programs

County)

Heat*
%ph.

P.P.Hon. Federal Musicians Is Patient Can

29 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 2i 30 n 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

IIi

i

iRA ig _

pp

mg 11 ..,, ii ii

!

ii

1

il

1

6
11

11

i
ii

iii

iii

1 i

11114

li

1

1
S

12

23

64
47
14

890

15

36
28
59

22

. 1,180
46
24
)1

. 13

18
7 ,

10

35,
14

64
34

115
20
58

18

113
607

13

341

63
52
10

17

60

4
581

= , 4
1

51 70

4

; 20

8
22

10

59 14 36 1 3 1 454
85 25 33 4 5 2 1,038
68 25 36 3 4 1 ' 1,15
55 11 44 -

115 228 29 60 8 5 14,317

50 , 14 46 1 441
142 , 6 24 r 3 12 1 890
48 9 ", 2 3 1 410
52 23 20 4 4 1 979
59 12 32 1 3 1 590

129 314 34 . ' 84 9 6 18,371
74 11 21 2 I 3 1 = 1,104
84 i 15 52 : 446
66 kL 9 54

50, A 12 47 1 257

56 16 50 2 377
31 ,,, 6 27 1 188
45 ? 10 45 ' ' 1 ' 531
69 1 29 51 ; 3 1,028
50 '1I 39 1 4 1 215

65 :0 30 , 5 5 2 , 1,577
83 .; 18 44 1 2 1 641
64 39 22 11 6 1 2,236
35 10 18 2 4 1 523
56
,t

28 21 5 5 1 1,463

53 , 13 38 t 1 440
71 68

.

28 i i2 5 4 3,857
128. 196 41 44 9 8 c 10,111
47 i 9 33 ., 1 4 1 355

114 19 26 1, 22 ' 1 2,086

100 16 25 ,- 6 9 1 , , 1,191
11 29 40 4 5 3 s 1,172
47
51

: 7
15

33 .,
15 E

1

3

, ' - 107
.: 693

74 33 41 ,y 3 4 3 : 1,475

24 3 18

101 201 35 , 33 6 4 10,621
29 c 4 21
33 6 2S I 242
87. 22 27 4 5 2 1 2,262

39 3 29
58 44 1

37 6 32
"iri

189
28 , 6 21 r.

56 I4 36 4?.5

53 6 32 125

,

1

OHIO

DELAWARE 21

ERIE 22
FAIRFIELD 23
FAYETTE 24
FRANKLIN 25

FULTON c 26
GAII.IA 27
GEAUGA 28
GREENE 29

GUERNSEY 30

HAMILTON 31
HANCOCK '° 32
HARDIN 33
HARRISON ° 34
HENRY 'Y 35

HIGHLAND '') 36
HOCKING 37
HOLMES 38
HURON 39
JACKSON 40

JEFFERSON 1! 41

KNOX 42
LAKE 43
LAWRENCE 44
LICKING 45

LOGAN ,(1(. 46
LORAIN " 47

49

MARION

mEDirti
51

52
MEIGS

C MERCER ; '
53

54
MIAMI ' 55

MONROE 56
MONTGOMERY 51
MORGAN , r 58
MORROW 59
MUSKINGUM 60

NOBLE ; 61

OTTAWA :C.".1 62
PAULDING ').. 63
PERRY - 64
P1CKAWAY , 65

PIKE *ht 66
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Table 1. Heed for Subsidized Family Manning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Tech State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Seeded
Cluirecteristica (CM)

Estimated family ?leaning
and Service

9

Reed
Levels

N 11

Saluted Health sad Demegreptic Indices
Infant

1961.1965

12

Modality

13

Est.
red,
Rats

I4

g

Live
Order

15

I
g

Birth
as

16

I

1
M

17

ig
iii
IF

1
at

18

ti

mi
few'

ItI

7

1i
1

i
i

1,

i
.a

if131.6

1

-ti
41Z3

I
I
11

1

1g
il.

d I

.9 §

11
VIA

g;

, 67
68
69
70
71

72

73
74

75
c 76

, 71

78
79

. 80
, 81

82
83
84
85
86

87
88

.

1

2

. 3

4

5

t 6J./
8
9

10

11

12

13
14

15

I6
17

18
19
20

1

OHIO

PORTAGE 2 110.6 24.8 2,053 191 1,862 91 23.9 66 81 32
PREBLE 2 34.4 7.1 84 848 100 20.1 8 89 29
PUTNAM 1 31.2 5.7 790 790 100 23.1 22 129 24
RICHLAND , 1 127.8 26.2 2233 1,011 1,222 55 19.2 18 91 32
ROSS . 63.1 12.2 1)99 1,799 100 21.2 22 100 34

SAICUSXY 58.0 11.3 1,118 41 , 1,077 96 211 23 104 31

SCIOTO 5 83.1 169 3,155 23 3,132 99 23.2 45 82 33
SENECA 59.4 11.6 1,185 1,185 100 23.8 40 97 31
SHELBY 363 7.1 7 786 1® 19.8 8 109 29
STARK . ;.-.. 1 355.6 72.0 6,683 141 6,536 98 23.9 214 88 34

SUMMIT , 2 540.0 107.9 8,894 1,067 7,827 88 22.4 ' 255 90 36
TRUMBULL 2 223.6 460 3854 200 3,654 95 20.9 69 88 34
TUSCARAWAS 78.1 15.4 1,841 1,841 100 26.5 66 87 35
UNION ' , ,' 23.1 4.7 646 646 100 17.6 78 38
YAN WERT . 1 29.4 5.7 . 686 686 100 23.2 15 77 34

VINTON 9.8 1.9 412 . 472 100 223 4 104 34
WARREN 80.6 18.1 1,621 1,621 100 20.6 24 85 33
WASHINGTON 56.2 11.6 1,870 46 1,824 98 24.4 36 84 35
WAYNE 83.0 17.3 1,819 . 1,819 100 19.2. 12 89 32
WILLIAMS 31.3 5.9 ' 674 674 100 26.1 28 106 33

WOOD 2 79.3 11.3 1,553 .,553 100 18.9 , 9 73 35
WYANDOT i 21.7 4.3 534 534 100 24.1 14 99 26

OKLAHOMA

17 COUNTIES r 2,4765 7.0 65.2 496.2 91,952 10,323 81,629 89 23.6 1,436 B3 38

A.DAIR .. , 14.8 .2 3.1 29 1,097 40 1,057 96 32.2 23 94 32
ALFALFA '''c 88 I.5 254 254 100 19.1 1 48 42
ATOKA I. ' 10.4 .5 20 659 168 491 75 28.6 9 66 28
BEAVER ' 6.8 1.3 ' 184 184 100 33.2 8 52 40
BECKHAM 163 .3 28 608 608 100 25.6 13 93 46

BLAINE ' 12: .2 1.0 22 501 501 100 28.9 12 76 32
BRYAN ',. ; 25.2 .6 4.9 1,506 147 1,359 90 27.6 20 69 50
CADDO 30.2 .2 11 5.6 1,403 68 1,335 95 261 25 84 35
CANADIAN !!.. 2 30.3 .7 5.1 ' 926 926 100 24.8 18 80 35
CARTER r ,,-1.".14 37.8 .8 7.2 1,585 231 1,354 85 23.5 20 70 38

CHEROKEE 226 .1 3.2 4.9 1,551 494 1,057 68 21.6 8 61 36
CHOCTAW '. 163 .8 3.0 ' 1,100 250 850 77 31.8 19 72 31
CIMARRON 4.4 .9 103 103 100 14.2 55 38
CLEVELAh0 , 2 72.6 .5 11.1 2,635 61 2,574 98 16.5 75 39
COAL ',', ' .4; 5.9 .3 1.1 349 36 313 :I') 26.3 3 72 28

COMANCHE 1 105.2 .2 25 119 3,269 309 2,960 91 21.8 58 108 42
COTTON 7 Re .2 .4 1.2 306 48 258 84 185 69 48
CRAIG ,.*A' 15.3 .6 2.1 601 41 Fe 93 229 6 66 39
CREEK 1 43.2 L.2 8.8 1,879 55 1,824 97 23.3 20 80 39
CUSTER 221 .2 .8 4.3 730 42 688 94 28.9 26 82 46

DELAWARE k, 16.5 21 3.2 ' 1,050 1,050 100 25.4 9 70 32

12 50 7
12 32 9
30 14 7
13 71 9
13 81 B

19 52 7 i
20 81 3
21 23 7

22 31 6
11 60 a

13 85 ' 8
15 53 8
14 52 7

12 48 8
15 46 6

20 50 ' 8 ,

16 32 6
13 41 9 '

16 35 6
11 6 5

16 41 : 6
22 38 3

12

20 ° 4
3

15
9 3.

1
'

6

12

22
10 ' 6
13 6

13 '''y. 6
17 . " 10h
8 ' 17

5 ' 8
23

13 2
8

12 '.

11

9

18

10

1.1.
7

10



Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planing Programs ( Des! notos Location of One or More Programs or Resources within Coon

Ron - Federal Phys Idyls in Patient Caro Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

'?

&
8h

li
-13.

it
g

et

II
cit
D.

q
.g:t_
Si

I
il.tg
SV

1

I]...lz.
Si!

2
11

tt
S1

I
1

..t1
Si

11
mI,.iv
S1

Ili
Rzaiji
1
Si]

8I i
r

lc
2P4z.t.g

SgSS14

41
rji
et ..

V

I
..lo

M

1.
;n

OHIO

55 50 23 21 4 4 1 1,274 1 PORTAGE 67

10
8 23

32 10 3202
PREBLE

PUTNAM

a
69

114 89 35 21 10 8 2 2,274 RICHLAND 70
39 62 18 29 3 5 1 1,351 ROSS 71

35 60 20 34 1 2 1 695 SANOUSKY 72
11 85 35 42 2 2 2 1,632 1 0 SCIOTO 73
50 84 25 42 5 8 2

I
1,159 SECA 74

23 63 c 15 41 684 SHENELBY 75
330 93 68 19 33 9 4 6,450 1 STARK 76

535 99 144 27 45 8 4 5,255 2 SUMMIT 77
136 61 52 23 . 12 5 1 2,059 1 TRUMBULL 78
50 64 25 32 2 3 2 1,389 TUSCARAWAS 79
18 18 12 52 I 329 UNION 80

k 19 65 13 44 1 370 VA/1 WERT 81

1 10 1 10 VINTON 82
19 24 17 21 WARREN 83
32 57 . 15 21 1 2 WASHINGTON 84
67 81 29 35 3 4 2 1,062 WAYNE 85
19 61 14 45 = 2 541 WILLIAMS 86

43 54 33 42 1 1 1 767 WOOD 7
10 46 8 37 1 244 WYANDOT 88

,
OKLAHOMA

2,008 81 117 31 120 5 97 31,158 10 1 60 19 1 3 42 2 77 COUNT!ES

4 27 3 20 1 143 ADAIR 1

.: 2 23 2 23 1 n ALFALFA 2
2 19 2 19 1 99 ATOKA 3

''' 4 59 3 44 1 110 BEAVER 4
16 98 14 86 2 131 BECKHAM 5

9 74 '', 8 66 2 154 a BLAINE 6

11

`.. 11

44
36

'`. 8
10

32
33 1 103

BRYAN

CADDO

1

8
18 53 14 46 1 3 CANADIAN 9

" 33 37 12 32 2 5 1 381 CARTER 10

5 2 2 5 22 ' 2 467 2 CHEROKEE 11

5 31 5 31 ' 1 244 CHOCTAW 12
2 45 2 45 1 59 CIMARRON 13

67 92 31 43 4 1 954 CLEVELAND 14
2 34 ' .2 34 1 ,, 59 COAL 15

49 47 17 16 4 4 2 987 1 COMNiCHE 16

COTTON 17
24 157 10 65 1 156 CRAI G 1

14 32 14 32 3 548 CREEK 19
21 95 15 68 4 115 1 CUSTER 20

5 30 5 30 t 2 91 DELAWARE 21
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Taiga 1. Read for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indium for U.S., FAA State and County, FY 1968 continued

Poulttion and SONIA
Cha netuiatich (000$)

Estimated Family Planning Mad
and Service Levels

Sa Itch(' KW% and

Est
Frt.
Rats

Demographic

Live Birth
OA* as

% of Births

Indices
Infant Modality

1961.1965

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1 1

i
A

is

I
I

R
g
.1.

11
a 4

g

I
R I

i
1

Iii
11

To
I

I li
e11

OKLAHOMA

22 DEWEY 6.3 .2 .3 L1 231 231 100 17.1 59 30 15 6
23 ELLIS 5.8 1.1 152 192 100 16.9 51 33 19 15

24 GARFIELD 55.0 .2 10.8 1,626 47 1,579 97 18.5 4 86 33 9 9
25 GARVIN 27.5 .3 5.5 1,102 30 1,012 91 20.9 7 57 34 13 3

26 GRADY 29.5 .2 53 1,222 81 1,14 93 23.9 16 68 38 15 5

27 GRANT 7.6 1.3 213 213 100 1.7 45 31 14 3

28 GREER 8.9 .4 .1 1.4 333 245 88 26 42.4 17 59 38 8 10

29 HARMON . 5.4 .9 .9 190 245 37.1 12 112 29 19 6

30 HARPER 5.1 .9 124 124 100 26.5 4 45 19 5 14

31 HASKELL 9.7 .3 1.9 644 81 563 81 36.3 15 64 38 20 10

32 HUGHES 14.8 1.4 2.7 836 58 778 93 19.6 2 73 35 18 7

33 JACKSON 28.6 1.4 .1 4.7 953 245 708 14 21.0 16 137 36 16 6
34 JEFFERSON 7.5 1.3 343 343 100 30.7 7 67 32 16 7

35 JOHNSTON 9.1 .6 1.6 559 15 544 97 25.1 5 72 41 15 7

36 KAY 48.5 1.6 9.4 1,291 86 1,205 93 24.1 28 77 37 13 9

37 KINGFISHER 13.7 .2 .2 2.6 444 24 420 95 26.6 11 74 35 11 8
38 KIOWA 14.2 .6 .7 2.4 553 553 100 21.6 5 80 34 22 6
39 LATIMER . 8.6 .7 1.7 521 249 272 52 26.4 6 63 25 17

40 LE FLORE 1 32.2 .9 6.2 1,997 414 1,583 79 24.1 18 68 36 19 8
41 LINCOLN 20.1 .2 3.8 905 93 812 SO 21.7 6 73 39 10 3

42 LOGAN 17.5 3.3 751 89 662 88 25.8 13 64 39 14 5

43 LOVE 6.5 .1 1.2 339 339 100 15.0 73 29 22 18

44 MCCLAIN 12.9 .1 2.5 572 572 100 18.9 1 70 38 10 9

45 MCCURTAIN 29.1 2.0 5.6 1,912 1,912 100 29.2 31 106 31 20 5
46 MCINTOSH 12.8 1.3 2.5 864 864 100 19.8 2 60 25 20 7

47 MAJOR 7.9 1.4 286 286 100 21.9 2 64 46 4 4
48 MARSHALL r 7.5 .3 1.4 368 40 328 89 19.7 I 55 36 23 13

49 MAYES , , 22.8 1.7 4.7 1,155 1,155 100 21.0 6 64 38 11 7

50 MURRAY 11.5 .3 2.2 595 82 513 86 26.6 7 65 41 12 8
51 MUSKOGEE 1 62.1 1.9 12.2 2,866 364 2,502 87 23.9 35 80 33 18 10

52 NOBLE t , ., 9.9 .4 1.8 338 338 100 15.2 57 49 14

53 NOWATA . 9.4 .2 1.7 319 319 100 20.4 2 75 34 14 5
54 OKFUSKEE ft , . 114 1.1 2.2 724 58 666 92 27.1 10 66 31 24 7

.55 OKLAHOMA 2 483.6 5.3 101.5 12,947 1,114 11,233 87 24.9 395 89 37 11 8
56 010141GEE 36.5 1.6 6.9 1,645 407 1,238 75 36.5 61 89 40 17 11

57 OSAGE . ,1 1 29.7 1.7 5.8 940 87 853 91 22.6 11 62 38 13 9

58 OTTAWA . 30.2 1.2 6.3 1,411 218 1,193 85 14.7 65 40 10 3
59 PAWNEE 11.2 .6 2.1 . 474 492 33.2 13 62 28 19 2

60 PAYEE . 44.7 .3 9.4 1,823 233 1,590 81 20.2 11 72 48 8 9

61 PITTSBURG 3.9 1.1 7.5 2,117 Z117 100 21.7 / 74 34 11 9

62 PONTOTOC 25.9 1.0 4.9 1,106 118 988 89 25.2 13 75 42 10 9

63 POTTAWATOMIE :420 1.7 8.5 1,803 125 1,678 93 27.9 37 66 37 11 6
64 PUSHMATAHA , 10.2 .6 1.8 657 657 100 316 1 I 84 32 22 6
65 ROGER MILLS -, 5.2 .2 .3 .9 231 231 100 21.4 2 72 39 18 3
66 ROGERS 24.6 .8 5.1 1,103 415 688 62 223 8 68 3 9 5

67 SEMINOLE .26.4 2.3 4.9 1,238 1,238 100 24.1 16 81 37 18 8
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Dist Mg and Potential Resources for Fondly Mirlog Programs go Ossignaiss
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2
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1
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Table 1. Nod for Subsidized Family Planning Senior. Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population end Selected
Charactaristici (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Heed
and Service Levels

Selected Health and Demographic

LW Blr-Trs
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of Births

Indices
Infant Mortality
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Est
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16
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OKLAHOMA

68 SEOUOYAH 1 21,5 .1 1.2 4.4 1.419 138 1,291 90 19.6 11. 95 27 19 11

69 STEPHENS 37.0 .2 7.7 1,258 21 1,237 98 21.3 11 61 43 8 7

10 TEXAS 14.8 2.9 348 348 100 22.1 7 82 43 11 9

71 TILLMAN 14.4 .9 .1 2.5 626 626 100 23.3 8 89 33 27 12
72 TULSA 1 3682 .7 4.8 79.1 9,915 1,747 8168 82 23.4 204 84 38 9 9

73 WAGONER 16.9 .3 3.3 854 62 792 93 15.1 76 33 14 S

74 WASHINGTON 41.9 .6 8.6 860 860 100 21.0 12 72 38 9 5

75 WASHITA 19.2 .3 .1 3.6 617 617 100 21.0 7 83 39 13 5

) 76 WOODS 13.4 2.7 463 10 453 98 16.6 62 52 8 6
77 WOODWARD 157 2.9 423 423 100 22.2 6 80 41 9 7

OREGON

36 COUNTIES 1,972.8 .8 2.8 397.6 42,919 3,121 39,798 93 22.0 730 81 36 12 66 6

1 BAKER 16.0 2.9 352 352 100 22.9 7 99 25 15 14 6
2 BENTON 49.1 11.4 1,178 1,118 100 183 2 61 45 7 44 7

3 CLACIWAAS 2 1461 31.1 3,104 200 2.964 94 17.7 72 33 12 49 6
4 CLATSOP 25.4 4.4 590 145 445 75 21.3 7 86 41 10 42 5

5 COLUMBIA 26.4 5.3 676 676 100 19,4 3 76 30 14 25 4

6 COOS 54.1 10.5 1,022 1,022 100 25.2 43 95 31 14 62 7

7 CROOK 10.1 2.0 202 202 100 185 I 74 41 5 53 7

8 CURRY 12.9 2.3 205 205 100 26.9 14 96 29 18 18 11

9 DESCHUTES 27.6 5.5 E12 612 100 30.9 30 77 41 13 66 6
10 DOUGLAS 726 14.8 1,516 100 1,416 93 19.2 10 :: 31 14 4i 7

11 GILLIAM 2.6 .5 39 39 100 13.7 95 23 5 45 9

12 GRANT 7.3 1.3 130 130 100 22.9 4 83 16 9 4

13 HARNEY 7.6 .2 1.5 166 166 100 31.9 11 85 26 14 31 5

14 HOOD RIVER 14.4 2.9 297 297 100 187 I 61 31 17 23 3

15 JACKSON 91.3 19.0 2,385 2,385 100 19.0 9 75 37 12 35 6

16 JEFFERSON 91 .3 1.2 1.8 162 162 100 36.0 21 125 19 30 78 11

17 JOSEPHINE 37.0 7.4 1,076 1,076 100 18.6 2 74 29 16 43 6
18 KLAMATH 49.6 9.5 856 856 100 26.1 43 87 36 13 39 8
19 LAKE 6.3 1.1 95 95 100 14.6 13 26 19 23 7

20 LANE 1 200.7 43.3 4,129 4,129 100 20.6 53 86 36 11 58 7

21 LINCOLN 25.5 4.7 738 738 100 24.6 14 81 33 14 79 6

72 LINN 65.6 13.2 1,467 1,467 100 24.5 42 84 34 11 41 6
23 1.ALHEUR 24.2 .1 4.6 691 691 100 32.2 34 89 28 19 34 7

24 MARION 1 141.7 28.8 3,593 3,593 100 21.4 42 78 34 14 62 5
25 MORROW 4.3 .c, 69 69 100 23.6 2 68 22 15

26 MULTNOMAH 2 534.9 103.2 10,839 2,323 8,516 79 22.7 242 85 40 10 110 7

27 POLK I 30.9 6.5 837 120 717 86 22.8 12 75 36 13 71 3

28 SHERMAN 2.8 .5 36 36 100 17.1 78 24 24

29 TILLAMOOK 17.7 3.3 385 385 100 26.2 14 78 32 10 69 4

30 UMATILLA 44.8 .3 1.0 8.7 904 82 822 91 21.8 16 80 34 12 60 5

31 UNION 19.0 3.8 487 487 100 26.6 13 74 34 12 57 9

32 WALLOWA al 1.2 150 150 100 20.1 1 86 47 6 38 6

33 WASCO 22.0 .3 .5 4.3 414 414 100 285 20 81 34 13 70 12

34 WASHINGTON 2 1261 27.0 2,316 100 2,216 96 186 8 78 36 10 49 5
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Dasignatss location

Had.
Sch.

0 :ma or Mae Programs or Rescue's within County)
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7 49 5 35 1 102 TILLMAN 71
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98 107 24 26 6 7 2 1,264 JACKSON 15
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SHERMAN 21
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17 90 8 42 2 338 LIMON 31
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19 86 11 50 1 5 1 325 33
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Lbla 1. Need for Svdskfizad Faulty Plann1ng Sank's: CIIMIki Programs, Reseerces and kelated Indkas for U.S., Each State ani County, FY 1969 continued

Panct SesargsSilutnd
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OREGON ,

35 MEIER 1.8 .3 24 24 100 27.5 2 116 35 12

36 Y/441011. 38.8 1.8 1,177 51 1,126 96 20.3 7 64 39 14

PENNSYLVAhlA

67 COUNTIES 11,600.8 2,315 5 263,625 32,011 231,614 88 23.5 6,422 85 33 15

1 ADAMS ' '. 1 54.0 10.9 1,308 1,308 103 21.5 22 95 30 19

2 ALLEGHENY 3 1,600.6 3150 31,461 6,349 25,118 80 235 864 82 32 14

3 ARMSTRONG 's T1.0 155 2,331 2,33I 100 21.6 27 76 33 17

4 BEAVER 3 202.5 40.8 3,536 3,536 100 19.5 34 84 32 13

S BEDFORD 44.2 9.0 1,581 1,581 100 20.9 14 90 30 14

6 BUYS 1 288.5 57.3 5,211 135 5,142 97 22.2 111 79 35 1?

7 BUNT ' 1 131.4 27.2 4,061 116 3,951 97 22.9 67 80 28 17

8 BRADFORD 55.8 10.8 1,461 50 1,411 97 22.0 21 103 26 16

9 MS : 3 355.0 14.7 4,379 425 3,954 90 201 85 91 28 16
10 HU KIR

, ..,
119.2 24.2 2,499 2,499 100 11.2 91 32 13

11 CAMBRIA 1 191.6 311 6,511 6,511 100 24.5 118 71 29 19
12 CAMERON 6.7 1.3 108 108 100 318 12 95 30 23

13 CARBON 51.0 9.9 1,530 1,530 100 22.2 II 71 35 13
14 WORE 930 21.2 2,114 2,634 100 19.0 10 18 36 11

IS CHESTER 2515 518 4,081 157 3,924 96 212 129 15 31 13

16 CLARION 39.6 12 1,194 1,194 100 114 2 V 32 15

I? Cluctto A 763 ISO 2,731 2,731 100 lid. 16 95 27 17

18 MINTON 310 7.8 919 919 100 22.7 11 11 29 16

19 cams% ti %.1,0 11.6 1,603 1,603 10C 261 39 10 33 12

20 CRANCOD 113 161 2,031 2,031 100 21.5 21 94 36 12

21 Dimon 1 139.3 293 2,360 2;360 100 11E 11 13 34 10

22 DAUFHIN i. 1 2251 44.8 4,713 1,460 3,323 69 235 125 19 36 12

23 DELAWARE 3 584.4 1168 1,326 315 7,011 96 222 252 86 31 16

24 ELK -.:1, 37.9 7.2 911 608 100 251 34 109 28 20
25 ERIE .. 3 254.8 50.2 5469 143 5324 97 252 201 98 33 16

26 FAYETTE 1616 321 1,238 120 1,118 91 264 121 10 31 20
21 FOREST 41 .9 145 145 100 US 4 85 31 11

21 110/1411 960 206 2,622 2,622 100 11.1 15 33 14

29 FULTON 11.0 t3 4 6 2 4 6 2 1 0 1 190 I 1 2 4 0 1 I

30 GliftW 392 1.1 1,444 1,444 100 213 11 70 34 20

31 111111030011 390 1.3 1,50 1,561 100 21S 22 19 35 II
32 MARA )1;:s t.. 74.5 154 2,561 2,561 190 202 17 76 32 IS
11 I11V90/1 416 14 1,405 1,405 107 Xi 13 14 M 15
31 AIKATA , , 116 14 610 610 100 116 96 21 11

IS 940IAVIII/844 I 2253 44.1 4,949 220 4,111 tl 254 143 71 11 15

36 MAW I 2414 591 5,236 S30 4,706 90 20.2 72 10 34 14

37 tAIWOCE 1 5 109.5 222 2,369 LA 100 21.4 35 n Si 14

31 1111NION 5 118 11$ 1473 103 100 21.4 12 88 36 12

It IMAM 2 MOO 46 4142 225 017 Mr 10 10 3/ t
43 1UXNE . , 1 341.6 661 11.090 1,362 10,728 II 222 135 13 34 14

41 LUPIN) 5 1114 220 7,129 tS 2,664 II 211 62 il 36 14
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MAIN sod Potential Resources for Falsify Planning Programs (I Dos !sagas Loatfoa of On or Mors Programs or Resources within WHO)

Woominl Physkisss In Mot Cars Mathes Mod. 0E0 Programs Other ratan( }bah P.P.
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Yob,' I. Rod for Subsidized Foully Planning Services: Current Programs, RI-sources and Related Indices for U.?.., Each Slats and County, FY 19611 continued

houlatIon and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Est lineal Family Planning Need
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2
I 814
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7

3 11110101a '
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513 10.2 1,235 1,235 100 253 40 89 10
1261 25.2 2509 103 2,409 96 21.0 38 81 31

44.? 9.1 1,214 1,214 100 252 34 91 32
418 89 1,221 153 1,074 88 21.6 15 74 34

5816 121.6 6,560 484 6,076 93 152 71 74 31

123 3.4 ,- 420 10 ,, 350 83 20.2 4 16 30
2013 41.5 4,128 215 3,913 95 20.5 48 71 35
101.0 191 3,593 49 3,534 99 23.0 47 80 34

217 54 800 800 100 17.0 89 36
2,0424 3968 49,469 17,51 31,956 65 30.7 2,763 94 33

10.0 1.8 216 276 100 21.5 3 92 44
162 31 417 471 100 21.0 5 101 28

1622 30.8 5,644 5,644 100 22.2 9 76 34
252 64 934 934 100 226 12 73 38
161 153 1081 13 2,998 97 212 37 15 33

S.6 11 153 153 100 21.2 2 97 23
327 62 894 894 100 21.0 11 86 33
31.3 7.4 986 986 100 212 34 93 30
27.6 63 841 847 100 262 IS 70 32
611 121 1,40 1,600 100 119 1 75 35

49.0 9.5 941 941 100 255 34 84 38
1124 42.7 5,620 5620 100 223 KS 15 33
21; 50 774 114 100 14.3 88 21

35t$ 712 1333 10 8,323 100 189 36 81 32
17.9 3.5 609 609 100 24.2 10 63 21

2W 50.9 4,894 1,640 1,234 66 20.6 69 $9 34

897.8 1711 21,045 4,257 16,718 83 219 SO 94 32

42.3 6 98$ 80$ 103 11.3 71 31

131.4 217.4 2495 2,495 100 11.2 42 SS 29
121 14 2 2,646 48 2,598 98 221 61 it? 34

54S 101/ 13,471 4,1 % 8372 10 393 92 13
72 9 1,621 103 1,511 94 Ml 49 101 It

21 33 7

13 59 8
13 21 6
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13 41 6

19 31 11
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13 46 7

10 19 7

16 149 12

11 24 12
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15 41 1

12 31 6
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7 81 6
13 44 7
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984 133,112 21,310 Mtn 14 31.9 1,021 90 35 I/ 143

4.1 1,173 112 1,061 90 312 44 11 31 20 156 15
115 3,418 76 1,422 91 NI 19 18 36 14 12
2.3 117 160 611 Pt 313 26 116 40 11 311

711 4,561 333 4135 93 261 93 29 15 11 43 10
14 IV? 170 SO2 11 31.4 24 t00 26 30 185 1

I? 191 12 114 92 142 M 82 34 It 143 6
IS 2,459 41 1331 CI 525 131 59 39 21 239 5

117 1141 231 /902 32 WI 93 39 11 129 6
21 754 113 VI 16 47.7 43 * 21 31 223 11

565 13,414 2,390 11114 29 211 344 196 35 16 162 11



ridding and Potential Resources lot Family Planning Prevents to
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229 110 80 38 16 8 2 2,899 '1
CO 59 39 39 4 4 2 1,128 1

11 41 8 30 1 4
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8 49 5 31 1 158

142 PS 1$ $2 6 4 5 2,503

15 51 10 34 a

39 SI 25 33 2 3 3 1,100 1.

2 36 1 11 1 11

16 49 11 34 1 3 1 156

19 51 13 3$ 2 723

20 72 12 43 1 884 a

46 73 22 35 2 3 2 1,011

48 91 18 37 3 6 1 700

160 75 75 35 II 4 4 2,151

/2 77 14 49 1 24
246 68 1011 30 13 4 5 4,809 1

12 67 10 S6 1 140

212 84 $5 38 12 S 2 3,151 1 a a

UMW 42
MEWER 43

14110110141FRIM

44

45
VIONTWARY 46

MONTOUR 4/
NORTHAMPTON 48
NIA MASERU 49
PERRY 50

PRIADEISHIA 51

PIKE S2

POTTER .53
SCHUYLKILL 54
SNYDER 55
SOMERSET 56

SULLIVAN 5?
58SUSOLIEHAMIA

1 lOGA 59
WON 60
VENABG0 61

WARREN V
WAYNEASHING TON 03
W

110111C01971/ 65
WYOMING 66

OK 61

1,063 111 268 30

26 62 11

95 72 32 2264

61 4
114 145 184 3322

57 it 22 30

54 7,179

MCC ISM
4 1 1 3 5 COUPES

a

6 5 1 1,616
4 5 1 606

SI
S

4,411 1

3 4 2 1,01
111

BRISTOL 1

KENT 2

/MORT 3

PROVTOIXE 4

WASHINGTON S

1,7011 66 714 21 121 6 56 34,934 3 1 46 1 1 2

SOUTH CARCU

4$ 46 COUNTIES

6 21 5 22 1 266 a

38 4$ 17 21 4 5 1 1$ a

3 27 3 21 I 141 a

83 79 32 II 1 6 a

1 2 72 HI 10 1 6 1 205

10 56 II 56

11 3$ 13 17 1 3$2

7 14 7 14 1 244

4 36 36 *

113 /4 41

4

16 11 7 5 1,006 1 a a a

ABBEVILLE 1

ABU 2
a ALAtLTAALE I
s aRSON 4

OMEGA 5

Warn 6
BEAUFCEIT 1

I BAM W 1
a CLHOUN /

°MUM li
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Table 1. Reed fee Subsidbod Family Menlo Unites: Carrot Programs,

Proprieties and Se lectad
Charactertsft (000s)

Resourcas end Related Indicts for U.S., Each

Esthiatad Firmly Planning 160.1
und Santa !amts

Stat. and Coo , FT Ha continued

Selected HesILI and anon Idc indice'm'"c
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1461.1665

Modality

13

Est
Fart.
ita....1.41

14

Dee
Order
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15

DIM
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16 17 161 2 4 7 10 II 12

ii 11 Iij
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i
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if
i

li2
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ii

SOUTH CAROM

11 CHEROKEE t4i 38,5 8.6
12 CHESTER .'= . 31.4 6.4

13 CHESTERFIELD 13.1 68
14 CLARENDON - . )18 45
15 COMM 2.A.' 293 17

13 DARLINOTON ,' 56.4 12.6
11 DILLON ,-,' - "-: - 33.9 7.1

18 DORCHESTER 30.1 67
19 EDGEF1ELD 3'.. 155 12
20 FAIRFIELD 1-" = 21.0 4.1

21 110101 - 912 Zvi
22 G6MM% 356 1.6
23 CfLEEINILIE ''' 1 2194 41.5
24 O4E/16Mf00D 51.0 11.4
25 HAMM V?: 11.1 3.A

26 HMV L '4" r, 117 16.1

2? JASPER '' : 11.? 2.5

28 IDSHAW .4'' 34.6 7.4

29 LANCASTER et! 433 97
30 LAURENS it;, 52.3 11.3

31 LEE 4 ' '.- t 20.6 4.1

32 LD/CTON 't 1 720 162
33 =PM `.- TO 1.4
34 MARION '.-; .4' 31.2 16
SS ILARLIKO* -; NI 12

X fettOrf 4', ' 30.0 10
31 COME 41.1 Ill
X 11.9 ISS

$1.4 109
40 11/04010 '" 1 234.4 411

41 SALUDA 159 14
42 StARTANIURD 5 1/2_0 313
43 INTER 116
44 VIDA 63
45 14111146111.1% 38.5 7.1

46 TONI . 194

SOJTIII/AROTA
67 CORM Pit 20 NI I2t6 *

2,023 39 3,934 98
1,454 333 1,121 17

1,934 1,016 858 44
2,203 350 1,853 84
1,872 286 1,586 0

3,215 1,069 2,146 61
2,133 500 1,630 17

1,916 138 1,718 93
979 243 736 15

1,279 34 1,245 9?

5,241 362 4,879 93
2,164 135 2,029 94
8,593 954 7,619 83
2,547 135 2,412 95
LIN 44 1,122 %

4,210 522 3,688 X
.866 11S 691 80
1,8e0 232 1,62$ 88
10 545 1,281 70
2,35$ 187 2368 92

1,409 434 975 69un 49? 2,625 64
612 138 414 ii

2,104 413 -1,631 ?I
1 SI9 733 . LIN 62

1,558 133 1,425 II
1,981 21 1,90 X
4,651 833 MN 82
1,913 113 1,810 94

11,111 3,099 1077 72

906 211 635 10

1,11114 976 901 ft
4,091 265 3632 9i
1,315 1,315 IDS
2,70 XS 2,340 V

MN 511 3211 06

21154 XI !LA 9e
1 , 48 .9 2S2

. i . , 21.
18

. 661
I OUST! 12

3
.3 .1 .6 IN

91 .1 1.6
6

, 413
196 1 6N

, ,

, 319 ES t XI
6,6 .1 1.2 . IV

4 Matt
ORE MI lc-- .11

i b6 ,%t,

ISO

242 100
650 100
128 NA
433 NO
681 IN

NI 110
12:2 100

24.2 26 88 33 13 118 8
31.6 51 105 32 18 159 14

391 89 £16 36 11 154 15

39.8 71 91 26 29 225 7

39.6 73 94 32 a 146 9

38.9 135 N 34 21 155 9
ssA 155 99 25 25 214 10

25.1 23 99 33 17 93
41U 43 d8 24 25 150 7

31.8 36 IN 22 26 170 6

40.4 22? X 33 11 133 10

32.9 65 94 * 21 206 1.1

216 270 12 36 12 120 9
21.4 50 82 35 11 126 I2
319 35 109 43 14 165 10

365 112 95 36 16 140 1
311 24 90 34 22 241 13

357 65 92 39 16 162 8
*.5 55 23 34 14 113 11

212 25 11 34 11 96 I 10

4i1 83 SI 31 29 253 ' 1
253 56 V 41 II 105 I
6E7 50 V 38 30 15 1 10

44.2 88 84 34 24 201 11

61.2 I% 1 IS 29 21 242 14

205 $ 82 31 16 231 13

241 11 X 41 11 61 10

40.1 194 12 Si 21 17$ 1I
208 Ii 13 39 10 81 8
305 294 79 37 IS 1* 10

40.1 34 0 15 23 141 10

269 I% 82 42 10 126

213 13 116 12 20 121 2

332 52 11$ 31 16 IN 1
XS N 102 30 X 201 9

253 is as n

24.2 532 102 30 21 ; 66

11.? 31 14 37 21 3
21.2 I 26 26 18 11 3
293 .1 IX I? 31 14 ?

KIS 83 30 16 15 1

17.1 10 43 I 24 4

22.I 17 V Si II X 6
1L4 3 104 N 20 61 .



rdstlag and Palatial Rowans for Family Planing Programs (. Dsigaatas Wolin al One or Mon Programs w Resaarcos 'Ws

Other hare
Programs

Canty)

Health
Onts.

Kr.Na-rdora Physician la Moat Care Hosplats Mat
Sch.

0E0 Programs

19 20 21 22 23 24 2S 26 27 2$ 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

liII

1

il
ti

1

-Ii
11

I i

it i

i
11
1 ti

il
li
II

11

11

I
1/
li

ii
11

It

i
11

11

[
11

I'

II
11

RR

III
111

ill

1 I
ilfilf

!III!'

11

1

A

I

a=
SOUTH CAROLI

14

10
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12
11

1
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11
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SI

9

46
4

22
11

21

5
19
2

23
S

11
26
SI
20

217

3
142
3$
10
12

SO
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II
2
3

12

ss
3

32
36

42

8 21

96 1

15 2 36

1 3

1 3

806
555
336

23 16 119
46

39
35

11 39

13 23
10 30

2 4
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418

4!3
301

37 9 30 103
52 7 4$ 1 6
33 $ 24 303

84 32 34 6 6 1.293
SI 12 34 1 3 $66

105 19 36 18 8 4,730 1

100 15 29 6 12 1,22249

$3 7 41 2 12 5

62 19 26 3 4 559
34 4 34
CI
39

1 1 32
13 30

1 3 522
71:8

* 4

40 11 32 321

24 4 19 88 I

26 1 S 21 1 1

23 2 23
74 12 31 2 6 401
SO 1 XI 539

GO 12 40 243
13 20 4
71 22 31 4 6 159 a

15 29 I 2 841
13922 66 21 20 1 4,120 I

19 3 11
13 43 IS 13 2, $34

41 11 1 S 1 1,040
32 9 219 Kt
31 10 26 170

59 72 26 4 $ 1,94

XI 241 IS 11 / 52 11004 1 1 !I

IS 9 42 2 I 424

62 2 62 11 51
33 3 31 1 In
11 6 31 1 216

91 1 21 1 3 1 746

44 3 46 1 143

CHE ROKE E

CHE STER

1

1112
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CLARENDON 14
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DARLINGTON 1 6

DILLON 17

DORCHESTER 18
EIGE11110 19
FAIR/ GO 20
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21
22
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GREENWOOD 24
HAW? ION 25

WARY 26
SAVER 27
KERSHAW 28
LANCASTER 29
lAURENS 30

LEE 31

LEXPIG ION 32
MCCORMICK 33
34ARI00 34
IAMILBORO 35

WWBERRY 36
WOKE 3 7

ORANI BURG 33
MANS 39
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SALUDA 41
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TOM 46
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WA. 1. Nod for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indicts for U.S., Each Slate and County, FY 1144 continued

Populating and Selected
Ca aractsrldiss (000s)

......-..
Estimated Family Planning !hod

and Unice Lanni:
Selected &Otis and

Est. I
dad.
Rate

Oasevat4lc Indicts
live IA 1
Orley as
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1961.1965

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
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111 II.d
1

1
A
M !

h
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1

I
1 z

IIli
I
I

4R
11

a

eji
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SOUTH DAKOT A

8 BUFFALO 2.1 .8 .4 103 103 100 45.7 12 175 26 23 226 3
9 BUTTE 81 1.5 165 165 100 110 99 2a 18 11 : 1

10 OkAPBELL 3.3 .6 108 108 100 323 5 98 38 24 s 3

0 MAKES MIX 12.0 1.6 2.2 570 27 543 95 294 17 110 26 30 14 6
12 CUM 64 1.1 291 291 100 362 10 97 20 15 73 i 2

13 CLAY 121 2.5 455 455 100 20.0 3 84 38 13 : 39 4

14 CO0I1IGT0t1 19.2 .1 3.5 551 551 100 195 4 89 27 17 51 8
IS CORSON 60 .1 2.0 1.1 287 287 100 34.3 15 130 14 11 171 7
16 CUSTER 43 .1 .8 122 122 100 362 8 86 30 15 61

11 DAVISON 17.4 3.3 514 514 100 21.9 8 93 33 15 46 3

18 DAY 99 .3 1.7 402 402 100 23.9 6 78 20 30 45 ' 6
19 DUEL 64 11 270 270 100 264 5 76 32 IS 24 2
20 DEWEY 12 2.2 .9 209 14 195 93 17.4 120 9 43 75 2

21 DOUGLAS 5.1 .9 249 249 100 20.9 2 17 24 12 .. 49 5
22 EDICAOS 62 1.1 240 240 100 21.3 2 103 21 38 36 5

23 FALL RIVER 86 .6 1.4 183 183 100 291 10 98 39 17 43 ' 4
24 I AMR 1.1 .1 165 16S 100 47.0 14 110 13 45 S

2$ GRANT 85 1.4 313 313 100 211 3 111 31 22 39 1

26 GRIMM' T.3 .3 .3 11 287 287 100 182 103 34 20 31 2
21 HAAKON 3.1 .8 79 ?I 103 266 3 112 21 31 , 34 3

28 Wall 5.8 1.0 263 263 100 152 17 19 21 1

29 HAM 61 1.0 229 229 100 165 108 20 22 16

.00 11N4SIA t 6 .8 242 242 100 14.6 98 2) 29

31 'WIN40 2.0 .3 45 45 100 161 115 29 29 59

32 RIMS 11.9 .6 22 164 IN 100 28.7 11 112 37 18 63 , 9

33 *ITC ONSON 11.0 1.9 526 526 100 It? 1 86 26 23 12 2
34 111.DE 28 .5 114 114 100 164 112 30 22 37 '; 4

3S 1110301 21 .2 .4 SS 55 100 NI 4 114 23 21 136 : 5
36 KRAULD 3.7 .6 186 186 100 111 Si 32 32
II t31ES 23 .1 .4 62 82 100 121 11 19 13

31 KINGSBURY 7.1 1.3 251 25; 103 14.2 V 23 11 33 4
31 LW II 3 24 145 345 100 25.3 9 87 13 11 34 11

40 UVICCE 176 13 382 NO 100 rst 16 93 22 20 13 r.-,.. ?

41 LIPCCtIl 12_4 tt 913 S03 ICA 133 14

3
r 3

42 1116411 41 .5 .7 123 123 100 XI S 21 IS29 26 59 i ; 6

43 1KCOCA 71 1.3 328 228 KO 17.1 104 17 21 14 '-, 9
61 110109:01 41 1.1 214 214 KO 24.5 3 13 23 26 3
43 14419t411 48 .1 1.1 149 I* 100 *3 t 14 21 21 21 6
46 WA 248 .1 4.0 591 521 100 It6 11 * /I 19 14 ., 1
47 111111111 21 .3 .9 .5 138 In ito sts 11 142 12 41 1St ... 6

48 11101 5 2 .1 261 NI KO 216 2 80 14 22 21 ,. I
41 * M O M I 92S 17.9 1,923 1,123 K O 146 2 1 1 0 313 1 3 1 1 1 : 1

SO 110002 16 1.6 346 346 KO 171 12 31 It 31 , 6
SI K11IMNGT011 3 544 2? 91 434 44 112 998 245 11 151 36 14 13 11

52 PET 145 4.1 .1 120 120 100 lit 1 93 It 11 11

13 t011111 50 .1 151 151 100 11.? III IS * 5
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning

Cars

Programs (o Designates

Hospitals

LocsUon

Mot1,
Sch.

W One or More

CEO Programs

Programs

Other

or Resources within Counts)

keelth
Depts.

P.P.Nonrodera

19 20
Mph:ions In Patient federal

Programs
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A
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Q

1

I
S

1

1111
S 1
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S )

1 I
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Sii!SI
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f
S
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I
1

1
1
:.

AIN DAKOTA

BUFFALO 8
5 61 5 61 1 165 BUTTE 9
1 31 1 3 1 CAP P8El l 10
3 25 3 25 3 217 1 CHARLES MIX 11
1 16 1 16 CLARK 12

7 58 7 58 1 180 CUY 13
23 120 10 52 1 5 2 446 COOING TON 14

1 11 1 17 1 50 CORSON IS
2 46 1 23 1 15 CUSTER 16

21 121 9 52 1 6 2 S33 DAVISON 11

4 4i 3 33 DAY 18
1 16 1 16 1 31 DEMI. 19
1 19 1 19 1 103 1 DEWY 20
1 19 I 19 1 78 OCAIGUS 21
2 32 I 16 1 7? DAM 22

6 0749 6 /0 1 140 FALL RIVER 23
2 2 49 FAULK 24
5 11 5 59 1 129 GRANT 25
4 55 4 SS 2 159 41 GREGORY 26
1 33 1 33 1 33 IMAM 21

2 35 2 35 HAMLIN rs
4 66 3 49 1 96 HAND 29

RANSOM 30
HARDING 31

14 111 10 84 1 315 HUGHES 32

8 73 8 13 2 2'S HANNON 33
Ira 34

3 143 3 143 JACRSON 35
1 2? 1 2/ IRAULD 36
1 44 JOG 31

4 SI 4 SI 2 101 s PUNCSOURY 38
7 62 6 SI 1 113 UJ1 39

12 68 11 (4 3 318 1 LAWRENCE 40
S 40 4 32 . IMOLA 41
2 10 1 48 MON 42

1 13 1 II It:COOK 41
1 1? I 1? 1 58 MCPHERSON 44
4 12 4 62 NONNI 45
% 11 1 20 ME& 46

Kilt tit 4?

1 II 1 19 a MO 46
Ill 123 A X 6 2 1.933 MINIENANA 13

2 73 1 12 1 60 a MOODY X
65 1I! IS 21 4 1 2 904 I e PENNINGTON SI

2 42 2 42 1 47 MAINS 52

2 40 1 20 1 13 P011111 S3
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SOUTH DAKOTA

54 ROSF.RTS

55 SANIORN
56 SHANNON

57 SPIN(
58 UMW

113 1.6 2.3 598 45 553 92 211 16 111 33 23 156 1

4.2 .7 152 152 100 119 73 16 52 8
8.0 .3 5.6 1.5 433 158 325 6? Si.7 62 22? 19 39 240 4

10.3 1.8 410 410 103 111 1 95 24 15 4? 1

21 .1 .4 24 24 100 29.5 6 101 22 26 130 4

59 SULLY 25 .4 15 75 103 31.4 7 102 18 32 45
60 TOM 12 .3 11 LO 313 96 217 69 61.8 40 219 V 31 VI 8
61 TRIPP 11 .3 .6 1.6 268 268 103 19.3 2 105 34 18 84 8
62 TIJRNIR 10.4 11 456 456 100 115 2 68 27 27 5
63 11401 100 1.8 124 324 103 V.0 9 97 30 26 23 5

64 ViklIVC1r111 12 .2 1.5 226 226 100 21.6 4 98 23 33 110 5
65 WAS/WAUGH 1.0 .3 .4 .2 25 25 103 395 3 232 11 50 222
66 YANKTON 113 14 666 666 100 21.0 6 100 39 19 98 7

6? 21E8gt1 22 1.1 .4 65 6$ 103 23.2 2 161 23 50 103

TVWSSEE
95 COUNTIES 3145.6 1.1 8217 126,064 12,187 173,884 93 214 4,212 83 36 14 112 9

1 AMMON 1 El.? 11.7 2,126 28? 2,039 81 t.1.5 36 14 36 12 53 8
2 BEDFORD 25.0 .1 St 1,145 1,145 10 26.9 21 /9 31 13 58 $
3 BENTON 11.9 2.4 652 652 100 195 t 88 32 12 48 7

4 1141DSOE 7.8 1.5 579 579 1CO 31.5 11 la 31 1? 47 3
S 810041 1 60.3 115 2,562 2,562 100 2/.6 57 77 38 11 38 7

6 WADLEY 412 104 2,247 2.247 11:0 31.7 61 92 36 9 46 6
' WM1 21.6 .1 10 1,991 1,996 100 V.? 61 83 36 11 65 3
'8 UNION It? 1.8 499 499 100 244 5 82 42 11 68 3
1 CARRM 234 SI 1,509 1,509 100 27.3 11 7? 33 16 153 $

to CARIT1 S 421 88 1199 1,999 100 24.3 25 70 36 13 52 $

11 DOWN 1017 4_2 510 19 491 96 201 3 76 33 10 12 11

12 Dank 103 2.2 687 EV 103 296 11 71 21 20 75 6
13 MACK 187 3.8 1,339 1,319 100 311 28 la 3? 15 35 7

14 CUT 7.2 IA 512 172 100 17.9 1 66 40 17 3$ 1
IS 0XXE 211 56 1,767 1,767 30 313 51 12 40 12 100 8

16 COM 32_1 .1 2.1 1532 1,502 103 211 3? 71 33 1 21 I
11 CIOCIIITI 114 30 903 903 100 Hi IS $8 31 17 16? 10

18 0.818111M1) 20.6 4.2 1)85 1,385 140 31.1 31 N 36 15 11 I)
II DAY106011 2 4316 114 11,3311 5,227 11,111 51 251 415 $2 II It 106 1
10 OECA11111 12 1.1 61? 127 105 249 5 12 31 13 13 1

21 (U&.$ 111 tt 11? 112 NO 215 13 113 33 1Z 22 2

22 MCP 21.1 44 1,111 1,114 100 Xi' 24 It 31 IS 51 S
23 0112 3t9 12 1,42 1,742 KO 215 11 20 37 15 100 It
24 !AMIE 24.2 4.4 1137 1,637 100 44 2 22 113 24 3. 282 33

15 19111419 111 30 1,132 1,032 100 29.4 11 65 40 It 62 1

16 11WIALIN VI 16 1,336 ST 12/1 16 306 IS 12 31 11 n s
v t a i s c h x i 1 101 2,172 2171 10) 31 1 62 $1 36 11 151 1
71 WS 211 4.4 00 1,247 140 NA 11 79 )11 IS II 4

?I 41011111 119 11 IN NG 110242 12 90 31 14 30 1

II O A K a l II .1 2.7 7 1 2,7/6 140 31 1 57 19 31 9 67 12
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1
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TURNER 62
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TON 1. Head for Subsidized Family Planning Sery lc's: Currant Programs, Resources and Related indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated family Kenning Need
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Selected Health and Demographic indices
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TENNESSEE

77 SEQUATCHIC 6.3 14 373 373 100 24.9 5 79 35 15 145 n
78 SEVIER 27.4 6.1 1,678 1,678 100 22.1 11 71 41 14 23 5

79 SHELBY 2 696.0 .6 148.6 29,273 4,389 24,884 85 29.2 918 92 35 17 222 12

80 SMITH 13.0 25 140 80 660 89 36.4 23 73 43 12 65 10

81 STEWART 7.7 1.5 491 491 100 25.8 5 73 40 13 36 5

82 SULLIVAN 5 127.3 .2 29.8 5,034 5,034 100 21.6 46 18 40 8 34 7

83 SUMNFR 2 47.0 9.9 2,283 2,283 100 24.4 29 87 34 10 65 7

84 TIPTON 30.8 6.2 1,760 1,160 100 42.9 95 105 30 21 156 9

85 TROOSOALE 5.0 .9 276 276 100 19.1 1 63 30 23 33 7

86 UNI COI 15.1 3.3 134 734 100 24.7 10 70 33 17 87 10

87 UNION 9.3 2.0 612 612 100 35.6 14 92 38 19 32 10

88 VAN WREN 3.6 .8 278 278 100 23.0 2 56 50 5 9

89 WARREN 25.5 5.4 1,504 1,504 100 23.9 16 91 37 12 61 6

90 WASHINGTON 5 70.3 .2 15.2 3,126 13 3,113 100 23.4 39 78 40 13 64 7

91 WAYNE 11.9 2.5 798 798 100 27,7 12 85 27 16 19 11

92 WEAKLEY 26.1 5.3 1,497 1,497 100 19.5 3 67 40 12 89 10

93 WHITE 16.4 3.4 1,091 1,091 100 40.7 37 81 41 14 43 F..

94 WILLIAMSON 29.6 6.4 1,376 1,376 100 27.5 27 73 35 12 43 9
95 WILSON 2 33.2 69 1,583 1,583 100 30.2 38 95 37 13 58 9

TEXAS

254 COUNTiES 10,746.6 143.5 2,211.0 399,G78 44,758 355,120 89 27.0 10,849 94 33 18 78 9

1 ANDERSON 29.6 5.5 1,361 1,361 100 28.1 27 74 34 18 116 4
2 ANDREWS 12.1 2.6 203 203 100 36.4 24 19 38 12 23 12

3 ANGELINA 46.3 10.1 2,246 2,246 100 24.2 29 96 34 14 13 9
4 ARANSAS 7.9 1.6 356 356 100 260 8 83 29 24 76 12

5 ARCHER 1 62 1.2 151 151 100 16.2 71 17 24 7

6 ARMSTRONG 2.0 .3 43 43 100 29.9 2 53 67 11 111 11

7 ATASCOSA 20.4 .6 4.2 1,118 1,116 100 30.3 27 92 28 27 16 5

8 AUSTIN 14 3 2.5 702 702 100 22.7 5 68 27 22 151 10

9 BAILEY 103 21 348 348 100 42.5 31 90 27 23 11 9

10 BANDERA 4.4 .8 219 219 100 26.3 2 44 22 28 6

11 BASTROP 16.6 2.9 878 878 100 36.8 29 84 27 28 106 8
12 BAYLOR 59 1.1 231 231 100 30.0 7 63 35 18 29 18

13 BEE 24.6 .3 4.7 1,114 330 784 70 30.9 42 117 26 20 22 5

14 BELL 5 119.6 .5 22.9 4,602 438 4,164 90 25.8 133 105 39 13 59 11

15 BEXAR 2 797.1 15.0 163.5 32,430 4,349 28,081 87 25.8 770 101 31 21 84 8

16 BLANCO 3.7 .6 140 140 100 29.6 4 73 26 17 43 17

17 BORDEN 1,3 .3 42 42 100 12.8 21 67 67

18 BOSQUE 11.5 1.9 515 515 100 23.2 3 63 35 10 50 12

19 BOWIE 1 65.8 .5 13.0 2,983 348 2,635 88 21.1 21 83 35 11 100 9

20 BRAZORIA 3 94.0 .1 20.0 2,690 2,690 100 19.5 15 87 32 15 42 7

21 BRAZOS 51.0 .3 9.4 2,166 2,166 100 32.2 84 116 42 14 86 7

22 BREWSTER 1.2 1.5 334 334 100 30.3 11 112 33 24 36 11

23 BRISCOE 3.1 .7 140 140 100 37.6 8 84 23 20
24 BROOKS 87 .8 1.7 484 220 264 55 22.0 5 118 27 27 57 6

25 BROWN 26.7 4.9 1,247 1,247 100 23.1 12 75 40 11 66 9
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs C' Dishiness location of Ono or More rograms or Resources within County)

Hearth P.P.
Programs CMOs.

Non-Federal Physicians In Patient Cue Hospitals Med. 0E0 Programs Other Moral
kh.
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TENNESSEE

1 16 1 16 SEDUATCHIC 77

9 33 9 33 1 203 SEVIER 78

792 114 152 22 61 10 4 14217 3 SHELBY 79

7 54 6 46 SMITH 80
4 52 4 52 STEWART 81

132 104 28 22 10 1 3,515 1 SULLIVAN 82
21 45 14 30 2 485 SUMNER 83

8 26 7 20 3 1 138 TIPTON 84

2 40 2 4 TROUSDALE 85
5 33 5 33 I 192 UNICOI 86

1 11 1 11 UNION 87

1 28 1 28 VAN BUREN 88
9 35 6 24 WARREN 89

79 112 15 21 4 6 1 1,324 1 WASHINGTON 90
3 25 2 17 1 60 WAYNE 91

11 41 9 34 1 112 WEAKLEY 92

9 55 7 43 1 281 WHITE 93

11 37 9 30 1 371 WILLIAMSON 94

14 42 1 21 1 3 WILSON 95

TEXAS

9,347 81 3,203 30 ; 650 6 242 140,851 15 3 92 22 21 13 254 COUNTIES

17 57 12 41 1 al ANDERSON 1

6 50 4 33 ' 1 198 ANDREWS

35 73 15 31 4 8 2 1,113 ANGELINA 3

4 51 3 38 ARANSAS 4

1 16 1 13 ARCHER- 5

ARMSTRONG 6

6 29 : 5 25 ' 1 214 ATASCOSA 7

8 56 4 28 1 7 1 11 AUSTIN 8

4 39 , 4 39 BAILEY 9

1 23 1 23 BANDERA 10

9 54 9 54 1 86 BASTROP 11

4 67 4 61 65 BAYLOR 12

10 41 10 41 1 450 BEE 13

126 105 21 18 5 4 2 963 1 BELL 14

735 92 213 21 53 7 5 11,603 2 BEXAR 15

1 27 1 27 BUM 16

BORDEN 17

6 52 5 44 1 132 BOSOUE 18

62 94 18 27 4 6 I 1,203 BOWIE 19

55 59 32 34 1 1 2 907 MON 20

36 71 15 29 3 6 1 754 BRAZOS 21

7 97 4 55 1 235 BREWSTER 22

BRISCOE 23

4 46 , 4 46 1 301 BROOKS 24

17 64 9 34 2 384 BROWN 25
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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

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health and

Est.
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TEXAS

26 BURLESON 10.3 .1 1.8 555 555 100 20.6 3 76 30 28 211 7

27 BURNET 10.4 1.9 408 408 100 29.3 9 70 27 15 45 9
28 CALDWELL 17.5 .6 3.3 940 940 100 43,0 42 100 25 27 61 10
29 CA1HOUN 19.3 2.4 4.1 638 638 100 19.1 3 115 28 11 43 9
30 CALLAHAN 9.8 1.8 403 403 100 20.9 2 45 45 8 75

31 CAMERON 1 151.5 15.0 29.5 8,772 514 8,198 93 33.1 365 145 24 34 41 7

32 CAMP 7.9 1.5 417 417 100 34.2 13 79 24 22 153 7

33 CARSON 7.5 1.7 1.5 182 182 100 22.1 4 72 42 6 38 9
34 CASS 24.1 4.6 1,249 1,249 100 25.4 16 71 33 17 97 8
35 CAS fRO 12.3 2.7 468 468 100 3&1 30 103 23 26 7 10

36 CHAMBERS 11.9 2.6 436 299 137 31 25.8 8 69 26 14 132 15
31 CHEROKEE. 44.4 6.3 1,::: 34 1,854 38 25.1 19 71 32 18 85 8
38 CHILDRESS 1.2 1.2 263 263 100 30.3 9 103 35 14 92 9
39 CLAY &O 1.4 250 250 100 13.6 51 30 5 54 16
40 COCHRAN 7.4 1.4 190 190 100 40.4 23 112 22 26 6

41 COKE 3.0 .5 89 89 100 21.4 1 17 15 15 5
42 COLEMAN 11.6 .1 2.0 510 510 100 16.7 61 42 15 17 12
43 COLLIN 3 52.9 10.2 2,091 2,091 100 22.1 21 102 35 15 44 9
44 COLLINGSWORT 5.8 1.0 206 206 100 36.8 10 76 22 28 28 6
45 COLORADO 18.7 3.5 828 828 100 37.1 31 83 31 23 110 11

46 COMAL 22.5 .1 4.6 731 731 100 27.3 21 85 35 21 36 6
41 COMANCHE 13.1 1.0 2.3 655 655 100 387 18 44 29 16 2
48 CONCHO 3.7 .6 140 140 100 223 1 66 38 14 19
49 COOKE 22.4 4.5 794 794 100 27.3 19 71 30 21 70 11

50 CORIELL 31.7 5.1 1,192 1,192 100 18.4 2 82 36 13 29 11

51 COTTLE 4.2 .1 .8 41 201 100 59.0 11 81 34 31 63 13
52 CRANE 4.0 .8 48 48 100 26.2 4 93 42 8 56 17
53 CROCKETT 4.1 .8 111 111 100 10.3 100 29 21 26 13

54 CROSBY 11.4 1.0 2.1 412 412 100 33.7 27 119 26 30 64 6
55 CILBERSON 3.5 .1 121 121 100 35.8 10 133 21 28 43 11

56 DALLAM 6.5 .3 1.2 210 210 100 35.4 11 93 39 16 53 16
57 DALLAS 3 1,163.3 254.8 30,285 3,500 26,785 24.9 890 93 36 12 112 10
58 DAWSON 19.5 .2 3.6 559 559 100 33.5 46 101 26 27 31 8
59 DEAF SMITH 20.9 .3 4.5 751 751 100 45.4 70 114 30 26 27 8
60 DELTA 6.9 1.2 410 410 100 33.1 6 54 52 24 182 3

61 OFNfON ' 3 67.6 17.5 2,989 2,989 100 19.4 8 55 42 9 84 7

62 OE WITT 21.0 .2 3.7 1,131 1,131 100 35.4 33 74 25 25 87 8
63 DICKENS 4.6 1.0 .8 188 188 100 483 15 92 44 17 28 C

64 DIMMIT 10.7 1.5 2.2 812 812 100 47.3 40 115 23 26 79 6
65 DONLEY 4.1 .7 158 158 100 12.6 65 32 9 45 5

66 DUVAL 13.2 .5 2.5 772 772 100 28.6 18 113 26 28 48 8
67 EASTLAND 18.4 3.1 805 805 100 24.5 9 66 46 7 58 11

68 ECTOR 1 93.5 20.3 2,102 2,102 100 20.6 30 92 36 11 65 9
69 EDWARDS 2..9 .6 111 111 100 49.3 9 82 22 30 17
70 ELLIS 3 45.1 85 1,902 1,902 100 30.4 55 92 31 22 115 7

71 EL PASO 1 347.3 .9 71.2 11,479 4,198 7,281 63 23.7 331 137 31 22 73 $
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFederal Physicians in Patient Can Hospitals Med. CEO Programs Other Federal Health P.P.
Sch. Programs Depts.

TEXAS

3 29 3 29 BURLESON 26
7 67 6 58 BURNET 27
7 40 5 29 2 275 CALDWELL 28
7 36 7 36 1 408 CALHOUN 29
3 31 3 31 CALLAHAN 30

106 70 34 22 5 3 3 2,158 CAMERON 31
3 33 3 38 CAMP 32

CARSON 33
14 58 10 42 1 77 CASS 34
6 49 6 49 1 217 CASTRO 35

4 34 3 25 1 97 CHAMBERS 36
32 93 9 26 2 6 3 490 CHEROKEE 37

6 83 4 56 CHILDRESS 38
2 25 2 25 1 58 CLAY 39

1 71 COCHRAN 40

2 67 2 67 1 26 COM 41
12 103 8 69 2 119 COLEMAN 42
35 66 23 43 1 421 COLLIN 43

2 35 2 35 1 54 COLLINGSWORT 44
11 59 8 43 3 312 COLORADO 45

13 58 11 49 1 272 COMAL 46
6 44 6 44 1 23 COMANCHE 41

1 7 CONCHO 48
16 71 11 49 2 304 COOKE 49
6 19 6 19 1 170 CORYELL 50

2 48 2 48 1 69 COTRE 51
1 25 1 25 1 94 CRANE 52
2 49 2 49 1 64 =KM 53
5 44 3 26 1 103 CROSBY 54
1 28 1 28 CULBERSON 55

3 46 2 31 1 15 DALLAM 56
1,397 120 251 22 129 11 8 21,394 4 DALLAS 57

10 51 8 41 1 375 DAWSON 58
8 38 4 19 1 398 DEAF SMITH 59
3 44 2 29 1 15 DELTA 60

55 81 26 38 4 6 1 872 DEMON 61
10 ; 48 8 38 3 213 DE WITT 62
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13 71 13 71 1 103 EASTUND 67
61 72 16 17 8 9 1 1,893 FCTOR 68

1 34 1 34 1 27 EDWARDS 69
23 51 16 35 1 2 2 631 QLIS 70

278 80 65 19 23 7 3 3,374 1 Et PASO 71
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Table 1. Nod for Subsidizad Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Rested Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Nested
Charectaristics (0001)

Estimated Family Planning Mud
and Service Levels

. Selected Health and Demograpt..4 Indices
infant Mortality

19614965
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72 ERATH 18.2 3.2 834 834 100 22.2 5 56 48 4 22 12

73 FALLS 19.1 .3 3.3 1,097 1,097 100 33.5 24 77 28 28 181 11

74 FANNIN 21.4 3.5 1,009 1,009 100 23.6 9 76 33 12 106 11

75 FAYETTE 18.3 2.9 935 935 100 25.9 10 66 33 20 135 6
76 FISHER 8.0 1.5 303 303 100 39.1 11 74 19 31 37 6

77 FLOYD 14.5 .5 27 455 455 100 49.0 60 99 16 31 30 8
78 FOARD 2.6 .4 101 101 100 18.4 70 27 33 67 13

79 FORT BEND 3 484 .1 9.2 1,979 1,979 100 37.5 102 112 27 23 87 9
80 FRANKLIN 5.0 .8 235 235 100 9.4 57 29 13 83 17

81 FREESTONE 11.8 2.0 649 649 100 16.9 55 29 31 91 7

82 FRIO 12.2 .8 2.5 778 718 100 39.8 32 134 25 28 47 5

83 GAINES 13.5 2.7 326 326 100 43.8 43 103 25 26 21 ID
84 GALVESTON 1 160.4 34,3 5,802 1,149 4,653 80 25.5 128 V 36 16 122 8
85 GARZA 6.0 1.1 146 146 100 35.0 14 87 32 16 40 6

86 GILLESPIE 11.6 2.1 465 465 100 23.4 4 74 27 19 38 10

87 GLASSCOCK 1.1 .2 15 15 100 28.3 1 62 33
88 GOLIAD 5.2 .7 .9 267 267 100 37.7 10 69 38 19 31 6
89 GONZALES 18.7 1.3 3.5 1,048 1,048 100 46.0 48 86 29 24 111 11

91 GRAY 21.8 5.3 529 529 100 28.1 29 77 40 8 34 10

91 GRAYSON 1 17.9 14.9 3,005 136 2,869 95 24.1 47 86 38 11 61 8

92 GREGG 5 74.7 15.5 3, 178 3,178 100 22.5 33 85 33 14 91 8

93 GRIMES 12.0 .2 2.1 692 692 100 22.9 5 88 27 33 154 20

94 GUADALUPE 2 33.8 .3 7.0 1,630 1,630 100 29.5 38 78 36 19 51 9

95 HALE 44.3 .6 9.0 1,486 34 1,452 98 39.8 123 101 29 23 22 10

96 HALL 7.0 1.2 268 268 100 42.0 19 92 35 14 140 16

91 HAMILTON 8.2 1.3 400 400 100 18.9 62 41 10 10

98 HANSF ORD 7.0 1.5 131 137 100 28.1 8 85 27 13 31 9

99 HARDEMAN 7.8 1.4 323 323 100 44.3 21 82 26 17 103 5

100 HARDIN . 30.5 6.4 1,456 1,456 100 18.5 2 75 31 15 62 7

101 HARRIS 3 1,536.8 .6 341.1 45,014 13,180 31,234 69 25.2 1,221 92 34 15 96 10

102 HARRISON 41.8 8.4 2,279 9 2,210 100 26.4 33 72 25 22 118 1

103 HARTLEY 2.3 .5 31 31 100 19.8 114 37 15 74 11

104 HASKELL 10.4 .1 1.8 387 387 100 37.5 21 71 29 27 114 4

105 HAYS 26.5 .6 6.1 1,626 206 1,420 87 34.9 41 76 36 20 17 3

106 HEMPHILL 3.3 .6 79 79 100 14.6 107 36 15 61 12

107 HENDERSON 25.4 4.8 1,410 1,410 1e3 40.6 46 83 36 14 9) 10

108 HIDALGO 1 204.7 37.5 41.6 13,946 2,507 11,439 82 31.6 406 130 23 34 30 5

109 HILL 22.6 3.9 1,136 1,136 100 44.3 41 69 32 15 110 12

110 HOCKLEY 23.0 .3 4.4 683 683 100 37.0 61 101 24 26 49 8
111 HOOD ' 5.3 .9 229 229 100 15.9 74 24 18

112 HOPKINS 20.0 3.6 952 952 100 25.3 11 81 40 13 63 9
113 HOUSTON 18.5 .2 3.1 1,127 1,127 100 23.6 8 73 34 28 126 11

114 HOWARD 42.9 8.6 1,042 1,042 100 31.0 15 101 33 15 28 9

115 HUDSPETH 3.2 .1 .6 99 99 100 24.2 3 105 27 23 33 13

116 HUNT 44.8 8.8 2005 2,005 100 35.2 60 73 37 15 11 11

117 HUTCH ICON 27.9 5.3 389 389 100 22.2 14 72 44 8 42 8
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Programs
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12 66 6 33
14 13 4 21 I 5
10 47 9 42
15 82 13 71

5 62.562

116

113

4 28 4 28
1 38 , 1 13 1 18

20 41 17 35 1 2 2 602
2 40 p 2 40 1 56
8 68 8 68 1 59

3 25 " 3 25
3 22 3 22 1 . 170

174 108 51 32 17 1't 3 3,100 2
: 2 33 2 33

:' 10 86 6 52 1 9

' 2 39 2 39
3 16 3 16

22 79 16 58 1. 1 4 1 403
69 , 89 18 23 6 8 3 1,103

86 115 47 63 3 4 3 1,282
j 6 50 3 25 1 128

16 41 12 36 1 428
33 IS 15 34 3 7 2 474
4 51 3 43

. 66

6 ' 73 4 49 1 90
. 2 29 2 29

4 51 3 38 2 160
8 26 7 23 1 328

1,848 120 450 29 160 10 10 24,103 4

28 61 12 29 2 5 1 428

5 48 5 48
14 53 13 49 1 441
3 92 3 92

,

13 51 11 43
96 47 43 21

20 88 15 66
9 39 8 35

1 19 1 19

9 45 6 30

10 54 5 27

37 86 8 19

25 56 9 20

15 54 10 36

1 2.35

4 2,130

3

1 . 265

3 7 2 336

3 1 1 480

1 362

1 5

ERATH 12

FALLS , 13

FANNIN 14

FAYETTE 15

FISHER 16

FLOYD 77

FOARO , 18

FORT BEND 79
FRANKLIN 80
FREESTONE 81

FRIO 82

GAINES ' 83
GALVESTON 84
GARZA , 85
GILLESPIE 11 86

GLASSCOCK 81
GOLIAD 88
GONZALES L .; 89
GRAY r 90
GRAYSON 91

GREGG . 1,1 92
GRIMES 93
GUADALUPE A ; 94
HALE 95
Wil 96

HAMILTON I 97
HANSF ORD 98
HARDO4AN E 99
HARDIN 100
HARRIS ;T:.;r,fizi 101

HARRISON ;,'.5 102
HARTLEY , 103
HA.SKELL 104
HAYS 105
HEMPHILL 106

HENDERSON 107
HIDALGO . ' 108
HILL 109
HOCKLEY 110
HOOD + 111

P,OPKINS 112

HOUSTON 113
HOWARD 114
HUDSPETH 115

116

HUTMINSON 111
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources end Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (0001)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health end Demographic Indices
infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est
Feet.
Rate

Live Birth
Order as

% of Biotin
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118 IRION 1.1 .2 32 32 100 10.0 71 50
119 JACK 6.9 1,3 220 220 100 22.4 2 62 28 18 50 8
120 JACKSON 13.4 2.6 510 510 100 25.8 11 83 26 27 91 5

121 JASPER 27.3 5.6 1566 1,566 100 28.8 27 86 28 26 78 9

122 JEFF DAVIS 1.6 .3 51 51 100 54.1 5 71 30 40

123 JEFFERSON 1 241.6 51.0 7,435 861 6,574 88 25.9 216 83 32 11 84 10

124 JIM NOGG 4.6 .1 .8 343 343 100 19.7 1 117 30 24 80
125 JIM WELLS 357 1.1 7.2 1,829 1,829 100 22.6 22 101 32 23 22 6
126 JOHNSON 2 39.8 1.8 1,275 1,275 100 22.6 16 71 34 9 26 8
127 JONES 1 20.0 .2 3.8 719 719 100 39.0 39 68 28 15 47 12

128 KARNES 15.1 .6 2.9 812 812 100 27.1 16 96 34 28 12 6
129 KAUFMAN 3 31.4 5.1 1,450 1,450 100 49.4 83 84 38 21 147 16

130 KENDALL 6.6 1.2 270 270 100 29.0 5 74 29 20 22 4

131 KENEOY .8 .1 49 49 100 44.6 3 147 50 20 20
132 KENT 1.9 .4 65 65 100 29.9 2 39 29 29 29

133 KERR 20.4 3.5 67:1 673 100 26.0 12 71 32 18 49 8
134 KIMBLE 4.7 .8 161 167 100 15.9 88 35 27 27 11

135 KING .6 .1 32 32 100 120 43 29
136 KINNEY 2.5 .4 106 106 100 30.4 4 113 28 16 16
137 KLEBERG 30.7 .9 5.9 1,354 1,354 100 28.6 47 127 39 16 35 7

138 KNOX 6.9 1.2 264 264 100 19.9 2 89 17 36 9
139 LAMAR 36.5 .1 6.7 1,859 1,859 100 29.4 37 100 32 16 74 9
140 LAMB 22.8 .2 4.3 795 795 100 47.4 94 112 24 25 58 12
141 LAMPASAS 10.0 1.8 453 453 IOCI 29.7 11 66 31 21 82 2
142 LA SALLE 5.5 2.4 1.0 387 387 100 41.0 16 112 24 43 11 5

143 LAVACA 19.6 3.3 996 996 100 30.5 19 75 24 21 47 6
144 LEE 8.1 1.6 491 491 100 38 6 12 51 29 24 95 5

145 LEON 9.6 1.7 602 602 100 23 2 4 63 40 26 132 2

146 LIBERTY 3 31.6 6.3 1,655 1,655 100 261 29 84 29 22 105 11

147 LIMESTONE 22.2 4.6 1,455 1,455 100 42.4 29 45 28 24 219 10

148 LIPSCOMB 3.0 .5 59 59 100 12.0 86 29 10 5
149 LIVE OAK 8.1 .9 1.6 391 391 100 31.6 10 70 30 23 35 11

150 LLANO 6.5 1.1 269 269 100 17.1 49 57 11 H
151 LOVING .1 6 6 100
152 MOCK 1 190.5 .6 41.1 5,205 1,224 3981 76 35.7 436 98 34 17 61 9

153 LYNN 9.5 .1 1.6 279 279 100 52.9 51 126 17 33 30 7

154 MCCULLOCH 9.8 1.7 432 432 100 25.4 6 84 36 28 27 8
155 MCLENNAN 1 150.8 1.2 29.8 5,805 2,069 3,736 64 29.3 184 81 36 16 97 9
156 MCMULLEN 11 .2 42 42 100 11.0 102 30 10 20
157 MADISON 7.8 1.3 403 35 368 91 31.8 8 70 48 20 261 13

158 MARION 7,7 1.4 505 505 100 19.0 1 87 38 33 159 5

159 MARTIN 5.6 1.1 101 101 100 44.7 16 113 21 29 16 2
160 MASON 4,1 .7 190 190 100 30.3 3 18 45 14 34 17

161 MATAGOROA 30.6 6.3 1,440 1,440 100 31.9 46 91 29 18 72 9
162 MAVERICK 19.2 6.2 3.8 1,492 1,492 100 27.6 39 240 24 30 30 10

163 MEDINA 20.9 .8 4.2 981 981 100 31.7 29 90 28 26 32 3
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs (. Designates Location of One or

Programs

More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFodera Physicians In Patient Cars Hospitals Med.
Sch.

0E0 Other Federal
Programs
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Depts.

P.P.
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1 2 4

16 45 11 31 1 3 JIM WELLS 125
25 63 14 35 2 5 1 574 JOHNSON 126
11 55 8 40 1 77 JONES 127

7 46 6 40 1 188 KARNES 128
31 99 14 45 KAUFMAN ;19

5 76 4 61 KENDALL 130

KENEDY 131
1 52 1 52 KENT 132

25 123 13 64 1 5 1 290 KERR 133
4 115 4 85 KIMBLE 134

KING 135

KINNEY 136
14 * 9 29 2 7 1 847 KLEBERG 131

1 14 1 14 1 105 KNOX 138
32 88 13 36 2 5 3 718 LAMAR 139
11 48 8 35 1 22 LAMB 140
5 50 4 40 LAMPASAS 141
2 36 2 36 LA SALLE 142

12 61 9 46 3 283 LAVACA 143
1 H 1 11 LEE 144
4 41 4 41 1 6 LEON 145

16 51 13 41 1 338 LIBERTY 146
12 54 9 40 LIMESTONE 147

LIPSCOMB 148
3 37 3 37 LIVE OAK 149
4 62 4 62 1 35 LLANO 150

LOVING 151
171 90 39 20 15 8 2 315 LUBBOCK 152

2 21 2 21 LYNN 153
7 71 5 51 1 10 MCCULLOCH 154

128 85 31 21 10 7 1 2,113 MCLENtki 155
MCMULLEN 156

4 52 4 52 1 112 MADISON 157

5 65 5 65 MARION 158
MARTIN 159

2 48 2 48 1 56 MASON 160
20 65 13 43 1 3 2 560 MATAGORDA 161
6 31 5 26 1 336 MAVERICK 162

10 48 9 43 1 204 MEDINA , 163
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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

Population end Selected
Cha racterlaUce (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health end Demographic Indices

Infant Mortality
1961.1965

Est.
Pert
Rata

We Birth
Odom

% of Births

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
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164 MENARO 3.1 .2 .6 134 134 100 31.7 4 90 24 20 80 8
165 MIDLAND 66.7 14.4 1,376 502 814 64 24.6 50 80 29 15 73 8
166 MILAM 20.2 3.5 979 95 884 90 31,7 24 91 36 17 105 9
16/ MILLS 4.7 .8 202 202 100 45.5 6 58 48 9 4
168 MITCHELL 10.8 1.9 367 367 100 50.4 44 96 28 29 65 13

169 MONTAGUE 15.1 2.6 639 639 100 22.6 6 67 37 3 22 6
110 MONTGOMERY 3 33.3 6.9 1,805 1,805 100 25.6 18 83 33 14 51 12
111 MOORE 14.4 3.2 206 206 100 22.9 7 81 36 9 23 15
112 MORRIS 12.1 2.4 494 494 100 31.4 14 64 29 21 143 9
113 MOTLEY 2.6 .4 95 95 100 37.7 6 92 16 16 105 11

174 NACOGDOCHES 33.2 6.8 1,983 1,983 100 30 5 34 72 41 14 138 10
175 NAVARRO 34.2 6.3 1,703 103 1,600 94 30.3 33 71 35 19 175 7

176 NEWTON 10.9 2.1 144 744 100 30.9 13 92 29 25 82 10
171 NOLAN 18.3 3.5 549 549 100 2E5 16 90 34 16 64 6
178 NUECES 1 236.5 7.5 48.9 9,587 2,358 7,229 75 23.8 184 105 32 20 56 6

179 OCHILTREE 9.9 2.0 130 130 100 28.0 13 85 29 13 12 2
180 OLDHAM 2.6 .4 61 61 100 27.6 2 103 41 9 91
181 ORANGE 1 64.5 13.7 2,045 7 2,038 100 20.4 19 94 32 16 33 10
1Q2 PALO PINTO 24.5 4.7 1,064 1,064 100 21.0 8 106 47 6 28 12

183 MINA 17.4 3.4 895 895 100 32.2 16 47 32 14 86 7

184 PARKER 25.6 4.9 1,011 1,011 100 19.4 3 76 44 6 38 9
185 PARMER 11.3 2.3 326 326 100 42.0 31 99 27 16 6
186 PECOS 12.5 2.4 368 368 100 32.3 24 112 21 25 44 7
187 POLK 14.3 2.7 908 908 100 33.4 20 84 30 22 132 8
188 POTTER 1 121.3 23.7 2,778 2,178 100 25.2 106 94 36 13 58 8

189 PRESIDIO 5.6 1.1 251 251 100 17.7 123 27 24 45 4
190 RAINS 3.6 .6 212 212 100 13.5 39 67 8 8
191 RANDALL 1 51.9 13.2 919 919 100 15.9 54 38 9 25 8

192 REAGAN 3.1 .6 72 72 100 21.1 1 11e 29 18 15

193 REAL 1.9 .3 107 107 100 31,0 3 104 18 53

194 RED RIVER 16.5 3.0 974 974 100 35.3 22 68 30 25 79 5
195 REEVES 16.8 3.1 552 552 100 38.5 53 132 27 29 82 7

1% REFUGIO 10.8 2.1 456 456 100 35.9 23 104 32 24 99 8
197 ROBERTS .9 .2 28 28 100 10.4 160 38 23 385 23
198 ROBERTSON 14.6 2.5 800 800 100 41,8 37 110 22 29 180 9

199 ROCKWALL 3 6.2 1.2 255 255 100 45.6 16 88 18 25 137 10
200 RUNNELS 14.1 2.6 581 581 100 35.5 24 87 17 29 35 8
201 RUSK - 35.4 6.5 1,589 1,589 100 27.8 27 70 30 17 114 13

202 SABINE 7.5 1.4 485 485 100 40.5 15 86 27 17 136 8
203 SAN AUGUSTIN 7.5 1.4 493 493 100 34.4 13 111 25 29 105 5

204 SAN IACINTO 5.9 1.0 383 383 100 39.0 9 11 22 38 189 3
205 SAN PATRICIO I 50.2 3.0 10.4 2,635 2,635 100 26.5 54 106 28 24 49 9
206 SAtl SABA 6.9 1.1 298 298 100 38.9 10 80 27 23 91 9
267 SCHLEICHER 2.9 .5 78 78 100 14.1 62 6 28 6
208 SCURRY 17.5 .1 3.4 393 393 100 33.8 30 70 35 22 58 11

209 SHACKELFORD 3.1 .5 86 86 100 17.2 54 38 15 71 23
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

Hon- Federal Physkians in Patient Can Hospitals Med.
Sch,

0E0 Programs Otter Federal
Programs
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Depts.
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2 64 2 64 1 47 MENARD 164
59 88 16 24 4 6 1 872 MIDLAND 165
10 50 8 40 2 149 MILAM 166
2 43 1 21 MILLS 16/
6 56 5 46 1 82 MITCHELL 168

7 46 7 445 1 88 MONTAGUE 169
13 39 10 30 1 3 1 460 MONTGOMERY 170
9 62 8 55 1 288 MOORE 111
9 74 8 66 2 160 MORRIS 172
2 71 2 11 MOTLEY 113

18 54 12 36 1 390 NACOGDOCHES 174
29 85 14 41 2 6 1 374 NAVARRO 175

2 18 1 9 NEWTON 116
8 44 7 38 1 272 NOLAN 177

263 111 75 32 17 7 2 3,678 NUECES 178

6 61 5 51 OCHILTREE 179
OLDHAM 180

30 46 19 29 1 788 ORANGE 181
14 57 6 24 1 4 1 300 PALO PINTO 182

7 40 3 17 1 6 1 167 PANOLA 183

11 43 10 39 1 370 PARKER 184
4 35 4 35 1 133 PARMER 185
7 56 5 40 2 16 2 277 PECOS 186
5 35 4 28 2 107 POLK 187

132 109 34 28 6 5 1 1,023 POTTER 188

2 36 2 36 PRESIDIO 189
RAINS 190

5 10 3 6 RANDALL 191
2 64 2 64 REAGAN 192

REAL 193

6 36 6 36 FtED RIVER 194
6 36 5 30 1 347 REEVES 195
4 37 4 37 1 141 REFUGIO 1%

ROBERTS 197
8 55 5 34 ROBERTSON 198

1 16 1 16 ROCKWALL . 199
6 41 6 41 2 123 RUMELS 200

13 31 11 31 2 418 RUSK 201
2 21 2 27 SABINE 202
3 40 2 27 1 143 SAN AUGUSTIN 203

SAN JACINTO 204
18 36 16 32 1 198 SAN PATRICIO 205
3 43 3 43 1 15 SAN SABA U/5
1 35 1 35 SCHLEICHER 207
8 46 7 40 1 198 SCURRY 208

2 65 2 65 1 17 SHACKaf ORD 209
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Fmk Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
end Unfit. Levels

Selected Health end Demographic Indices
Intent Modality

1961.1965
FA

Fert.
Rata

Lies Birth
Order as

% of Births
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210 SHELBY 213 3.9 1,241 1,241 100 323 26 86 32 23 79 11

211 SHERMAN 3.7 .8 88 88 100 39.7 6 70 34 7 3
212 SMITH 1 54 3 19.6 3,992 129 3,863 97 29.2 105 85 34 14 108 10

213 SOMERVELL 27 .4 130 130 100 11.9 67 33 27 20

214 STARR 19.9 3.3 4.1 1,721 1,721 100 20.5 7 129 25 33 22 7

215 STEPHENS 8.2 1.4 255 255 100 27.4 6 71 33 18 39 6

216 STERLING 1,4 .3 46 46 100 38.5 2 81 42 25

217 STONEWALL 3.1 .6 103 103 100 20.8 1 73 29 10 10

218 SUTTON ; 4.0 .8 150 150 100 27.8 4 95 34 21 26 8

219 SWISHER 12.6 .1 2.4 355 355 100 36.2 31 103 24 19 8 4

220 TARRANT 2 598.5 .3 128.2 17,481 3,002 14,479 83 25.7 490 90 35 12 73 9

221 TAYLOR 1 103.4 .2 21.4 3,119 344 2,775 89 22.4 59 89 36 13 72 8

222 TERRELL 2.2 .4 78 78 100 30.2 3 82 25 13 13

223 TERRY 17.8 .2 3.5 507 507 100 54.6 94 112 27 27 55 8

224 THROCKMORION - 3.0 .5 90 90 100 14.0 44 9 18

225 TITUS 16.0 2.9 700 700 100 19.7 3 91 38 20 68 6
226 TOM GREEN 1 73.9 .2 15.0 2,829 843 1,986 70 23.7 47 89 34 14 61 9
227 TRAVIS 255.1 1.8 55.6 9,791 1,075 8,716 89 23.7 160 84 37 15 82 9
228 TRINITY 7.7 1.4 466 466 100 35.7 10 66 40 9 178 2
229 TYLER 12.2 2.4 776 776 100 30.1 13 88 31 17 97 6

230 UPSHUR 19.4 3.6 933 933 100 31.8 23 73 33 17 103 11

231 UPTON :--r '',
5.7 1.1 122 122 100 30.5 8 83 34 6 4

Z's2 UVALDE 184 1.5 3.7 930 930 100 32.1 30 100 29 22 27 4

233 VAL VERDE 28.5 1.5 5.7 1,461 1,467 100 33.9 77 172 33 16 51 6

234 VAN ZAACT 20.2 3.6 951 951 100 18.9 1 60 40 ' 15 55 12

235 VICTORIA 53.3 .3 11.2 Z156 2,156 100 28.5 69 92 31 18 50 9

236 WALKER 27.1 5.7 1,902 1,932 100 20.3 4 52 43 12 126 9

237 WALKER 13.7 3.4 905 905 100 32.0 16 68 27 35 237 13

238 WARD 13.4 2.6 313 313 100 20.7 5 90 28 20 52 7

239 WASHINGTON 19.3 3.3 991 991 100 30.9 21 80 34 20 156 10

240 WEBB , I 75.9 7.5 15.4 5,691 5,691 100 23.7 78 171 26 30 33 7

241 WHARTON 38.2 3.0 7.5 1,801 1,801 100 26.1 34 99 36 21 94 6
242 WHEELER 6.9 1.2 218 218 100 22.8 3 85 30 16 40 8

243 WICHITA = 1 126.8 24.5 3531 3,531 100 22.0 61 80 39 10 48 9

244 WILBARGER , 17.9 3.2 602 602 100 28.7 17 69 40 9 64 5

245 WILLACY ,' . 187 3.5 1,014 1,014 100 34.6 48 124 26 36 56 8
246 WILLIAMSON 36.3 .8 6.8 1,783 1,783 100 31.8 46 81 28 22 76 5

247 WILSON :, 13.1 .6 2.5 680 680 100 23.6 8 92 32 19 52 6
248 WINKLER 11.2 2.1 181 181 100 34.1 23 78 25 10 60 6
249 18.5 3.5 695 695 100 17.8 69 33 12 16 5

250 WOOD 19.1 3.6 915 915 100 26.7 11 55 43 15 51 9
251 YOAKUM 7.8 .9 1.5 126 126 100 35.0 17 100 28 17 38 13

252 YOUitiG ? 0 15.0 2.7 442 442 100 14.9 66 40 8 11 2

253 ZAPATA ,, - , 4.7 .6 .9 372 372 100 30.4 7 101 16 34 45 11

254 ZAVALA 13.6 57 2.6 1,051 1,051 100 48.4 61 140 30 29 43 6
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VAL VERDE

VAN MOT

VICTORIA

WALKER

WALLER

WARD

WASHINGTON

WEBB

WHARTON

WHEELER

WICHITA

VIBARGER

lb/LUCY
WILLIAMSON

WILSON

WNW
WISE

WOOD

YOAKUM

YOUNG

ZAPATA

/AYALA

210
211
212
213
214

215
216
217
218
219

220
221
222
223
224

225
226
227
228
229

no
231

232
233
234

235
236
237
238

239

't41
242
243
244

245
246
247
248
249

250
251
252

2S3
254

157



Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indkes for U.S., Each Site and County, FT 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characterised (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Unica Levels

_
Selected Health and Demographic Indices

Infant Mortality
1961.1445

Eat
Feet
Rate

live Birth
Order as

% el Births
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ' 13 14 15 16 17 18

I
ii
Ji lir

III
h
ii

1

I
tv,

H

is.
h 1

i
.2§.

4;1

.4
I

i g

i
i
g

II
ii
li

ii-
li
fil

1
UTAH

29 COUNTIES 1,007.2 2.3 5.8 205.9 19,874 493 19,381 98 19.5 271 110 33 17 21 7

1 'AMU 4.2 .8 82 82 00 35.7 7 95 16 21 3
2 BOX ELDER 281 5.5 338 338 00 20.2 10 101 28 21 14 /
3 CACHE 41.8 86 1,132 1,132 00 12.1 103 43 15 7 5
4 CAR8ON 16.6 3.1 335 33! 00 26.9 16 82 39 13 40 6
5 DAGGETT .7 .1 3 3 00 20.3 184 43 29

6 DAVIS 2 86.4 189 1,103 1,103 00 16.0 1 1 1 25 19 17 1

1 DUCHESK 6.6 .5 .3 1.2 183 183 00 23.2 5 118 24 3- 1

8 EMERY - 61 1.2 231 231 00 14.9 89 28 19 4
9 GARFIELD 33 .6 101 101 00 23.8 2 91 40 17 33 1

10 G R A N D 6.6 1.2 106 106 0 0 282 1 1 116 28 18 28 4

11 IRON 11.5 2.4 263 263 203 218 7 108 38 16 31 2
12 1U18 4.3 .8 164 164 100 182 109 28 19 41 5
13 KALE 2.1 .3 42 42 100 37.1 7 160 " 28 40 16
14 AWARD 68 .1 12 239 239 100 24.7 5 96 19 37 5
15 MORGAN 3.6 .1 42 42 100 23.4 2 92 18 21 6

16 MUTT 1.3 .2 39 39 100 294 2 109 54 31
17 RICH 1.5 .3 49 49 100 281 2 118 20 21 57 1

18 SALT LAKE 2 4384 89.1 1,665 493 7,172 94 19.3 84 114 33 16 33 8
19 SAN RAN 7.1 1.2 3.8 .9 152 152 100 52.1 56 272 13 42 16 9
20 SANPER: 11.0 2.0 465 465 100 24.1 1 83 23 33 36 4

21 SEVER 91 1.9 290 290 100 26.4 7 84 30 23 25 4
22 SUMMIT 61 2.1 125 IS 100 219 4 86 24 14 20 8
23 TOCELE 21.2 .4 4.3 410 410 100 20.5 1 120 34 17 21 8
24 1111121 12.2 .5 1.2 2.3 265 265 100 21.3 17 112 19 21 38 1

25 UTAH 1 ;269 283 1313 3,313 100 11.3 105 38 18 12 7

26 WASATCY, 5.7 1.1 136 136 100 186 1 105 24 19 2
21 WA5HUGTCH 121 2.6 S36 S36 100 16 5 118 22 24 13 4
28 HAM 16 .3 61 67 100 13.3 80 8 23 i
21 KKR 1 123.1 24.8 1,998 1,998 103 186 12 106 37 14 36 1

11/1910111

14 CCUITIES 411 2 80.0 10,914 9) 10,822 99 24.3 288 99 32 16

1 ADDISON 21.1 4.3 126 7* 100 19.1 3 91 29 II
2 BERINGTON 21.1 5 5 54 654 103 24.0 1 8 99 2a 14
3 CAtEDONIA 21 S 4.0 6629 629 103 27.2 21 11 34 18 11

4 CHITTE/04X 5 851 11.1 2.012 11 1,175 95 21 7 38 199 IS
S ESSEX 52 .9 109 109 100 155 99 44 9

6 MOWN 282 5 2 919 414 100 211 24 113 29 19 9
1 GRAM) ISLE 3 2 .6 124 124 100 41.1 121 39 31I LAMOSIE 12_1 24 426 416 100 21.3 11 9I ORANGE 17.1 3 2 538 538 100 18 2 1

331
67 31 23

10 011026 It 3 3.5 611 611 100 211 21 III 28 19

11 01/11110 Li 1 9.7 1,411 1,417 100 310 67 32 n 14 9
12 1114,901101011 44 8 81 975 975 100 10 5 13 96 IS 16
13 111111Hal 321 1.1 756 750 100 21.6 29 19 32 12 9
14 INCISOR 44.4 83 963 963 100 255 33 91 34 14 10

ISO



Editing and Potential Resources for family Planning Programs ( Destnatos location at One or Mora Programs or Resources within County)

Nonroderil Physicians in Patten! Can Hospitals tot 0E0 Programs Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 25 27 23 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37

I-
ti 1

1

i
11
-fi:h li

ii

ji
All
p.:
of

,
w

ii

4
11
lb
ii!

il
13
Si

1q
Is
39

iii
1,
lz,
SS.

ti

xq
1
Si

1
It.
1;
Si

11
13
li
Si

it.21.
iii
ifi
321

I
ilifili
i =.1.b.stis0

ii
1
-
A

1.
993 99 287 28 91 9 28 20,473 3 I II 1 2

UTAH

29 COUNTIES

4 95 4 95 1 34 BEAVER

13 46 12 43 1 101 BOX EIDER 2

37 88 14 33 4 10 2 1,116 CACHE 3
11 66 5 30 1 6 2 225 CARBON 4

DAGGETT

39 45 23 27 3 3 1 735 DAYIS 6
3 45 2 30 1 212 DUCHESNE

2 33 2 33 EMERY 8
2

4 61

60

4

2

61

Ea3

I 156

GAN CD
GRAND

9
10

8 69 6 $2 1 328 IRON

2 47 2 47 85 RIAB 1112

1 48 1 48 KANE 13

2
4 56 9

5

4

2 5

$6 9 2 94 SWARD
MORGAN

14

IS

P1UTE 16

RICH

S132

5
133

70

98
4

22

56

58 13 5
2

10,4

3777

5 2 SAL1 LAKE

SAN AJAN

18

19

6 M 5 45 1 118 SAM 20

6 62 6 62 1 17 SEAR 21

2 33 2 33 SUMMIT 22

9 42 1 33 1 5 1 274 TOIXIE 23
5 41 4 33 1 8 IANT 24

106 84 45 35 8 6 2 2,637 UTAH 25

3 52 2 35 WASATCH 26
1 $5 6 4? 1 248 WASHINGICII 27

WAYNE 28

130 106 25 20 15 12 2 3231 1 29

YERMON1

411 115 IS? 38 25 6 18 ?ASS 1 14 1 I 14 COUNTIES

14 66 10 47 1 239 ADDISON* 130 15 54 2 7 1 642 6014INGION 2

22 102 1 37 2 1 1 29 CALEDONIA 3

151

1

176

11

11

1

21

11

8 1 1 2271 I CHITTIMEN
ESSEX S

23 81 1 32 2 1 2 578 fRANnel 6

I GRAM) ISLE 7

13 107 1 66 1 141 MOUE 8

17 103 10 Si 1 170 II ORANGE I
I I 57 4 21 1 5 1 480 ORLEANS 10

SI 101 II 19 3 6 1 750 RUTIJKI 11

52 116 20 45 2 4 3 *72 WASHINGTON 12

43 134 11 41 3 1 3 Sil 111101031 13

43 93 22 50 2 5 2 341 WINDSOR 14

159



Table 1. Reed for Subsidized ramify Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued
Population and
Charattertstks

Selected
(000s)

Estimated Family Planning Heed
end Sonia Levels

Selected Health and Demogrsphic Indicts`
Infant Nodality

1961.1965
Est.
Fed.
Rats

tire Birth
Orden

% of Bias'
1 2 3 4 5 C 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

i
I=

t
i
A

I
I

I
i

I
II

11

il
li I

1
V

Ill
ill

1il
ii

Iil
12

a
S

1t

il i

Eg

It
g;

1

&

i g

i
i
NISI

II
11

&

1/
;

VIRGINIA

98 COUNTIES 4,464.9 946,2 150,527 6,648 143,879 96 282 4,641 90 38 14 105 9

1 ACCOMACK 30.3 56 1,760 1,760 100 41.1 11 92 30 20 319 12
2 ALEIMARIE 71.1 14.6 2.533 648 1,885 74 24.4 49 88 37 10 82 8
3 ALLEGIWEY 29.6 5.9 1,019 1,019 100 23.4 16 105 35 13 58 8
4 AMELIA 7.3 1.4 407 407 103 430 18 82 41 18 211 17
5 AMHERST 1 26.9 65 1,179 1,ul 100 348 37 59 31 18 117 12

6 APPOMATTOX 9.8 20 455 455 100 37.0 19 78 42 8 103 6
7 ARLINGTON 3 2861 59.3 3,365 3,365 100 222 154 102 47 1 72 8
8 AUGUSTA 83.5 17.7 2,;43 2,563 190 23.0 40 78 35 10 75 7
9 BATH 52 1.0 248 248 100 10.3 93 33 18 22 16

10 BEDFORD 33.2 ES 1,302 1,302 100 267 29 79 39 15 118 6

1! BUM 5.7 1.1 328 328 100 34.8 1 80 34 11 23 9
12 BOTETOURT 17.1 3.5 711 711 1E0 319 26 73 40 16 78 9
13 BRUNSWICK 167 15 1,030 1,030 103 296 20 83 29 24 212 9
14 BUCHANAN 35.1 7.3 2,225 2,285 100 41.8 119 103 28 21 61 8
15 BUCKINGHAM 11.2 2.1 103 703 100 33.0 20 116 32 25 183 9

16 CAMPBELL I 94.5 20.4 2,960 2,960 103 289 109 80 31 11 96 10
11 CAROLS( 138 2.8 606 6E6 100 217 17 123 37 19 160 10
18 CARROLL 281 60 1,502 1,502 100 23.7 14 74 40 9 41 8
19 CIWIES CITY SI 11 280 280 100 34.2 23 213 35 11 143 12
20 CHARLOTTE 13.4 21 701 701 103 319 14 46 30 30 180 10

21 NESTE:MO 2 1161 281 2,033 2,033 100 21.8 40 n 39 10 48 9
22 CLARKE It 1 1.6 353 353 100 XI 14 77 38 $ 127 11
23 CRAIG 11 .6 141 147 100 41.7 7 62 22 II 11
24 CIIPEFIR 168 3.3 152 152 100 21.3 6 9) 28 14 109 9
25 CI]I48ERIAN3 61 1.3 444 444 100 301 $ 84 30 22 261 17

26 DICHRGCM 161 14 1,072 1,072 103 31.2 25 79 38 22 S3 5
27 01111VIODIE 5 64.2 12.1 2,611 2,611 100 361 138 105 33 18 218 13
21 ESSEX 7.4 1.6 374 374 100 356 13 19 30 30 111 4
29 FAIRFAX 3 435 5 93.6 3,951 1951 100 220 154 13 32 14 31 7
30 E WOOER HI 59 1,162 1,162 100 269 2$ ICO 31 IT 115 10

31 11011 102 2.0 499 499 103 204 2 72 21 IS 42 1
32 flUVA744A 83 1.6 411 411 100 251 6 99 28 IS 241 6
33 MAKIN 21.2 56 1,220 1220 100 32.3 43 18 34 11 64 9
34 moo 43 8 4.5 1.615 1,67$ 100 21.? I? 16 35 II n s
IS COLES 17.6 1.9 735 735 100 211 7 19 36 10 $5 I
30 GLOUCESTER 131 2.5 631 ESI 103 XI 11 IS 30 IS 93 1
37 CODDIAND 106 t2 558 558 100 216 6 74 33 17 244 6
38 GRAYSON 176 3.7 971 978 100 351 26 26 43 11 /I II
39 GREEK SI 1.0 287 261 ICO 212 6 100 31 13 113 11
40 GREDISYRIL 162 3.5 963 963 HO 452 49 16 43 26 235 11

41 HALIFAX 318 II 2242 2,242 100 426 IN /I 30 26 122 12
42 RANOVER 2 34.0 1.1 1,044 1,044 100 231 It 71 33 14 107 HI
43 41.11C0 2 3594 KO 1267 1000 2.267 43 211 49 17 3$ 12 151 11
44 KM 731 157 243 2,475 KO 31.1 106 113 31 13 18 1
45 11011/0 31 .1 III 191 100 136 39 45 18 91

46 kv.E. Of WO 182 31 825 825 100 361 39 13 30 29 725
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning

Cars

Programs ( °signets toadies of One or More Provos: or Resources within Cowl,)

Ron-Federal Physicians in Patient Masons Is Mtg.
Sch.

KO Programs Other Fedora!
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

A
Llysil

26

x

27

J
so ga

ii
1-b

28 _..-

114
Alvs1

29

1

11A

11
il

30

Ier

11
Ix.

31

ii

ill.
1]
It
Al

32

1;
14113
6i

33

I

S1v

Sl

36

tWit
iti
1m
SI]

35

I
0

1 Allk.
SILO

36 '.'

II

rJ1

.

37

t
g
1

_
A

38

1

;

g

iiitttRA
i
R

P ii

.--r

R

rn

1

11

1,... ..

jR

1"I
3,828 86 1,214 21 276 6 66 60,348 4 2 43 2 2 I 47

VIRGINIA

98 COUNTIES

15 50 12 40 ACCOIACK I
105 148 18 25 5 7 2 2,326 1 ALBEMARLE 2
3? 125 15 51 2 708 ALLEGI4ANY 3
2 27 2 27 AMELIA 4

11 41 4 15 1 4 AMHERST 5

3 31 3 31 APPOMATTOX 6
396

8?
138
104

85 30
32 38

33
5

12

6

2
2

4,998
1,283

ARIIPOTO

AUGUSTA

N

6 115 6 115 BATH 9
16 48 9 2? 1 XI WORD 10

I 1? eure 11
6 35 5 29 BOTETOURT 12
4 24 4 24 WOO 13
9 26 7 20 BUCHANMI 14
3 2? 3 2? BUCKINSHAM 15

121 128 23 1 11 12 2 2,687 WANDA 16
4 29 4 .43 CAROM
5 19 4 14 I 84 CAM
4 /0 4 70 CRAWS CITY 19
1 7 1 CH7J1k011t 20

17 IS 10 9 CHESTERFIELD 21
6 74 5 62 CLARKS 22
1 12 1 32 CRAIG 23

13 78 7

42
2 2 12 1 305 OMER 24

1 IS 1 CUMBERIAND 25

5 30 4 24 OICIUNSON 26
83 129 23 36 5 1 1,298 WACO( 21

4 54 3 40 1 126 ESSEX 21
328 81 Si 14 38 9 1 3,945 I FAIRFAX 29
21 73 11 45 1 495 RUM 30

2 20 2 20 /LOYD 31
3 36 3 36 FlUYA/INA 32

33 a 21 1 380 TRAMIIN
12 151 7 16 1 16 1 1.389 MERU 34
9 51 6 34 1 301 GIIES 35

6 46 S 38 GLOUCESTER 35
2 19 2 11 COOMMO 37

20 114 13 74 1 6 GRAYSCM )8
1 20 1 20 GRIM 39

13 80 11 68 1 269 a GREEKSYLIE 40

31 7$ 13 33 3 I I /li a 1411iA1I 41
N 6 II IWONER 42

604 16$ 12I 34 40 II 1 1 S75 a a IVIRICO 43
47

1

67
32

16 73
321

4 6 1.105 HENRY

MOM 4445

4 22 4 22 ISLE OF 11(01 46
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Table 1. Reed for Subsidized Family Pinning Sankey Current Programs, Resoorne and Related Indices Inc U.S., Each State and County, FT 1968 continued

Ppubbea and Selected
OM racterts0cs (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Reed
and Service Lewis

Sainted Health end Demegropltic indices
Infant Mortal

1961.1965
Est.

Fart
Rat/

Live NM
Order as

% of Midis

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1
i
1

m

1

11

11

il'
11 1

Ili
111

11

li

I
V

il

e
IS

III

_s§

ii
vy.
g;

1

1g
z

I
g

f
1

I
1

li
ii
vI
ml

if
1!
16,

b

VIRGINIA

11 JAMES art C 24.1 5.1 1,031 I,054 103 40.1 33 80 31 16 202 10
48 KING AND QUE 6.2 1.2 319 319 100 40.2 13 19 26 26 140 10
19 KING GEORGE 7.9 1.5 236 236 103 25.3 1 86 32 26 182 6
50 KING MIMI 7.9 16 333 333 100 49.9 24 119 22 26 112 14

51 LANCASTER 9.0 1.7 443 443 ICO 32.6 13 85 21 29 241 14

32 LEE 23.5 4.8 1,746 1,746 100 30.8 21 60 43 20 56 9
53 LOUDOUN 3 34.0 1.4 1,314 1,314 100 24.0 20 V 31 14 105 1

54 LOUISA 14.2 21 738 138 100 36.8 21 89 31 21 220 18
55 LUNFAURG If 5 2.5 676 676 100 29.2 14 73 26 25 87 12
56 MADISON g 7 1.7 451 453 103 24.8 6 83 39 17 113 8

57 MATHEWS 71 1.3 359 359 105 23.6 3 56 30 16 108 $
58 MECKLENBURG 31.3 6.4 1,712 1,772 103 38.4 69 86 31 20 170 13
59 MIDDLESEX 6.1 1.3 393 393 103 430 16 64 26 10 95 5
60 MONTGOMERY 50.2 11.3 2,166 2,166 180 227 23 $1 42 8 61 7

61 NAPGEMOND 41.3 9.9 2,234 2,234 100 44.8 138 88 34 19 224 13

62 1(1.504 12.9 2.5 683 633 103 312 22 92 31 25 86 10
63 NEW PUT 5.0 1.0 202 202 100 413 II 91 35 17 152 13
64 MOM 2 4986 95 2 19,236 3,000 16,236 84 301 843 110 38 15 140 9
65 NORTNAPCON 166 3.0 971 971 100 49.4 61 99 31 18 363 $
66 NORDIUMBERLA 9.5 11 463 463 100 421 19 V 21 32 233

67 NOTTOWAY 15.3 3.0 151 751 100 250 11 82 39 10 226 10
68 ORANGE 13.9 2./ 592 592 100 14 0 13 29 20 120 13
69 PAGE 164 14 153 753 100 27.3 15 80 3S 16 79 1

70 PATRICK 15.5 3.2 750 7E0 100 23 2 8 89 38 14 48 10
11 PITISYLVANIA S 1311 23.1 4,534 4,534 100 37.4 224 80 34 15 129 9

12 POP1IATA14 7.0 1.2 260 260 100 24.1 4 202 32 14 102 1
13 MVO ETAYM 13.7 3.1 845 815 103 353 24 61 35 14 117 S

14 PRINCE GEORG S 41.8 9.4 1,221 1,221 100 23.7 33 117 35 14 15 3
15 PRINCESS MN 2 1363 324 1055 WS 200 23.1 89 11 32 13 64 1
76 PRICE MI 3 IS 5 19.3 2,410 2,410 100 23.9 67 122 30 13 31 1

77 TIM 281 63 1,324 1,324 100 26.4 23 63 31 / 53 10
18 RAPPAN04001 1 5 1.1 315 325 100 Xi 9 85 32 23 106 9
19 R1D1MOND 66 1 3 295 29S 100 39.2 IS 10 29 t2 113 11

10 RGANC11 1 171.3 363 6,203 6,203 DV 21.3 141 15 39 $ 9S 9
11 1101:18110GE 31.0 62 1,119 1,139 100 223 I) 16 33 12 V I

92 ROCZI4GIUM 510 13.9 2,503 2,503 130 11.6 14 138 10 TS 6
Li RUSSELL 24.8 51 1,383 1,383 100 21.1 24 12 37 14 10 6
$4 SC4N1 24.4 SI 1.430 1,430 100 21.5 $ 29 35 II 15 10
35 STIA1/00A11 231 4.8 VI 913 100 11.9 V 31 8 57 6
86 SMYTH 301 6.4 1,289 1,289 100 29.1 35 II 34 16 34 $

$1 SOUTRIM)101 21 1 14 1,458 1,158 100 365 IOS 19 33 34 264 1

$1 SPOISYLIANIA 302 1.4 1,162 1,162 100 262 26 14 32 II 106 6
V STAPICAD 20 6 4.3 6S1 6.51 100 31.4 39 116 3$ 16 53 $
V SIRRY 4 3 12 338 338 HO 451 11 11 26 21 260 1$
91 WSW 123 25 144 HI 100 531 54 II/ X 2$ 236 I

92 TAZEM1L 422 II 2,301 2301 100 264 V 11 3$ 10 12 I
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bloting and Potential Rucurces to Family Monist Programs Co Designates Location of One or More regrew or Resources within County)

Nom Moral Mullen In Mint Can lioultsts 91.4.
Sch.

0E0 Programs Other friend
Program s

Hub
Depts.

P.P.

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

I....

ii
.

1r ot
1-
I

J
ii
Az
II

11

11

I
II
11

li
if
3112

ti

I
11 1

1sviiii
li

II
ci

1;

41
zi1

III

1 i
livi

= .11z,
stIst:i

ii
r

.,..

.1 1
i

VIRGINIA

33 133 13 53 2 8 1 404

13 1 13

ea 5 63
5 56 5 56

$ 34 6 26
15

35
3 38 1 3 1 533

4 32

3 SS

6 64
11 35 1 402
3 45

18 36 4 8 1 1267
13 27 2 4 1 1,036

3 23
1 20

1 2 2 2 ' 33 7 5 7,135 2
5 30 1 6 1 342
7 74

21

5
62
35

4 32
3 35

7 98
17 54
4 60

46 91
34 72

3 23
I 20

4 3 0 86
16 96

1 74

$ 52 6 39

9 65 8 Si
1 43 4 24 1 106

45 4 26 I 1%
11 75 19 11 7 6 2 1,445

1 14 1 11

23
12 &I 4 ti I 1 4/6

11 13 21 1 2 1 358
61 93 29 21 $ 6 1 431
34 40 19 11 4 5 1 610

19 66 1 2$ 1 3 1 220
1 II 1 11

2 * 2
NS 127 38 21 16 9 3 2,410

1$ 58 12 39 1 3 1 448

SS 13 22 37 3 1 1 12*
1$ 14
n 4 15

16 6$ 13 SS 1 207
/I 91 16 12 2 463

24 II 13 48 2 1 1 274
43 142 34 33 4 13 1 1,411

1 16 1 16

3 24 3 24

31 73 16 38 2 S

JAMES CITY G 47
KING AND OM 48
MC GEORGE 49
KING WILLIAM 50
1ANCASTER 51

LEE 52
LOUDOUN 53

UMW 54
LUNE/SURG 55
MADISON 56

MATHEWS Si
MECKLENEURG 58
1110CtESC6 59
IACINTGOMERY 60
RANSOM 61

NELSON 62
NEW KENT 63
NORFOLK 64
NORITOJAPION 61
710R11UIABERIA 66

NOTTOWAY 67
ORANGE 68
PAGE 69
PATRIM 70
FITISYLVANIA 71

POWRAT AN 72
PRINCE OMAR 73
PRINCE GEORG 14

1P ReCISS ANN 1
PRIME WILLI 75

PULASKI 77

OMAHA/KIM n
130600 19

a ROANOKE 80
1100090GE 61

ROCKINNAM 12
RUS411 13

II SC011 $4
SHEOWCIOAll iS
SMYTH 116

II

SOUTHAMPTON

$7I
67

SPOTSYLVMIA

SIMFORD II
StIRRY *
SUM 91

WM. $2
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Tobin 1. Need for Subsidised Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resources and Related Indices for U.S., Each Stale and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Charactorittics (0003)

Estimated Family Planning Need
and Service Levels

Selected Health end Istmographk Indices
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est.
Fed.
Rats

Um Birth
Noss

% nt firths
10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 17 18

1
1
m

t
S
I
A

1 i
li

1
"
_

i 1
5 g

ilf
r
i

I
I
1

1

gi

4e
1

4?as
,1

ti-
Ifoaf

St

VIRG MA

9934

WARREN 16.0

WASHINGTON 5 56.9
3.4

12.7
504

2.849
504 100

2,M9 100

23 9
25 .0

9
40

88
75

34

38

7

ID

51
59

9
1

95 WESTMOREUN) 11.6 2.2 619 619 100 43 6 31 99 26 22 265 10

96 WISE 44.1 9.2 2,215 2,215 100 30 63 85 31 23 51 8
97 WYTHE 22.2 4.8 1.229 1,229 100 189 2 79 34 10 52 7

98 WAX 1 216.2 60.0 7,820 7,820 100 27.1 322 91 36 12 104 10

WASHINGTON

39 COUNTIES 1040.4 .8 14.9 596.5 59,810 5,154 54,656 91 223 1,371 81 36 12 71 7

1 ADAMS 10.8 2.1 182 182 100 24.4 8 85 31 14 33 11

2 ASOTIN 12.1 2.4 341 341 100 154 81 30 11 48 6
3 BENTON S 614 121 895 895 100 190 8 &I 33 13 43 7

4 CHEM 40.7 1.8 195 795 100 24.4 24 15 32 14 b5 8
S CtAllA51 31.1 1.1 59 113 133 100 23.0 16 82 33 111 53 5

6 CUM 2 1087 22.0 2,025 2,025 100 226 46 81 38 11 59 6
7 COLUMBIA 4.8 .9 106 106 300 260 3 11 32 9 118 3
8 COMITt 62.0 12.2 1,311 1,31's 100 20.3 16 94 36 10 49 1

9 COMAS 16.2 14 262 262 100 14.1 70 29 9 S9 6
10 FERRY 3.5 .2 .7 .6 71 71 100 41.9 10 98 33 23 100 20

11 11W44111 $ 24.8 50 489 489 100 2S 3 19 93 38 22 86 6
12 GAREIEID 30 .5 39 39 100 12.7 80 38 10 10
13 OMNI 40 5 7.0 653 653 100 237 38 99 32 11 55 6
14 CRAYS HAWN 581 .8 11.0 1,239 1,239 100 258 43 92 38 13 11 1

15 IStAte 229 4.3 603 603 100 24.5 20 107 38 9 21 7

16 JEFFERSON 9.2 .3 I./ 130 230 103 Xi 18 89 30 14 14 9
11 KING 3 1,014.1 2026 15,365 3.991 11,368 74 20.8 297 88 39 10 87 /
18 8JISAP S 90 S .1 169 IV/ 1,877 100 25.6 63 84 40 9 113 6
II IIIIIIIIS 226 4.6 412 611 103 20.6 S 14 19 8 47 S
20 ICLICIUTAT 111 .2 2.4 225 22$ 100 24.6 9 101 32 11 15 3

21 LEWIS 421 1.9 1,111 1,111 100 /50 27 19 37 10 W /
22 LICCel 9.5 1.1 133 133 100 III 71 33 8 61 6

23 MASON 11E0 .4 33 373 373 100 22.3 1 65 36 13 46 9
24 CC MOGAN 24.6 .2 2.1 4.7 650 650 100 258 11 13 40 I/ gl 4
25 PACEIC 14.6 .1 26 423 03 100 219 5 13 40 10 31 1

26 PEW Okillt 1.5 .1 1.4 212 212 ICO 221 3 93 25 15 24 6
27 PEACE 1 351.8 691 4,414 104 7,705 12 221 13 33 36 13 63 1

21 53.11 IA 30 .5 11 97 100 93 IA 45 150 S
29 SRAM 49.7 .6 12 1,030 1030 IN 22) 21 54 36 10 69 6
X SIUIJIWIA Si 1.1 100 100 100 20 2 1 71 25 11 23

31 SNOHOMISH 3 2972 .1 42.4 4,311 126 4,245 11 216 78 X 31 14 57 6
32 SF'ORNE 1 263 2 933 5,4 i I 107 5,304 St 24.4 181 86 36 14 11 I
33 STEYEt6 165 .2 .8 30 491 49d 103 219 17 MI 32 II 53 I I

34 DILIRSICII 60 .4 114 1,525 1.525 100 215 23 11 34 12 SS I
35 WANIUM1.11 33 .6 13 33 AO 364 6 63 53 5 S3 5

36 WALLA WPM 426 81 811 $11 100 211 15 14 34 14 92 1

37 WHATCOM 5 75.2 13 150 1,112 1,172 100 208 18 65 34 II 41 1
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Table 1. Read for Siasidind Faulty Planning Unica: Wrest Programs, Resources and Related Indices For U.S., Each Stat. and toasty, FT 196$ continued

rerflo:Soloctod
(0301)

Estimabd Family Planning rlood
and Unica Levels

Selected Ankh rid Damogrophk iodic*
WM Mortal,

19411945
Est '
Fart
Rate

Lin Birth
Order as
of Maki

10 11 12 13 14 15 14 17 18

1
B

I 1
I -,

la IsitI
g

8

1

i
1

ff
if
'41
I

I
L.
lej

WASHINGT

38 WHITMAN 32.5 7.0 616 616 100 17.6 61 39 9 4 S
39 YAYJMA S 149.3 .2 4.4 29.2 4,011 215 3,856 95 264 132 87 32 18 79 8

WEST YIRGINI

55 COUNTIES 1,8089 373.1 79,801 3,545 76256 96 259 1,460 81 34 17 86 8

1 BARBOUR 110 3.1 934 934 100 386 31 73 37 14 80 7
2 BERKELEY 383 7.2 1,134 1,134 103 22.1 15 93 33 19 96 1

3 BOCK 26.4 16 1,542 1,542 103 22.7 12 15 31 14 62 11
4 BRAXTON 114 3.1 941 941 100 289 11 70 24 25 102 9
5 BROOKE I 281 60 586 516 100 181 1 76 29 IS 66 4

6 CA13111 , 1 1088 225 3,883 693 3193 82 24.1 74 82 36 11 87 8
1 CALISOLIN 80 1.5 462 462 100 271 8 $1 29 29 65 8
8 CLAY 11.4 21 798 798 100 316 17 13 29 34 102 3
9 4000RIDOE 6.8 1.3 370 310 100 224 2 55 28 28 111 6

10 FAYHTE 562 11.5 3,253 3253 100 266 46 12 24 24 159 9

11 GAMER 85 11 544 544 100 23.9 S 66 27 24 68 10
12 CUNT 85 1.7 582 582 100 19.5 2 103 30 16 34 8
13 GRIDEIRIER 34.9 1.1 1,133 69 1,164 96 223 IS 76 31 20 89 11
14 HAAPSIORt 12.6 28 1$4 714 100 3?.4 11 15 31 20 Se 9
15 HANCOOK 1 39.6 82 516 576 100 93.0 50 10 31 14 42 8

16 KAM 93 1.9 531 537 100 24.4 6 85 26 20 86 6
17 KAMA 751 112 2,686 2,686 103 209 23 44 33 14 61 8
II JACKSON 20.8 4.4 857 851 100 21.5 8 84 31 17 54 1

19 JEFIERSON 197 4.2 119 119 100 24.4 14 47 30 18 129 1

20 KARAM% 1 2398 50.5 1,883 1,516 6,361 81 221 124 7/ 36 13 94 9

21 LEWIS 151 3.6 911 111 103 217 19 86 26 27 St 6
22 LINCCO 188 4.1 I* 1,284 100 312 36 83 31 2$ 71 $
23 (00111 533 I12 2,669 2669 100 HO 66 88 32 23 131 10
24 =aft 51.1 H.7 3,521 3521 100 319 123 It 21 29 124 12
25 MARION 612 13.9 2,423 136 2,287 94 21.9 22 10 38 I I 71 9

ti MAXIIIILl I 31.1 1.1 888 US 100 20.1 I IS 35 11 73 9
21 MASON 24.3 SO 969 66 931 93 20.4 1 H 21 12 46 I
2$ 14IRCER , 641 13 $ 3,430 3130 104 24.1 42 15 39 16 97 9
21 WOOL 5 241 10 961 99 103 311 36 10 31 15 SI /
30 31100 31.6 1.1 2,511 257I 100 362 12 94 2S 34 91 9

31 MONAGALLA 512 110 8613 MO 2,033 19 III 10 74 42 9 41 1

32 14COMOE 11_6 t3 642 31 165 95 21.7 1 74 2$ 11 70 1

33 MORON 114 I.? 436 436 100 124 3 96 21 18 Kt 1
11 N1CHOtAS 24i St 1,361 1.361 100 287 24 09 32 20 56 10
3S MO 1 614 126 1,886 59 1,821 97 ?V 49 14 40 14 161 9

36 PENUTON 1.5 1.5 444 444 200 181 67 40 10 200 10
17 itEASANTS 1.3 1.5 294 294 104 241 5 7$ 44 18 18 11

33 tOC,4041AS 14 1.9 475 415 114 31.? II 86 31 17 123 6
39 191E31014 262 SI 1,314 1,380 100 Mt 30 12 32 17 81 14
40 PPM 216 Si 1,431 32 199 11 21.6 21 71 30 It 44 9

41 RALEIGH 713 161 4,352 4,352 300 n I 29 70 35 19 129 10
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Waling and hteolfl Resources for Family Pfau Ina Proviso (. Des Writes toutfon of Ono or More,Progrom or Resources within County)
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Table 1. Need for Sobeldind Family Planning Service': C31,71111 begrime, Rt1041Ftti and Related Indices ter U.S., Fick Stets and County, Ft' 1966 continued

feoutatki and Selected
alarifivisScs (000s)

Estimated Ingle binning Need
led Sella lords

Selected Health and busigrapige liefkos
tired Mortality

1961-1965
Est
Fart
Rite

the Birth
Order es

% of Birth
2 3 4 5 6 7 11 9 10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 17 16

1

]

1

I

I
g ii ii

iiii
11

g
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I
i
h ill

1;
v P.

3

1

f-ct
,i;s.P-

4

4
i

I
g

i

1
g

11

Alk4-at

it
61h

WEST VIROtto

42 RAN3OLPH 26.9 5.3 3,329 1,329 100 30.3 35 82 38 16 92 8
43 RIICNiE 10.7 1.9 503 503 100 24.7 6 18 31 23 130 9
44 ROAM 16.2 3.2 854 854 100 381 21 TO 33 19 99 8
45 SUMMERS ISO 14 1,086 138 948 87 45.1 35 64 26 22 156 10

46 TAYLOR 14.0 27 754 154 100 326 13 15 32 18 49 5

11 TUCKER 7.5 1.4 428 428 100 193 1 94 38 15 30 6
48 TYLER 10.5 2.0 413 478 100 37.7 I/ 96 35 11 92 6
49 ulVIUR 183 3.8 1,029 1,029 100 27.6 18 84 36 17 63 A

50
53 WEBSTERWEBSTER 12.6

14
26

1,994

918
1,994

918
100

103

21.3
336

35
23

71

85
33
27

20
24

40
110

9
12

52 WET2E1 188 3.5 743 143 100 20.1 5 109 36 15 57 6

53 MT 5 4.2 .3 199 199 100 21.2 1 94 46 3 81 S

54 W000 5 03.4 16.4 2,255 259 1,9% 89 25.8 ?I 95 35 12 49 7

55 W ANG 32.5 1.2 1,658 1,658 100 31.0 42 87 33 22 67 9

WISCONSIN

71 COUINtS 4,1620 4.4 7118 71,106 2,748 76,158 97 217 1,795 102 30 19 56 1

1 ADAMS 12 1.4 343 343 100 19.2 1 76 24 29 91 S

2 ARAN) 162 7 3.0 486 486 100 26.1 13 93 29 21 29 11

3 BARRON 13.: 69 1,028 1,028 100 211 14 83 32 19 32 1

1 BAYT (ID 12.3 .5 21 422 422 300 218 II 74 31 25 91 6
5 BROWN 1 131./ 259 2,010 2,010 100 21.5 66 131 2a 22 39 1

6 BUFF 040 13.8 24 443 443 100 21.9 6 89 21 25 SS 5

? MITT 89 .3 1.5 313 313 100 21.5 1 10 32 28 8
1 CAUMET S 24.1 4.4 444 444 100 17.3 137 24 30 20 1

9 CHIPPEWA 5 451 14 1,135 1,135 100 21.5 19 98 25 29 36 S

10 CLAM 36 53 1.1,62 1,062 100 21.0 10 94 25 33 40 S

II 00111AB1A 363 14 840 840 100 186 3 100 33 17 50 5

12 OLANIORD 163 3.0 51? 571 100 20.0 4 12 20 31 1

13 Ott 1 264.3 S51 4,382 185 4,191 96 159 63 96 35 11 58 g
14 00008 64.8 11.1 1,2% 1,2% 100 21.7 26 95 30 19 34 6
IS DOOR *4 3 6 690 550 100 25.4 14 61 29 16 54 3

16 DUOS 1 421 1.1 1,011 1,011 1G 210 22 86 32 23 51 1
11 Oaf NO SO 900 900 100 212 8 /1 30 20 40 6
IS EAU WIRE S S1.1 112 1,349 1,141 100 114 10 12 35 IS 41 $
19 ILONEICE 32 .6 95 95 100 30.5 4 92 19 22 37 4

20 TOM 66? LAC S 800 15.4 1,567 1,581 103 200 18 98 29 22 41 S

21 FOPEST 7.5 .3 13 158 251 100 29.1 9 % 23 23 63 S

22 GRANT 46S 87 1.525 1,525 100 221 27 100 27 26 25 1

23 ORM 25 2 4.5 561 561 100 24.1 17 92 32 n 48 6

21 dittli On 15 5 87 353 353 100 II? 1 % 27 I? 31 6
25 OM 113 33 607 607 100 114 4 101 23 32 45 4

26 !RCN 69 10 154 154 100 21.6 2 13 28 22 63 16

21 640304 14.8 2.6 513 571 100 19.1 2 11 2S 26 110 10

2$ JEFFERSON 551 103 1,139 1,139 100 221 26 96 33 14 48 8

29 1U1041 112 31 551 551 100 21.4 15 95 31 76 4? 5
30 KENDSKA I 1131 213 1,465 1,465 100 20.0 30 109 31 15 31 1
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V 5 ? RITCHIE 43
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7 47 5 33 SUMMERS 45
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2 27 1 13

3 29 3 29 44
4?

10 55 $ 44 2 356 UPSTIUR 49
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3 24 2 16 1 121 WEBSTER 51

11 V./ 9 411 1 442 INET /El S2
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69 16 21 26 4 5 2 2,206 NOD 54
10 31 3 I WYOIMNG 55

WISCONSIN

3,466 53 1,5$ 33 231 6 146 11,761 4 2 49 2 11 CMINT1ES

2 24 2 24 I 19 ADAMS I
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IS 32 21 10 5 SA? 1 ONIE 11
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Currant Programs, thiourea and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY 1968 continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimated Family Planning Mead
and Wee Levels

Selected Health and Donnographic Ind las
infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est

Fart
Rata

LP, Birth
Orefor u

% of Births

a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1

a

ci

I

I

i i
I
li

tl
11

14

1

i

iv r 1

ig ig

I
.ER

li P.

4.-5'

g
1

k X.

i
1

gNg

ii-
21

is
/P4

111
is
I
b

WISCONSIN

31 KEWAUNEE 19.4 3.6 480 480 100 11.1 102 24 25 32 4

32 LACROSSE 5 76.6 15.1 1,567 1,567 100 23.9 46 99 33 16 51 9

33 LAFAYETTE 18.1 3.2 509 509 100 13.4 98 17 25 58 8
34 LANGLADE 20.6 3.9 647 647 100 21.7 9 97 25 26 32 8
35 LINCOLN 23.6 4.3 587 587 100 29.3 29 104 29 20 22 6

36 MANITOWOC 5 78.6 14.4 1,124 1,124 100 17.6 109 27 25 32 5

37 MARATHON 5 92.1 17.6 1,917 1,917 100 21,0 32 92 29 22 31 6

38 MARINETTE 34.2 6.1 950 950 100 17.0 86 26 22 45 6

39 MARQUETTE 7.6 1.2 240 240 100 14.4 130 20 21 50 5

40 MILWAUKEE 3 1,038.5 196.4 14,031 2,530 11,501 82 22.9 608 108 34 15 98 9

41 MONROE 31.7 5.6 820 820 100 21.8 13 91 35 22 51 5

42 OCONTO 25.2 4.5 800 800 100 26.9 24 90 24 32 40 4

43 ONEIDA 22.3 .2 4.0 652 652 100 25.9 19 94 22 23 58 5

44 OUTAG AMIE 5 111.8 21.4 1,642 1,642 100 20.4 37 120 29 24 34 6

45 OZAUKEE 3 44.6 8.8 479 479 100 17.1 107 21 21 34 7

46 PEPIN 6.9 1.2 208 208 100 26.6 6 129 32 25 27 9

47 PIERCE 27.4 5.2 749 749 100 26.6 23 77 31 20 39 7

48 POLK 26.7 .2 4.8 825 825 100 31.7 34 89 33 19 52 6

49 PORTAGE 42.7 84 1,145 1,145 100 11.0 99 30 21 36 7

50 PRICE 13.6 2.3 445 445 100 22.1 6 97 22 18 18 6

51 RACINE 1 156.3 30.3 2,145 2,145 100 23.9 108 106 28 20 39 7

52 RICHLAND 182 3.4 649 649 100 20.0 4 93 28 25 38 3

53 ROCK 5 124.8 24.1 2,033 2,033 100 21.5 51 108 32 15 55 6

54 RUSK 13.4 2.3 435 435 100 21.0 5 79 23 39 43 4

55 ST CROIX t 31,3 5.5 753 753 100 22 0 15 105 29 21 34 6

56 SAUK 37.7 7.0 1,103 1,103 100 27.4 36 90 32 22 63 6

57 SAWYER 9.4 1.0 1.6 377 317 100 32.8 13 98 27 35 38 6

58 SHAWANO 35.1 .4 6.4 1,149 1,149 100 25.6 29 105 23 26 68 1

59 SHEBOYGAN 5 94.1 17.6 1,505 1,505 100 19.5 15 91 30 16 25 7

60 TAYLOR 17.5 3,1 664 664 100 16.8 2 93 22 35 21 8

61 TREMPEALEAU 23.2 4.1 711 717 100 22.1 10 94 23 20 58 5

62 VERNON 23.3 4.1 876 876 100 22.8 11 87 28 18 28 7

63 YILAS . ci. 8.7 .8 1.5 319 319 100 22.9 4 99 30 27 108 5

64 WALWORTH -, - 58.8 11.4 j,258 1,258 100 20.3 14 85 30 17 49 6

65 WASHBURN ; 10.0 .1 1.8 367 367 100 21.9 4 11 25 32 31 3

66 WASHINGTON 3 53.7 10.1 165 765 100 21.9 26 125 22 23 19 7

67 WAUKESHA 3 193.8 39.5 2,317 33 2,284 99 20.0 44 95 27 18 36 6

68 WAUPACA 381 67 1,038 1,038 100 20.3 8 86 30 20 59 6

69 WAUSHARA 13.8 2.4 495 495 100 30.7 16 31 21 48 8

70 WINNEBAGO 5 117.6 22.7 1,884 1, 100 189 14 97 31 16 3C 6

71 WOOD 62.6 .2 11.9 1,106 1,106 100 21.4 28 112 21 23 41 6

WYOMING

23 COUNTIES 319.3 .5 3.9 59.8 5,990 35 5,915 99 21.5 372 99 34 15 49 10

1 ALBANY 23.3 4.8 608 608 103 25.7 22 101 40 8 33 10

2 BIG HORN 10.8 1.9 251 251 100 28.2 12 105 41 20 50 9
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Existing and Potential Resources be Family Planning Programs ( Designates Location of One or Moro Programs or Resources within County)
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WISCONSIN

10 51 10 51 2 263 KEWAUNEE 31
107 140 17 22 10 13 4 2,013 LA CROSSE 32

4 22 3 17 1 110 LAFAYETTE 33
13 63 11 53 1 410 UNLADE
13 55 12 51 2 362 LINCOLN

62 79 22 28 4 5 3 1,314 MANITOWOC 36
73 79 25 27 4 4 2 1,314 MARATHON 37

20 59 14 41 1 3 1 307 MARINETTE 38
3 39 3 39 MARQUETTE 39

1,229 118 271 26 98 9 16 19,483 3 MILWAUKEE 40

12 38 9 28 2 499 MONROE 41

1 0 8 32 2 335 OCONTO 42
24 10408 9 40 I 4 2 491 ONEIDA 43
94 84 38 34 6 5 2 1,670 OUTAGAMIE 44

25 56 16 36 1 523 WAUKEE 45

4 58 4 58 1 140 PEPIN 46
14 51 11 40 2 174 PIERCE 47

22 82 17 64 4 504 POLK 48
28 66 9 21 2 5 1 71T.F PORTAGE 49

7 51 6 44 1 200 PRICE 50

128 82 48 31 10 6 3 3,123 RACINE 51

11 60 9 49 1 343 RICHLAND 52
108 87 36 29 9 7 3 2,583 ROCK 53

5 37 5 37 1 238 RUSK 54

18 57 13 41 2 290 ST CROIX 55

25 66 20 53 1 3 3 741 SAUK 56
5 53 4 43 1 78 SAWYER 51

18 50 13 36 1 3 2 485 SHAWANO 58
67 71 26 28 4 4 3 1,688 SHEBOYGAN ' 59
5 . 29 4 23 1 276 TAYLOR 60:

12 52 10 43 2 155 TREMPEALEAU 61

11 41 7 30 2 473 VERNON 62

8 92 7 80 2 77 VILAS - 63
38 65 30 51 1 597 WAL WORTH 64

6 60 6 60 2 172 WASHBURN a
29 54 129 39 2 97 WASHINGTON 66-

163 84 4 25 11 6 3 2,477 WAUKESHA 67

20 53 18 47 5 743 WAUPACA 68
10 73 9 65 2 188 WAUSHARA 69

120 102 34 29 9 8 2 2,075 WINNEBAGO 70

97 155 16 26 4 6 2 1,652 WOOD 71

WYOMING

283 89 141 46 10 3 24 4,695 8 1 23 COUNTIES

22 95 9 39 1 4 1 491 ALBANY 1

11 102 9 83 2 122 BIG HORN 2
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Table 1. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Current Programs, Resource' and Related Indices for U.S., Each State and County, FY He' continued

Population and Selected
Characteristics (000s)

Estimatvi Family Planning Need
and Semite Levels

Selected Health and Demographic Indicts
Infant Mortality

1961.1965
Est.
Fart.
Rate

Uve Birth
Order as

% of Births
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WYOMING

CAMPBELL 7.6 1.5 98 98 100 45.6 24 114 26 19 59 12

CARBON 13.8 2.5 245 245 100 23.4 9 86 34 19 93 13

5 CONVERSE 6.0 1.1 125 125 100 36.3 12 101 21 7 13 4

6 CROOK 5.0 .9 135 135 100 15.3 112 23 17 4

7 TREMONT 26.9 .5 3.7 5.1 565 565 100 35.9 65 107 29 24 69 12

8 GOSHEN 11.3 2.1 315 315 100 26.5 10 87 34 11 54 11

9 HOT SPRINGS 5.1 .2 .9 119 119 100 38.6 11 78 35 14 81 14

10 JOHNSON 6.0 1.1 126 126 100 30.9 7 95 30 11 11

11 LARAMIE 59.5 11.0 793 35 158 96 27.4 78 113 35 14 58 10

12 LINCOLN 8.4 1.5 202. 202 100 23.1 6 118 31 15 1

13 NATRONA 46.0 9.0 701 107 100 26.1 45 87 39 11 41 9
14 NIOBRARA 3.5 .6 71 71 100 26.0 3 65 25 10 50 5
15 PARK 15.9 3.0 311 311 100 23.9 12 95 30 14 35 7

16 PLATTE 6.7 1.2 160 160 100 25.0 5 91 31 1 55 15

11 SHERIDAN 18.1 3.2 386 386 100 29.1 17 68 28 20 54 17

18 SUBLETTE 3.0 .5 50 50 100 19.9 1 139 32 15 6
19 SWEETWATER 17.5 3.3 288 288 100 23.4 11 96 34 14 70 13

20 TETON 3.8 .7 45 45 100 23.7 2 106 36 5 10

21 UINTA 6.8 1.2 110 110 100 27.1 7 102 43 16 48 11

22 WASHAKIE 7.8 1.4 151 151 100 24.6 7 107 28 17 39 13

23 WESTON 6.5 1.2 89 89 100 24.6 6 96 33 21 34 12

ALASKA

1 COUNTIES 264.8 48.8 47.4 5,013 2,292 2,721 54 34.2 611 138 30 21 71 8

ALASKA 264.8 48.8 47.4 5,013 2,292 2,721 54 34.2 611 138 30 21 71 8

HAWAII
4 COUNTIES 726.7 150.0 13,493 1,041 12,452 92 21.2 298 100 33 14 82 9

1 HAWAII. 62.6 12 4 1,531 114 1,417 93 21.5 21 85 29 16 72 10

2 HONOLULU 2 54.9 123.0 10,228 927 9,301 91 21.1 245 103 34 13 83 9
3 KAUAI ' ' 28.6 5.3 643 643 100 18.1 1 97 22 19 78 6
4 MAUI 45.6 9.3 1,091 1,091 100 25.2 31 19 27 17 82 9
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Existing and Potential Resources for Family Planning Programs ( Designates Location

Med.
Sch.

of One or

0E0 Programs

More Programs or Resources within County)

NonFederal Physicians In Patient Care Hospitals Other Federal
Programs

Health
Depts.

P.P.
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WYOMING

3 40 2 26 1 111 CAMPBELL 3
13 94 10 72 CARBON 4
3 50 3 50 1 62 CONVERSE 5
1 20 1 20 1 37 CROOK 6

16 59 14 52 2 466 FREMONT 7

9 80 7 62 1 161 GOSHEN 8
4 78 3 59 1 82 HOT SPRINGS 9
3 50 2 34 1 19 JOHNSON 10

65 109 19 32 2 3 2 859 LARAMIE 11

4 48 4 48 1 98 LINCOLN 12

59 128 16 35 5 11 1 827 NATRONA 13

1 29 1 29 1 32 NIOBRARA 14

16 101 12 76 2 304 PARK 15

3 45 3 45 1 68 PLATTE 16

17 94 6 33 1 6 1 259 SHERIDAN 17

2 66 2 66 SOBLETTE 18
10 5/ 6 34 1 297 SWEETWATER 19
5 133 3 80 1 27 TETON 20
8 117 8 111 1 112 UINTA 21

5 64 4 51 1 154 WASHAKIE 22

3 46 3 46 1 8 WESTON 23

ALASKA

18 3,289 8 1 1 1 COUNTIES

18 3,289 8 ALASKA 1

HAWAII

825 114 215 30 64 9 18 11,353 2 4 1 2 2 4 COUNTIES

48 77 33 53 2 3 5 1,029 HAWAII

716 121 154 26 58 10 7 9,113 2 HONOLULU 2
23 80 11 38 2 494 KAUAI 3
38 83 11 31 4 9 4 717 MAUI 4
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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 RESOURCEri
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 medically indigent women not served (Column 4).

Column 8
Number of Known Health Department Clinic Locations shows the
number of locations at which health departmentr reported the op-
eration of family planning clinics, In response to the CFPPD survey.

Column 10
Number of Planned ParenthoodAffiliated Clinics shows the number
of locations at which Planned Parenthood Affiliates reported the
operation of family planning clinics, in response to the CFPPD
survey.

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

Column 12
Hospitals Not Reporting Family Planning Services shows the number
of nonprofit, general care hospitals reporting births (as defined In
Column 25, Table 1), less 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 % of Hospital Births shows the
ratio of births reported in the hospitals enumerated In column 12 as
not providing family planning services to all births reported by non-
profit hospitals (Column 26, Table 1).

Column 14
Counties without Health Department Family Planning Services:
Bullet Identifies counties in which no family planning services were
reported to be provided by health departments.

Column 17
Counties with 0E0 or PHS Neighborhood Health Center: Bullet
identifies counties which have one or more comprehensive health
centers funded either by CEO or PHS (see Columns 31 and 34,
Table 1).
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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
(oilskin, FT 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or Mort Programs or Resources within County)

Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Existing
s and
Family Planning

Clinic Agenci Related Health and Organizational Resources
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TOTAL 313 COUNTIES 2,207.8 80 587,743 2,885.4 456 344 421 13 1,219 54 131 280 15 37 45 82

1 LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA 93.8 74 32,519 126.3 18 6 12 1 58 77 v o
2 COOK ILLINOIS 44.2 54 38,311 82.5 18 9 12 55 65 a

3 KINGS NEW YORK 42.0 66 21,956 64.0 9 13 5 1 9 26
4 WAYNE MICHIGAN 383 65 20,704 59.4 8 12 7 23 50
5 PHILADELPHIA PENNSYLVANIA 32.0 65 11,513 49.5 15 6 1 11 26

6 HARRIS TEXAS 31.2 69 13,780 45.0 17 4 15 6 48
7 BEXAR TEXAS 28.1 8? 4,349 32.4 2 13 3 48
8 DADE FLORIDA 27.1 75 8,955 36.1 7 1 9 70 a

9 DALLAS TEXAS 26.8 88 3,500 30.3 1 4 5 4 15
10 ALLEGHENY PENNSYLVANIA 25.1 80 6,349 31.5 5 19 18 59 a a

11 SHELBY TENNESSEE 24.9 85 4,389 29.3 2 3 1 12
12 SAN DIEGO CALIFORNIA 23.6 92 1,962 25.6 7 1 14 94 a a

13 NEW YORK NEW YORK 19.4 39 29,162 49.2 12 19 5 2 8
14 ORANGE CALIFORNIA 19.4 88 2,697 22.1 2 8 100
15 MARICOPA ARIZONA 19.3 82 4,355 23.7 17 5 2 10 30

16 ST LOUIS MISSOURI 18.9 58 13,557 32.4 3 5 3 13 71
17 MIENS NEW YORK 18.4 73 6,865 25.2 6 5 1 3 50
18 CUYAHOGA OHIO 17.4 59 12,191 29.6 3 7 15 1 12 37
19 BRONX NEW YORK 17.3 48 19,112 36.4 3 6 2 1 3 a

20 MIDDLESEX MASSACHUSEIT 16.9 95 912 17.9 4 16 73

21 JEFFERSON ALABAMA 167 65 8982 25.7 4 1 2 7 64 a

22 ORLEANS LOUISIANA 16.2 61 10330 26.6 1 3 1 7 41
23 NORFOLK VIRGINIA 16.2 84 3000 19.2 3 2 3 60
24 ERIE NEW YORK 16.2 80 4,016 20.2 4 3 6 55 a

25 SAN BERNARDI CALIFORNIA 15.6 96 615 16.2 2 1 13 94

26 SUFFOLK NEW YORK 15.2 94 998 16.2 5 10 100
27 HILLSBOROUGH FLORIDA 15.0 81 3,473 185 6 3 100

28 FULTON GEORGIA 14.6 59 10,069 24.7 1 2 6 5 40
29 TARRANT TEXAS 14.5 83 3,002 17.5 1 1 4 4 77
30 SANTA CLARA CALIFORNIA 14.4 92 1,205 15.6 5 2 1 9 79

31 BALTIMORE MARYLAND 14.1 44 17,914 32.0 14 7 3 9 42
32 BROWARD FLORIDA 13.4 19 3,519 16.9 6 1 3 55
33 HAMILTON OHIO 13.4 69 5,928 19.3 6 3 6 3 35
34 PINELLAS FLORIDA 13.3 83 2,682 16.0 1 4 56
35 JEFFERSON KENTUCKY 12.9 76 4,165 11.1 I 1 8 83

36 ALAMEDA CALIFORNIA 12.3 59 8,548 20.9 2 4 13 84
37 RIVERSIDE CALIFORNIA 11.8 97 399 12.2 2 7 33

38 ESSEX NEW JERSEY 11.5 63 6,878 18.4 5 2 10 50
39 MILWAUKEE WISCONSIN 11.5 82 2,530 14.0 3 6 13 72
40 HIOALGO TOM 11.4 82 2,501 13.9 7 7 4 100

41 KING WASHINGTON 11.4 74 3,997 15.4 6 2 2 16 86
42 OKLAHOMA OKLAHOMA 11.2 87 1,714 12.9 1 3 7 87 a
43 DAVIDSON TENNESSEE 11.1 68 5,221 16.3 3 5 44 a

44 ESSEX MASSAMSETT 11.0 100 50 11.1 1 10 83
45 OAKLAND MICHIGAN 11.0 97 363 11.3 1 2 3 70

176



Table 2. 313 Counties Containing Hall of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service Levels, Existing and Potential Resources run Program
Expansion, FY 196$ (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Wellston

Ex Is ing Family Planning
CI nIcs and Agencies

Related Health and Organizational Resources
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46 LUZERNE PENNSYLVANIA 10.7 89 1,362 12.1 1 8 100

47 WORCESTER MASSACHUSETT 10.6 98 168 10.8 2 11 72

48 CHARLESTON SOUTH C AROLI 10. 79 2,860 13.5 1 1 4 51

49 JACKSON MISSOURI 10.2 70 4,280 14.5 4 15 6 64

50 BRISTOL MASSACHUSET1 10.2 100 10.2 6 100

51 PULASKI ARKANSAS 10.1 90 1,076 11.2 3 I 4 64

52 SUFFOLK MASSACHUSETT 10.1 63 5818 159 7 21

53 DUVAL FLORIDA 10.0 60 6,634 163 9 1 3 27

54 NASSAU NEW YORK 10.0 79 2,613 12.6 4 4 3 33

55 CADDO LOUISIANA 9.9 98 226 10.2 1 1 3 36

56
57

58

HAMILTON TENNE

MAR INDIANA
SSEE
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1

3

3

45
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59 HUOSON NEW JERSEY 9.4 85 1,705 11.1 4 5 100

60 PROVIDENCE RHODE ISLAND 9.4 70 4,106 13.5 1 1 4 68

61 WESTMORELAND PENNSYLVANIA 9.3 100 10 9.3 1 4 78

62 HONOLULU HAWAII 9.3 91 977 10.2 3 2 5 38

63 FRESNO CALIFORNIA 9.2 83 1,852 11.0 5 1 6 68

64 MOBILE ALABAMA 9.1 71 3,793 12.9 5 1 4 63

65 PALM BEACH FLORIDA 9.1 81 2,081 11.2 1 6 100

66 MONTGOMERY OHIO 9.0 82 1,918 10.9 1 11 3 69

61 FAIRFIELD CONNECTICUT 8.8 84 1,615 10.4 6 4 1 9

68 TRAVIS TEXAS 8.7 89 1,015 9.8 5 1 3 100

69 SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA 8.7 91 850 9.5 1 1 5 87

70 MULTNOKWI OREGON 8.5 19 2,323 10.8 I 2 1 85

11 HINDS MISSISSIPPI 8.3 :... 1,180 9.5 1 3 57

72 MACOMB MICHIGAN . 8.3 99 58 8.4 1 1 100

73 MONMOUTH NEW JERSEY 8.3 96 378 8.7 1 2 1 37

74 FRANKLIN OHIO 8.2 50 8,141 16.4 2 9 3 60

75 CAMERON TEXAS 8.2 93 574 8.8 3 3 100

76 TULSA . OKLAHOMA 8.2 82 1,147 9.9 1 7 5 100

77 RIOHLANII SOUTH CAROL! 8.1 12 3,099 11.2 5 1 3 59

78 SUMMIT OHIO 1.8 1,067 8.9 2 2 2 45

79 YORK VIRGINIA 7.8 100 7.8 4 100

80 HARTFORD CONNECTICUT 7.8 78 2157 10.0 4 4 3 34

81 EAST BATON R LOUISIANA 7.7 79 2,075 9.8 1 1 56

82 PIERCE WASHINGTON 1.1 92 709 8.4 1 6 100

83 GUILFORD NORTH CAROL! 7.7 92 624 8.3 4 100

84 WAKE NORTH CAROL! 1.7 95 425 8.1 2 64

85 LAKE INDIANA 1.7 94 525 8.2 13 4 100

86 GREENVILLE SMITH CAROL! 7.6 89 954 8.6 1 1 4 32

87 RICHMOND GEORGIA 1.6 85 1,365 9.0 2 44

88 CUMBERLAND NORTH CAROL! 7.5 87 1,160 8.7 2 100

89 HAMPDEN MASSACHUSETT 7.5 99 100 7.6 4 24

90 JEfEKSON LOUISIANA 7.4 100 1.4 2 100

91 NEW HAVEN CONNECTICUT 7.4 72 2,859 10.3 7 66

92 ORANGE FLORIDA 7.3 72 2,908 10.2 4 5 100

93 EL PASO TEXAS 1.3 63 4,198 11.5 1 2 83
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Trigs 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 (Ranked by Number of MAlcally Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued................w

Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Lois log Family Planning
CI arcs and Agencies Related Health nd Organizational Resources
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94 NUECES TEXAS 7.2 75 2,358 9.6 4 2 100
95 MUSCOGEE GEORGIA 7.2 82 1,547 8.8 2 100
96 SALT LAKE UTAH 7.2 94 493 7.7 3 2 3 52
97 KERN CALIFORNIA 7.2 86 1,199 8.4 4 1 4 75
98 WESTCHESTER NEW YORK 7,1 68 3,354 10.5 1 2 14 12 88

99 HENEPIN MINNESOTA 7.1 54 6,007 13.1 6 2 1 13 90 a
100 FAYETTE PENNSYLVANIA 7.1 98 120 7.2 1 2 45
101 MONROE NEW YORK 7.1 10 3,097 10.2 4 7 3 41
102 PASSAIC NEW JERSEY 7.1 86 1,118 8.2 1 2 2 4 68
103 DELAWARE PENNSYLVANIA 7.0 96 315 7.3 2 3 50

104 CHATHAM GEORGIA 69 88 942 7.9 2 1 58
105 CONTRA COSTA CALIFORNIA 69 82 1,528 8.5 6 8 100
106 SPARTANBURG SOUTH CAROL! 69 88 976 7.9 1 2 100
107 ST CUUR ILLINOIS 61 100 69 5 100
108 POLK FLORIDA 69 73 2,570 05 9 1 6 78

109 VOLUSI A FLORIDA 69 93 500 7.4 3 3 100
110 LACKAWANNA PENNSYLVANIA 6.8 97 220 7.0 1 7 100
I11 SEDGWICK KANSAS 68 98 173 69 I 4 100
112 BERGEN FEW JERSEY 68 82 1,515 8.3 4 3 6 2 30
113 JEFFERSON TEXAS 6.6 88 861 7.4 5 3 100

114 CAMBRIA PENNSYLVANIA 6.6 100 66 5 100
115 STARK OHIO 65 98 147 67 1 1 3 68
116 SAN JOAOUIN CALIFORNIA 65 97 227 67 9 5 100
117 PIMA ARIZONA 64 74 2,280 8.7 2 1 1 3 95 b

118 MADISON ALABAMA, 6.4 87 916 7.3 1 1 100

119 KANAWHA WEST VIRGIN! 6.4 81 1,516 7.9 6 100
120 MIDOLESEX NEW JERSEY 63 97 201 6.5 2 2 49
121 ROANOKE VIRG/NIA 6.2 100 6.2 3 100
122 VENTURA CALIFORNIA 61 83 1,278 7.4 7 100 a
123 MONTGOMERY PENNSYLVANIA 6.1 93 484 66 3 4 48

124 MONTGOMERY ALABAMA 6.0 18 1,686 7.7 1 4 100
125 BI GEORGIA 6.0 91 611 6.6 1 a
126 NORFOLK MASSACHUSETT 6.0 97 200 62 1 6 74 a
127 LUCKS OHIO 5.9 63 3,426 9.3 2 4 .3 4 48
128 TUSCALOOSA ALABAMA ' 5.9 93 433 63 1 100

129 ATLANTIC NEW JERSEY 5.9 100 5.9 1 2 70
130 HARRISON MISSISSIPPI 5.8 97 194 6.0 1 100
131 PRINCE GEORG MARYLAND 5,8 86 973 6.1 3 1 2 10
132 WEBB TEXAS 5.7 100 5.7 1 100 a a
133 SCHUYLKIU. PENNSYLVANIA 5.6 100 5.6 5 100

134 ESCAMBIA FLORIDA 5.6 80 1,425 7.1 2 100
135 WASHINGTON PEANSYLVANIA 5.6 100 5.6 4 100 a a
136 OUACHITA LOUISIANA 5.6 100 5.6 3 100
137 TULARE CALIFORNIA 5.5 90 631 61 2 7 100
138 ONONDAGA NEW YORK ' 5.4 72 2,167 7.6 1 4 4 78 a

139 BREVARD FLORIDA 5.4 85 957 64 4 100
140 WON NEW JERSEY 5.4 87 828 63 2 2 3 50
141 PLYMOUTH MASSACHUSETT 64 103 20 5.4 1 2 23
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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 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within Count y) continued

Estimated
N

Fatuity Planning
id and Service Levels

Dieting and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Ex iCsitiialsraann:1111gPle naciliensing
Related Health and Organizational Resources

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ID 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

1
a

f
LS

-

I.4
2;1
it

w

P

=

1-..s

I
'V;
Asii

ts
bog I.
11E
1...si

3Vi s

,
g
l'g
z5gl

ff
°
15

1

Is1]
c LT:i4
1

IP
g itig-

11

lg..s
SA
"5 go

li,
II
cc N,
Z'8
fil
44'n

.m

11
;.".ii

x
i:R..

1.t.Ili
6"
11
1q.sig

b
2f
la

g.4
'gi
1g
ss

la
1 11

`gl
`6'.g.
p. g

5g
1-='.
AI

0
kg
'8 X
ol:
'51
1tt
AEs

a e
pa
It
II
ST.

i
2
g
.51i
SE

42 CAMDEN NEW JERSEY 5.4 73 2,009 7.4 1 2 3 78
43 ROBESON NORTH CAROL! 5.3 93 416 5 7 I 100
44 ERIE PENNSYLVANIA 5.3 97 145 55 1 1 3 67
45 ST LAMM LOUISIANA 5.3 100 5.3 2 100
46 SPOKANE WASHINGTON 53 98 107 54 4 100

47 KENT MICHIGAN 5.3 17 1,578 6.9 6 I 7 2 56
48 STANISLAUS CALIFORNIA 5.3 95 300 5.6 1 6 80
49 DE KALB GEORGIA 5.2 71 2,090 7.3 1 1 6 1 100
50 BERKS PENNSYLVANIA 5.1 97 135 5.3 2 2 1 .33

51 BUNCOMBE NORTH CAROLI 5.1 89 664 5.8 1 1 53

52 DOUGLAS NEBRASKA 51 78 IA 72 66 3 1 6 7 87
53 ONEIDA NEW YORK 51 98 78 5.2 1 4 100
54 ST LOUIS MINNESOTA 5.1 99 49 5.1 1 9 100
55 PRINCESS AIM VIRGINIA 5.1 IC* 5.1 1 100
56 SULLIVAN TENNESSEE 50 100 5.0 2 1 1 62

57 FORSYTH NORTH CAROLI 5.0 76 1,538 65 1 2 59
58 GASTON NORTH CAROL! 5.0 92 423 5.4 2 100
59 RAPIDES LOUISIANA 5.0 76 1,606 66 1 3 100
60 FLORENCE SOUTH CAROLI 4.9 93 362 5.2 7 2 100

61 PIKE KENTUCKY 4.8 98 106 :;.0 1 100

62 MONTEREY CALIFORNIA 4.8 100 23 4.8 5 100
63 OCEAN NEW JERSEY 4.7 98 85 4.8 I 2 60
64 LANCASTER PENNSYLVANIA 4.7 90 530 5.2 I 3 3 57
65 PITT NORTH CAROL! 4.1 93 381 5.1 1 100
66 GREENE MISSOURI 4.7 95 270 5.0 2 100

61 BERNALILLO NEW MEXICO 4.7 71 1,925 6.6 46 2 6 1 73

68 GALVESTON TEXAS 4.7 80 1,149 58 2 I 50
69 CALCASIEU LOUISIANA 4.6 100 4.6 4 100
70 VERNON LOUISIANA 4.6 100 4.6
71 MADISON ILLINOIS 4.6 100 4.6 5 100

72 CUMBERLAND MAINE 4.6 100 4.6 6 100
73 GENESEE MICHIGAN 4.5 31 2,942 1.5 1 3 3 75
74 PITTSYLVAMA VIRGINIA 4.5 100 4.5 2 100
75 CALHOUN ALABAMA 4.5 100 21 4.6 2 100
76 LAFAYETTE LOUISIANA 4.5 100 4.5 3 100

77 ALBANY FEW YORK 4.5 77 1,321 58 1 1 2 66
18 COBB GEORGIA 4.5 91 154 4.7 1 100
79 EL PASO COLORADO ' 4.4 90 491 4.9 1 I 3 100
80 MAHONING OHIO 4.4 76 1,43i 5.8 2 1 100
81 BURLINGTON . NEW JERSEY 4.4 96 162 4.6 1 1 26

82 RALEIGH WEST VIRGIN! 4.4 100 4.4 1 100
83 JEFFERSON ARKANSAS 4.4 94 211 4.6 2 1 100
84 WAYNE NORTH CAROLI 4.3 83 912 5.2 1 100
85 SONOMA CALIFORNIA' 4.3 81 994 53 4 100
86 SNOHOMISH WASHINGTON 4.2 97 126 4.4 1 4 100

87 ANDERSON SOUTH CAROU 4.2 93 333 4.6 1

88 VANDERPIJRGH INDIANA 4.2 81 624 4.8 1 3 100
89 LORAIN OHIO - 4.2 100 4.2 4 100
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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 (Ranked by Number of Medically indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued..-i

7
Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Dining Family Planning
Clinics' and Agencies

Related Health and Organizational Resources
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190 ALLEN INDIANA 4,2 100 4.2 3 100

191 DANE WISCONSIN 4.2 96 185 4.4 4 90

192 BELL TEXAS 4.2 90 438 4.6 1 1 23

193 ORANGE NEW YORK 4.2 92 341 4.5 6 66
194 TANG I PAHOA LOUISIANA 41 100 4.1 2 100

195 LANE OREGON 4.1 100 4.1 4 100
196 LEHIGH PENNSYLVANIA 4.1 95 225 4.3 1 41

197 ETOWAH ALABAMA 4.1 99 60 4.2 2 100

198 FAYETTE KENTUCKY 4.1 13 1,519 5.6 1 3 73
199 SAN MATEO CALIFORNIA 4.1 12 1,612 5.7 3 4 90

200 ONSLOW NORTH CAROLI 4.0 96 175 4.2 1 LOU

201 MISSISSIPPI ARKANSAS 4.0 :.: 569 4.6 2 2 100
202 LAKE ILLINOIS 4.0 100 4.0 5 100
203 HILLSBOROUGH NEW HAWSHIR 4.0 100 4.0 7 100
204 LUBBOCK TEXAS 4.0 76 1,224 5.2 4 2 100

205 DOUGHERTY GEORGIA 4.0 98 68 4.0 1 100
206 LAUDERDALE MISSISSIPPI 4.0 95 194 4.2 4 100

207 FAIRFAX VIRGINIA 4.0 100 4.0 1

208 BUCKS PENNSYLVANIA 4.0 90 425 4.4 1 4 100

209 GLAIR PENNSYLVANIA 4.0 97 116 4.1 1 2 39

210 CHESTER PENNSYLVANIA 3.9 96 151 4 1 4 4 2 44
211 WASHINGTON MISSISSIPPI 3.9 87 574 4.5 3 100
212 NORTHAMPTON PENNSYLVANIA 3.9 95 215 4,1 1 1 1 56
213 SMITH TEXAS 3.9 97 129 4.0 1 2 100

214 YAKIMA WASHINGTON 19 95 215 4.1 1 4 100

215 INGRAM MICHIGAN 3.8 84 726 4.6 1 1 3 52

216 SUMTER rrri CAROL I 3.8 94 265 4.1 1 1 100

217 WINNEBAGO ILLINOIS 3.8 100 3.8 3 100

218 JOHNSTON NORTH CAROLI 3.8 95 212 4.0 1 100

219 ALACHUA FLORIDA 3.8 86 628 4.4 4 1 1 52

220 ORANGEBURG SOUTH CAROL! 3.8 82 853 4.7 3 1 100
221 RICHMOND NEW YORK 3.8 91 358 4.1 2 2 50
222 MCLENNAN TEXAS 3.7 U 2069 E 8 3 1 100

223 HORNY SOUTH CAROLI 3.7 88 522 4.2 3 2 100
224 ELKHART INDIANA 3.7 100 3.7 2 100

225 SA/4 FRANCASC CALIFORNIA 3.7 29 9,118 12.8 6 2 6 48
226 BUTLER OHIO 3.7 90 406 4.1 2 3 100

ni TRUMBULL OHIO 17 95 200 3.9 1

228 NEW LONDON CONNECTICUT 16 95 172 a8 1 1 1 37
229 MERCER NEW JERSEY 3.6 7D / 549 5.2 1 1 4 3 83

230 WASHINGTON ARKANSAS 3.6 98 69 3.7 1 2 100

231 ST JOSEPH INDIANA 3.6 95 200 3.8 1 1 1 2 56
232 LEON FLORIDA 3.6 89 453 4.1 2 100
233 DU PAGE ILLINOIS 3.6 100 3.6 4 100

234 MARION OREGON 3.6 100 3.6 4 100

235 NEW HATIOVER NORTH CAROL' 3.6 93 263 3.8
236 NORTHUMBERLA PENNSYLVANIA 3.5 99 49 3.6 1 1 63

237 BEAVER PENNSYLVANIA 3.5 100 3.5 3 100
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Table 2. 313 Counties Containing Hall of tl.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Program
Expansion, FY 1968 (Rallied by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued------",

Estimated Family Planning
Need gni Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

&Is ing Family Planning
Clinics and Agencies

Related Health and Organizational Resources
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238 WICHITA TEXAS 3.5 100 3.5 3 100

239 MCDOWELL WEST VIRGINI 3.5 100 3.5
240 DURHAM NORTH CAROL! 3.5 72 1,375 4.9 2 49
241 WILL ILLINOIS 3.5 100 3.5 2 100

242 WILSON NORTH CAROL! 3.5 98 68 3.5 1 100

243 CUMBERLAND NEW JERSEY 3.5 96 150 3.6 2 1 18

244 TALLADEGA ALABAMA 3.5 96 163 3.6 2 100

245 PEORIA ILLINOIS 3.5 97 96 3.6 1 1 2 55
246 DAVIDSON NORTH CAROL! 3.5 100 3.5 2 MO
247 MERCER WEST VIRGIN! 3.4 100 3.4 1 100

248 AIKEN SOUTH CAROL' 3.4 98 16 3.5 1 1 100

249 BOLIVAR MISSISSIPPI 3.4 87 486 3.9 2 100
250 ARLINGTON VIRGINIA 3.4 100 3.4 2 100

251 ST TAMMANY LOUISIANA 3.3 100 3.3 2 100
252 DAUPHIN PENNSYLVANIA 3.3 69 1,460 4.8 1 4 1 41

253 UTAH UTAH 3.3 100 3.3 2 100

254 ANNE ARUNDEL MARYLAND 13 72 1,268 4.6 13 2 100

255 SANTA CRIJ2 CALIFORNIA 3.3 90 348 3.7 1 4 100

256 MORRIS NEW JERSEY 3.3 ..: 436 3.7 1 2 5 74

251 SAMPSON NORTH CAROLI 3.3 98 80 3.4 1 100

258 YORK SOUTH CAROLI 3.3 86 521 3.8 3 2 100
259 BERRIEN MICHIGAN 3.3 100 3.3 4 100

260 SOLANO CALIFORNIA 3.3 89 387 3.6 1 3 94

261 FAYETTE WEST VIRGIN! 3.3 100 3.3 1 100

262 FORREST MISSISSIPPI 3.3 97 93 3.3 2 100

263 AROOSTOOK MAINE 3.2 100 3.2 6 100

264 CRITTENDEN ARKANSAS 3.2 99 26 3.3 2 1 100

265 RENSSELAER NEW YORK 3.2 100 3.2 3 100

266 YORK PENNSYLVANIA 3.2 66 1,660 4.9 1 6 I 26

261 DUTCHESS NEW YORK 3.2 83 670 3.9 1 1 3 3 47

268 CABELL WEST VIRGINI 3.2 82 693 3.9 1 3 100

269 GREGG TEXAS 3.2 100 3.2 3 100

270 SANGAMON ILLINOIS 3.2 100 3.2 2 100

271 CHAMPAIGN ILLINOIS 3.2 90 334 3.5 1 1 3 100

272 ULSTER PEW YORK 11 100 3.1 2 100

273 MADISON TENNESSEE 11 100 3.1 1 1 100

274 SCIOTO OHIO 31 99 23 3.2 1 1 1 43
275 WASHINGTON TENNESSEE 3.1 100 13 3.1 1

276 JEFFERSON COLORADO 3.1 100 11 1 100

277 HALIFAX NORTH CAROLI 3.1 87 484 3.6 1 100

278 CHAUTAUQUA NEW YORK 3.1 100 3.1 5 100

279 SEBASTIAN ARKANSAS 3.1 96 115 3.2 1 2 100

280 MANATEE FLORIDA 3.1 91 304 3.4 1 100

281 TERREBONNE LOUISIANA 3.1 100 3.1 I 100
282 MORGAN ALABAMA 3.1 88 434 3.5 I 100

283 VIGO INDIANA 11 98 48 3.1 I 2 100

284 MONTGOMERY IMMO 3.0 79 815 3.8 5 1 2 3 80

285 YORK MARE 3.0 100 3.0 3 100
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Table 2. 313 Counties Containing Hail of U.S. Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services: Need, Service levels, Existing and Potential Resources for Program
Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates location of One or More Programs or Resources within County) continued

Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Exis I ng Family. Planning
CI nits and Agencies Related Health and Organizational Resources
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286 LENOIR NORTH CAROL I 3.0 89 359 3.4 2 100
287 GLOUCESTER NEW JERSEY 3.0 100 3.0 1 100

288 JASPER MISSOURI 3.0 98 65 3.1 1 3 100
289 SCHENECTADY NEW YORK 3.0 91 305 3.3 1 2 100
290 WILKES NORTH CAROL] 3.0 98 62 3.1 1 100

291 SOMERSET PENNSYLVANIA 3.0 97 83 3.1 1 2 79
292 PENOBSCOT MAINE 3.0 94 195 3.2 1 1 3 53
293 DENTON TEXAS 3.0 100 3.0 1 100
294 HOUSTON ALABAMA 3.0 93 216 3.2 1 100
295 NASH NORTH CAROU 3.0 85 528 3.5

296 MARION FLORIDA 3.0 85 504 3.5 2 1 100
297 COMANCHE OKLAHOMA 3.0 91 309 3.3 1 1 76 3

298 CAMPBELL VIRGINIA 3.0 100 3.0 2 100
299 CLEVELAND NORTH CAROL! 3.0 95 154 3.1 3 100
300 WARREN MISSISSIPPI 2.9 99 44 3.0 3 100

301 KANE ILLINOIS 2.9 100 2.9 6 100
302 ST. LAWRENCE NEW YORK 2.9 100 13 2.9 1 1 4 81

303 CLACKAMAS OREGON 2.9 94 200 3.1 1 1 100
304 BERKELEY SOUTH CAROL! 2.9 92 239 3.1 3 1 100
305 BROOME NEW YORK 2.9 82 633 3.5 3 4 100

306 FLOYD GEORGIA 2.9 98 60 3.0 1 100

307 CLARK NEVADA 2.9 68 1,334 4.2 3 100
308 ROWAN NORTH CAROL! 2.9 91 272 3.1 1 100
309 ST CLAIR MICHIGAN 2.9 100 6 2.9 1 3 100
310 GIBSON TENNESSEE 2.9 100 2.9 3 2 100

311 KALAMAZOO MICHIGAN 2.9 87 443 3.3 1 1 2 2 44
312 GRAYSON TEXAS 2.9 95 136 3.0 4 3 103
313 CULLMAN ALABAMA , 2.9 93 214 3.1 1 100
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SECTION II. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 3. 516 COUNTIES CONTAINING HALF OF EACH STATE'S
UNMET NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES,
BY 0E0 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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Table 3. 516 Counties Containing Half of Each State's Unmet Need for Svbsidired Family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region mid Stale: Need, Service Levels, Existing and
Potential Resources for Program Expansion, FT 1968 (Ranted In Each State by Number of Wedkally indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Pro
grams w Rind mos within County)

Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Fainting and Potential Resources for Program Evasion

Estimated Family Planning
Mks and Agencies Related Health and Organizational Resources
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1172 C0111111E1 4,513.4 11 173,111 93111.7 113 435 525 30 3,110 74 2,041 2011 170 41 10 115

ItEdION 1

COhtfCTIOUT
8 COUNTIES TOTAL 319 83 6,403 40.8 12 10 20 43 8 1 2 1 1 4
3 COUNTIES HALF WET NEED 24.0 78 6,631 30.6 11 9 11 31 3 3 2 1 1 3

hURFIELD BRIDGEPORT 18 84 1,615 10.4 6 4 i 9
HARTFORD HARTFORD 7.8 78 2,157 10.0 4 4 3 34
MY HAVEN NEW HAVEN 7.4 72 2,859 10.3 1 1 1 66 e

MAME
16 =VIES TOTAL 27.5 99 219 27.7 1 2 44 95 16 16 3 1 2
4 COUNTIES HALF 1/04E1 NEED 118 99 195 14.0 1 1 18 89 4 4 1 1

CUISERLAA0 POR TWO 4.6 100 4.6 6 100
AROOSTOOK PRESQUE ISLE 3.2 100 3.2 6 100
YORK NIKO 10 100 3.0 3 100
PENOBSCOT BANGOR 10 94 195 3.2 I 1 3 53

WZACHUSETT
14 COUNTIES TOTAL 819 92 1,318 912 19 67 63 14 14 1 1 5
4 COUPCIIS HALF MOAT NEED 48.8 98 1,113 49.9 7 43 19 4 4 3

MIDDLESEX WARM 16.9 95 912 17.9 4 16 13
ESSEX LYNN 11.0 100 S0 11,1 1 10 13
WORCESTER WORCESTER 10.6 98 168 108 2 11 12
BRISTOL NEW BEDFORD 10.2 100 10.2 6 100

NEW /Ante
10 COUNTIES TOTAL 138 49 110 13.9 2 I 29 100 8 10 1

1 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 1.9 100 33 7.9 1 13 100 2 3 1

HI1SBOROUGH 111A11016111 40 100 40 1 100
ROM: MI PORTSVOUTH 14 99 33 15 1 3 100
MERRIMACK CONCORD 1.5 100 1.5 3 NO

SW JERSEY
21 COUNTIES TOTAL 91.1 85 17,125 114.9 1 26 24 52 57 17 21 6 I 1 6
6 COUNTIES HALF USIET NEED 414 81 11,795 61.1 6 14 14 24 52 3 6 3 1 3

ESSEX NEWARK 11.5 II 6,878 184 S 2 10 50
140011 JERSEY CITY 9.4 IS VS 111 4 5 100 6

110741011111 10113 MANCH $3 S 371 17 1 2 1 3/
PASSAIC PATERSON 7.1 16 1,111 $2 I 2 2 4 18 a

KM tEAPIECX 88 V 1,515 43 4 3 6 2 30
1110011SEX 11111111116W 11 17 201 45 2 2 49

NEW YORK

42 CCIJKIS TOM MI 72 99.228 351.4 26 65 69 4 172 32 53 44 11 6 5 S
I C O U N T I E S MI MET NEED128S 61 12,109

MINIMINIMMII.7111=
211 2 24 48 25 2 31 32 2 6 6 4 5 3

NE1 YORK 41.4 116 21,156 6t1 1 11 S 1 9 24

1 IN



Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Exparts loa

Estimated Family Planning
Clinks sad Agencies

Related Heal* and Organizational Resources
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ftli YORK NEW YORK 194 39 29,162 492 12 19 5 2
QUEENS NEW YORK 134 13 6865 252 6 5 1 3

BRONX NEW YORK 17.3 48 16112 364 3 6 2 1

ERIE BUFFALO 162 80 4,016 20.2 4 3 6
SUFFOLK LINDENHURST 15.2 94 998 162 S 10

RHODE ISLAM
5 COUNTIES TOTAL 168 80 4,157 21.0 I 3 8
I COUNTIES HALF LOKI NEED 94 10 4,106 13.5 1 1 4

PROVIDENCE PROVENCE 94 10 4,106 115 I I 4

VERMCN1

14 COUNTIES TOTAL 10.8 99 97 10.9 I 18

S COUNTIES HALF UNAET NEED 62 98 91 63 1 9

CRITTENDEN BURLINGTON 2.0 9S 97 2.1 1 I
RUTIMO RUTIAN3 .4 100 1.4 1

WASHINGTON MONTPELIER 1 0 100 1.0 3

WINDSOR SPPSOIELD 1.0 100 1.0 2

FIWIIIIN ST ALBANS .9 100 .9 2

KINN I

DELAWARE

3 COUNTIES TOTAL 61 63 4,053 10.8 8 2 5 4

1 COUNTIES KW UNMET NEED 4 5/ 3,568 14 2 1 2 2

NEW e/411E W1LIONGTON 2.8 46 3251 II I 1 1

DOVER 20 S6 317 23 2 1 1

DIST. OF COL

1 COUNTIES TOTAL 2.4 It 16333 201 11 S 6 4
1 COINT1ES HALF LNAET WO 2.4 I t 16333 201 11 5 6 4

WASHINGTON WAS/WM 2.4 It HI II S 6 4

KENTUCKY

120 COUNTIES TOTAL 130.4 92 11A13 141.8 1 6 3 16

23 COUNTIES HALE 1NAE1 FM 651 II 11,452 13 6 1 6 3 3?

NITERSON lOUISYILLE . 129 16 4,165 11.1 1 1 8
PIKE P1101111 4.1 N 106 SO 1

twin LEXINGTON 41 13 1,513 5. 6 1 1 3
NAVA HARLAN 28 V 410 33 I 1

11.0Y0 PRESTON SBURG 211 12 251 10 3 2 1

KENTON COYINGTON 28 100 2.1 2
IELL MOUE !I 13 It/ 21 2 I 1

WW1 BOWLING 6REE14 26 IS 121 21 1

DAMN ONIATOORD 24 96 108 LS 3

HARDIN 13.12MIENTOWN 24 103 24 1

M O O C H R I O N O N D 2 2 9 S 130 24 i 3

LEVIER NIIITESSURG It 9! 46 22 1 I
NAM SCOOSEI 21 1/ 12 22 1
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Table 3. 516 Castles Containing Half 41 Each State's Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region and State: Need, Service Levels, Existing and
Potential Resources for Program Expansion. FT 1968 (Ranted in Each Stott by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or None P-
grams or Resources within County) continued

PlEstimated family Manning
Need and Service Levels

biding and Potential Resoortri for Program Espansloa

Estimated Family Planning
Mks and Agencies Related Health and Organizational Resources
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CHRISTIAN WPM/4SO.1E
PERRY , HAZARD

HOPKINS ILMHSCNYILLE

KNOX BARBOURVILLE

MCCRACKEN PADUCM
CAIAPSELL NEWPORT

BOYD CATIETISSURG
BARREN GLASGOW

LAUREL LONDON

CLAY MANCHESTER

2.1 100

2.0 81 479
L 9 100 5

1.9 88 270

1.8 91 191

18 103

1.8 96 79

1.1
1.5

1
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00
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15 92 141

MARYLAND

23 COUNTIES TOTAL mks a myh
4 COUNTIES HALF 11411 NEED 252 56 20,910

BALTIMORE BALINCRE 14.1

PRINCE ORG HYATTSVILLE 58
ANNE ARUICOL ANNAPOLIS 13
IOITGOTERY BETHESDA . 3.0

NORTH CAROU

44 17,914

86 913
72 1,268

79 815

100 COLINTLES TOTAL 201.7 Si 29,424
24 Mtn HAL/ UNMET PIED 101.1 93 10,963

GUILFORD GREENSBORO 7.7 92 624

WAKE RALDCH 7.7 95 425ammo FAYETIFYIU1 7.5 81 1,160

ROBESON

LA if
S3 93 416

SHEY1U/ 19 GM

FCRSYTN WINSTON-SALEM 5.0 74 1,538
GASTON GASTONIA 10 92 423

PITT ALE 87 93 381

NAM GOLDSBORO 4.3 U 912

01610W JACKSONALLE 80 96 115

ONION SAITHF1ELD 1$ 95 212

NEW ILANWElt 1VIUNIGTON 16 33 20
OURNAM OUR1IJ4 15 72 1315
MON WiSON 15 91 61
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MO 3. 516 Coedits Containing Ralf of Each States Unmet Need foe Subsidized Family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region LA State: Need, SeMu Levels, Existing sad
Potential Resources for Program bpassion, FY 1968 (Raaked in Each State by Number of Medically Indigent Mason Not Served; Designates location of Ooe or More fro-
grants or Resources within County) continued
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'Fable 1 516 Counties Containing Half l LA Slate's Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Manning Services, by 0E0 Region and Stale: Need, Service Levels, Distils and
Potential Resources for Provers Evasion, FY 1968 (Ranted in Each State by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Dagates Location of 001 or More Pro-
grams or Resources within County) continued
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Table 3. 516 Counties Containing Hall of Each states Unmet Need for Subsidised family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region and State: Need, Serrke Levels, Existing and
Potential Resources far Program Expansion. FY 1962 (Ranked in Each State by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or More Pro-
grams or Resources within County) continued
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TOW 3. 516 Counties Containing Hall of Each Stites (limit Need lot Subsidized Family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region and Stale: Need, Sark/ levels, Existing sad
Potential Resources far Program Expansion, FT 1968 (Raided in Each Slate by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; rks1211etes Location of One or More Pre -
vin or Resources within County) continued
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WISCONSIN

11 COUNTIES

15 CD.INTIES

MINIM, EE
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WINBAGO
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FON) DU LAC
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KENO9SA

DOCGE

11E001

WNW,
15 COUNTIES

1/ COXES

PUUISK1
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GARLANI
CRAIGNEM1

UWI
RIM
FAULKNER

lAtUER
St. FRANCA
PO SETT
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LOUISIANA

64 COUNTIES

TOTAL 764
HALF UNMET MCI 316

MILWAUKEE 11.5
MADISON 4.2
WAUKESHA 23
RACINE 2.1

JANESVILLE 2.0
GREEN BAY 20
WAUSAU 1.9

OSHKOSH 1.9

APIIETON 1.6
FOND DU LAC 1.6
LACROSSE 1.6
LANCASTER 1.5
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KENDSNA 1.5
JUNEAU 1.2

TPTA8 101.4

f UNAET NEED 51.9
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VIAL 1561
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IC* 1.5 5 100
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100 1.3 2 100
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Need and Service Levels
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VERNON ItESV1LIF. 4.6
LAFAYETTE LAFAYETTE 4.5
TANG IPA93A AMITE 4.1

ST TAM ANY COVINGTON 13
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100

100

4.6
4.5
4.1
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3
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NEW MOOCO
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7 COUNTIES KAU MC ND 14.2
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11.4
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12 1 1

32
7
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70

11

1
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1
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BERNA1110 ALBUClIEROUE 4.7

DOHA ANA LAS CRUCES 1.9

SANTA FL SANTE Ft 1.6

MCKINLEY GALLUP 1.6

TAOS TAOS 1.6

RIO ARRIBA TIERRA AMARILLA 1.5

SMOOVAL OVUM 1.3
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1,925
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Table L. 516 Counties Containing Half at Each Slate's Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Service", by 0E0 Region and Stale; Need, Service Lolls, Existing and
Potential Resources for Program Expansion, FT 1968 (Ranked in Each State by Number of Medicatly Indigent Woman Not Served; Designates location of One or More Pre-
grams or Resources within County) continued
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TAMA TOLEDO .7
MARION KNOXVILLE .7
DELAWARE MANCHESTER .7
LEE FORT MADISON .7
WINNESHIEK DECORAH .7
BOONE BOONS .7
MAHASKA OSKALOOSA .7
BUCHANAN INDEPENDENCE .7

100

100

100
71

100

100
100
100

2 .7
.7

.7
1.0
.7
.7
.7
.7

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

1

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

KANSAS

105 COUNTIES TOTAL 49.5 89 5,984 55.5 21 1 5 127 95 96
15 COUNTIES HALF UNKT NEED 25.6 88 & 523 29.1 17 1 4 31 92 11

SEDGWICK WICHITA 62 98 173 6.9 1 4 100
SHAWNEE TOPEKA 2.8 87 428 3.2 1 2 100
JOHNSON OVERLAND PARK 2.0
CRAWFORD GIRARD 1.5

94
100

115 2.1
1.5

1 ' ;
2
2

100
100

RENO HUTG;INSON 1.4 100 1.4 2 100
WYANDOTTE KANSAS CITY 1.4 34 2,729 4.1 14 1 3 4 66
LEAVENWORTH LEAVENWORTH 1.3 100 1.3 2 100
MONTGOMERY I NDEPENDETICE 1.2 94 78 1.3 I 3 100
RILEY MANHATTAN 1.2 100 1.2 2 100
LABETTE OSWEGO 1.2 100 1.2
GEARY JUNCTION CITY 1.1 100 L 1 1 100 a
LYON EMPORIA 1.1 100 1.1 2 100
COWLEY WINFIELD 1.0 100 1.0 2 100
CHEROKEE COLUMBUS .9 100 .9 2 100
MIER EL DORADO " .8 100 .8 1 100

MISSOURI . -"-

114 COUNTIES TOTAL 11&5 86 19,388 137.9 8 10 22 78 81 104
17 CIY..21TIES HALF UNMET KED 59.4 76 19,170 78.5 6 10 20 36 76 10

ST LOUIS ST I OUTS 184 58 13,557 32.4 3 5 3 13 71
JACKSON iititSAS CITY 10.2 70 , 4,280 14.5 4 15 6 64
GREVE SPRINGFIELD 4.7 95 270 &O 2 100
JASPER - - - JOPLIN - - 3.0 98 65 3.1 1 3 100
BLICHANAN SAINT JOSEPH 22 94 150 2.3 2 100
BUTLER POPLAR BLUFF i.1 100 2.1
BOONE COLUMBIA " 2.0 79 534 2.5 1 53
CAPE GIRARDE JACKSON 1.9 100 1.9 1 100
JEFFRSON HILT-930RO 1.8 94 t 110 1.9 1 100
PEMISCOT CRUTHERSVH. 1.8 95

i
88 1.9 1 1 100

DUNKLIN KENNETT 1.7 97 45 1.7 1 1 100
NEW MADRID NEW MADRID 1.6 100 1.6
PU1 ASKI WAY1f.SVILLE 16 100 1.6
CLAY LIBERTY 1.5 96 71 1.6 2 3 100
JOHNSON WARRENSBURG 1.5 100 1.5 1 100
SCOTT BENTON 1.5 100 1.5
CASS HARRISONVILLE 1.4 100 1.4 1 101
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Table 3. 516 Counties Containing Half of Each States Unmet Ned for Subsidized Niftily Planning Service; by 0E0 Region and Stale: Need, Service Levels, Existing rnd
Potential Resources for Program Expansion, FY 1168 (Ranked In Each State by Number of laseitolly Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of Des or 8ore Pro-
grams or Resources within County) con ttned......---

Estimated Family Planning
Heed and Strike Levels
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ExIstinmd Potential Resources for Program Expansion
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MONTANA

56 COUNTIES TOTAL 14.6 92 1,209 15.8 12 3 48 96 54 16 2 2
9 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 7.1 91 800 8.5 12 15 100 8 6 1 2

YELLOWSTONE BILLINGS 1.4 100 1,4 2 100
CASCADE GRF.AT FALLS 1.4 100 /.4 2 100
SILVER BOW BUTTE 1.1 100 1.1 2 100
FLATHEAD KALISPELL .9 103 .9 2 100
GALLATIN BOZEMAN .7 100 .7 1 100
RAVAILI HAMILTON .6 100 .6 1 109
LEWIS AND Cl. HELENA .5 100 .5 2 100
VALLEY GLASGOW .5 100 .5 1 100
MISSOULA MISSOULA .5 37 800 1.3 12 2 100

NEBRASKA

93 COUNTIES TOTAL 35.5 95 1,813 37.3 4 2 1 90 95 91 35 1 1
16 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 1/13 91 1,776 20.0 4 1 7 34 94 14 7 1 1

DOUGLAS OMAHA 5.1 78 1,412 66 3 1 6 7 87 a
LANCASTER LINCOLN 2.7 90 300 3.0 1 4 100
BUFFALO KEARNEY 1.0 100 1.0 1 100 a
HALL GRAND ISLAND 1.0 100 1.0 2 100 e
SARPY PAPILLION .9 100 4 .9 1

GAGE BEATRICE .9 100 .9 2 100
DODGE FREMONT .8 100 .8 1 100
SCOTTS BLUFF GERING .8 100 .8 2 100
MADISON MADISON .8 100 .8 3 100
ADAMS HASTINGS .8 100 .8 1 100
LINCOLN NORTH PLATTE ,7 100 .1 3 100 a
DAWSON LEXINGTON . .6 100 .6 3 100
PLATTE COLUMBUS .6 100 .6 2 NA
SAUNDERS WAHOO .6 100 .6
GLISTER BROKEN BOW .6 103 .6 2 100
KNOX BLOOMFIELD .5 100 .5 1 100

NORTH DAKOTA

53 COUNTIES TOTAL 17.3 98 314 17.6 1 2 4 8 97 5 2 1 1 1
12 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 8.9 97 270 9.1 1 1 21 97 11 1 1 1

WARD MINOT 1.4 100 1.4 3 100
GRAND FORKS GRAND FORKS 1.2 100 1.7 3 100
CASS FARGO 1.0 140 1.2 1 3 100
OURLEIGH BISMARCK .8 100 .8 2 100
STUTSM JAMESTOWN . .7 100 .7 1 100
MORTON MAM)AN .7 100 .1 1 103
STARK DICKINSON , .6 100 .6
RICHLAND WAPPET ON .6 100 .6 1 NG
WALSH GRAFTON .5 100 .5 3 100
MCLEAN WASHBURN .5 100 .5 2 100
ROLETTE ROLLA .4 71 130 .6 1 1 19 o
BARNES VALLEY CITY .4 100 .4 1 IN
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Table 3. 516 Counties Conte loins Hall of Each State's Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services, by 0E0 Region and Stale: Need, Semite Lewis, Existing and
Potential Resource! for Program Expansion, FY 1966 (Reeked In Each Slate by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Served; Designates Location of One or Mora Pro.
gams or Resources within County) continued

Anaalorsemk
Estimated Family Planning
Need and Service Levels
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Esti.-zele1 family Planning
Related Health and OrgenitiatIonal ResourcesClinics end Agencies
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SOUTH DAKOTA

67 COUNTIES TOTAL 21.4 98
16 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 10.8 99

MINNEHAHA SIOUX FALLS 1.1 100
BROWN ABERDEEN 1.0 100
PENNINGTON RAPID CITY .8 95
BROOKINGS BROOKINGS .7 100
YANKTON YANKTON .7 100
BEADLE HURON .7 100
MEADE STURGIS .6 100
ROBERTS SISSETON .6 92
COD1NGTON WATERTOWN .6 100
CHARLES MiX LAKUNDES .5 95
HUTCHINSON OLIVET . .5 100
DAVISON MITCHELL .5 100
LINCOLN SANTON .5 100
TURNER PARKER .5 100
CLAY VERMILUON .5 100
BON HOIAME (YNEAU. .4 100
. i
UTAH

29 COUNTIES TOTAL 19.4 98
2 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 10.5 96

SALT LAKE SALT LAKE CITY 7.2 94
UTAH PROVO 13 100

WYOMING

23 COUNTIES TOTAL 5.9 99
5 COUNTIES HALF NOB NEED 10 99

LARAMIE CHEYENNE .8 96
NATRONA CASPER .7 100
ALBANY . LARAMIE .6 100
FREMONT LAMER R .6 100
SHERIDAN - SHERIDAN .4 100

dESION VII

ARIZONA

14 COUNTIES TOTAL 39.9 83
2 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 25.7 19

FIARICOPA PHOENIX 113 82
PIMA TUCSON 6.4 74

CALIFORNIA

58 COUNTIES TOTAL 3011 80
4 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 152.5 80

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES 93.8 74
SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO 23.6 92
ORANGE SAWA ANA 19.-1 88
SAN BEFNARDI SAtiBERt4AR 15.6 96

op

SS.

384 21.8 45 92 67 21
116 10.9 3 19 98 IS 10

1.9 2 100
1.0 1 100

44 .8 1 1 SOO

1 100
.l 1 100
.7 1 100
.6

45 .6 1 1 49
.6 2 100

27 .6 1 2 73
.5 2 100
.5 2 100
.5
.5 1 100
.5 1 100
.4 1 100

495 19.9 4 3 25 65 27 11
493 11.0 3 2 5 62 1 2

493 7.7 3 2 3 52
3.3 2 100

35 6.0 27 22
35 3.1 7 1 00 4

/5 .8 2 100
.7 1 100
.6 1 100
.6 2 100
A 1 1L0

8,287 48.2 22 IS 3 37 53 10 14 2 1

6,635 323 19 6 3 13 43 2 2

4,355 23.7 17 5 2 10 30
2280 8.7 2 1 1 3 95

75,361 378.5 80 27 22 5 275 82 16 39 10 6 3 7

37,793 190.3 29 8 12 1 93 82 4 2 1 1 2

3251 126.3 18 6 12 I 58 71
1,962 25.6 7 1 14 94
2,697 22.1 2 8 100

615 16.2 2 i 13 94
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Table 3. 516 Counties Containing Half of Each State's Unmet Need lox Subsidised Family Planning Services, oy 0E0 Region and Stale: Need, Service Levels, Existing end
Potential Resources for Program Expansion, FY 1968 (Ranked in Each Stale by Number of Medically Indigent Women Not Se,ved; Designates Location of One or More PIa
grams or Resources within County) continued

Estimated Family Plann;ng
Need and Service Levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Eitimatcd Family Planning
Clinics and Agencies

Related Health and Organics Donal Resources

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
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NEVADA

Al COUNTIES TOTAL 5.3 69 2,417 7.7 2 12 98 15 17 1

1 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 2.9 68 1,334 4.2 3 100

CLARK LAS VEGAS 2.9 68 1,334 4.2 3 100 6

OREGON

36 COUNTIES TOTAL 39.8 93 3,121 42.9 8 1 3 65 94 28 21 1 1 1

5 COUNTIES HALF UNMET HEED 21.5 90 2,523 24.1 1 1 2 18 91 3 5 1 1 1

MULTNOMAH PORTLAND 8.5 79 2,323 10.8 1 2 7 85

LANE EUGENE 4.1 100 4.1 4 100

MARION SALEM 16 100 3.6 4 100

CLACIAMAS OREGON CITY 2.9 94 200 3.1 1 1 100

JACKSON MEDEORD 2.4 100 2.4 2 100

WASHINGTON

39 COUNTIES TOTAL 54.7 91 5,154 59.8 9 2 2 86 95 34 29 2 1 2

4 COUNTIES HALF UNMET NEED 28.6 85 4,939 33.6 8 2 2 30 9? 4 1 1 2

KING SEATTLE 11.4 74 3,997 15.4 6 2 2 16 86
PIERCE TACOMA 7.7 92 709 8.4 1 6 1C
SPOKANE SPOKANE 5.3 98 107 5.4 4 100

SNOHOMISH EVERETT 4.2 97 126 4.4 1 4 100

ALASKA

1 COUNTIES

1 COUNTIES

TOTAL 2.7

HALF UWE( NEED 2.7
54

54

2,292
2,292

5.0
5.0

6

8
10

10

66
66

1

1

ALASKA ANChORAGE 2.7 54 2,207 8 10 66

HAWAII
4 COUNTIES TOTAL 12 5 92 1041 13.5 4 2 16 50 2 4 2 1

1 COUNTIES HALF TIMET NEED E.3 91 927 10.2 3 2 5 38 1 1 1

HONOLULU HONOLULU 9.3 91 927 10.2 3 2 5 38



SECTION II. DETAILED TABLES
. .

TABLE 4. UNMET NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING
SERVICES IN 984 COUNTIES WITH MORE THAN 30 PERCENT
FARM POPULATION, BY 0E0 REGION AND STATE, FY 1968

NOTES TO TABLE 4. T

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

Columns 3, 5, 7
;

More than 30 Percent Farm Population: Cotintles with more than 30
percent farm population were selected on the basis of rural-Wm
residence of each county In 1960 as shown In County and City Data
Book 1962.
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Tobin 4: Unmet Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services In 984 Counties with More than 30 Percent Farm Po lotion by 0E0 Re ton and Stain FY 1
(a Designates

_
No Counties in State with Mors than 30% Farm Population.)

Counties Population (0001)
Unmet Nod

(000's)

Counties with More Than 30 Percent Farm Population

Existing and Potential Resources for Prcgraiu Inpandon

Population
Existing ram Ilg Planning

Clinksend Agencies Related Health and Organization! Resources

2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

1
A

1

ii
ii
A

/

if
li

I

II
1
.5.11

II
1113

I
A

/I
li
.1gl

1

il
li

'E'E

I._al

ik

S

1

I

1t
ON

11

sA

Dfi
@I

11

ai

II
JI

i3iv
al

3
I
11

36

11.
gi is

si.

1

Is
si

U.S. Total 3,072 984 195,599.2 12418.7 4,593.6 571.0 80 11 4 3 665 99A 738 583 14 2 6 1 464 423 97

REGION 1 Total 150 1 36,111.4 3.2 538.7 .1 1 1 1

Conn. 8 2,878.2 33.9 IIIII a a a all 11111 a 11111
Me. 16 977.6 27.5 a a
Mass. 14 5,403.0 85.9 IIII 111111111111

10 676.3 13.8 lumina a am a
N.J. 21 6,899.2 97.8 a Il
N.Y. 62 17,968.0 252.1 aamam aa

5 897.8 it 16.8 a all Isaa ass
Vt. 14 1 411.2 3.2 10.8 .1 1 1 1

REGION Il Total 467 133 30,958.8 2,123.7 841.6 116 3 2 1 50 100.0 51 98 4 2 51 64 18

Del. 3 513.0 6.8 l 111
D.C. 1 805.6 2.4 aeux an rNN
1(r. 120120 70 3,181.1 829.2 130.4 44.4 1 25 100.0 29 55 1 30 37 3

23 3,610.9 48.5 1111111111111
H.C. 100 36 4,973.5 958.3 201.7 53.1 1 21 100.0 1 30 3 2 7 16 13

Pa. 67 11,600.8 231.6 sma il
Va. 98 22 4,464.9 295.3 143.9 16.4 3 100.0 17 9 10 10 2
W.Va. 55 5 1,808.9 41.0 76.3 2.4 1 1 100.0 4 4 4 1

REGION III Total 515 169 22,641.2 3,217.3 910.6 183.3 68 1 2 94 99.7 17 119 6 2 3 1 41 90 38

Ala. 67 19 3,510.9 447.5 142.1 24.5 13100.0 8 1 13 6

Fla, 67 3 5,893.4 22.6 180.3 11 3 1 3 2 1

Ga. 158 39 4,445.4 427.9 179.9 24.5 10 100.0 2 33 20 18 1

Miss. 82 46 2,336.6 929.3 122.6 54.8 1 1 28 98.8 2 20 3 1 4 34 8

S.C. 46 12 2,589.3 483.8 111.8 24.0 26 1 13100.0 12 3 3 9
Tenn. 95 50 3,865.6 906.3 173.9 54.5 39 30100.0 13 45 1 15 21 14

REGION IV Total 523 144 42,308.3 2,611.5 729.3 82.6 179 100.0 144 121 1 27 87 30

III. 102 22 10,785.9 298.3 158.4 9.9 12100.0 22 II 10 10 2
Ind. 92 19 4,951.3 303.9 103.6 8.6 11100.0 19 11 3 15 1

Mich. 83 5 8,467.6 133.5 141.4 4.0 6 100.0 5 5 1 1 3
Minn. 87 59 3,572.3 1,004.2 70.5 33.2 90 100.0 59 58 10 40 9
Ohio 88 8 10,364.3 189.3 179.1 5.8 8100.0 8 8 1 5 3
Wis. 71 31 4,167.0 682.3 76.4 21.0 52100.0 31 28 3 16 12

l
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Tibia 4: Unmet Nod for Subsidized Family Planning Senrices In 984 Counties with Mom than 30 Percent Farm Population by 010 Region and State, FY IN&
Doi nolo No Counties In State with More than Farm Population.) continued

Counties Po:dation (000's) Un(11100Orsr

Camila with Mors Thin 30 Percent Farm Population

Existing and Mantis! Worm for Program Expansion

PopulationEvinnamdrizag Rotated Health and Organizations, Worm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 11 18 19 20 21 22
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REGION V Total 502 109 19,797.7 1,125.2 721.2 54.9 7 59 i00.0 99 41 1 63 41 5

Ark. /I, 25 1,955.6 408.9 101.4 23.9 6 11 100.0 19 17 1 8 13 4
La. M 7 3,616.7 112.4 156.1 7.1 2 100.0 7 3 1 5 1

N.M. 32 1 1,002.3 1.6 27.0 .1 1 1

Okla. 77 18 2,476.5 157.0 81.6 5.9 18 100.0 14 9 14 4
Tex. 254 58 10,746.6 445.3 355.1 17.9 1 28100.0 58 12 39 19

REGION VI Total 746 422 17,041.3 3,775.4 394.3 131.6 3 10 4 277 96.7 420 200 3 277 139

Coto. 63 13 1,955.4 53.5 32.3 1.5 1 7 100.0 13 1 13
Idaho 44 22 697.3 183.0 15.8 4.5 15100.0 22 5 16 5 1

Iowa 99 72 2,760.2 1,128.6 64.2 35.2 1 1 2 61 100.0 71 72 2 12 58 2
Ku. 105 51 2,275.3 372.0 49.5 11.8 44 100.0 51 8 40 11

Mo. 114 64 4,563.5 727.8 118.5 33.8 2 1 16 100.0 63 64 1 33 28 3
Mont. 56 25 701.5 127.8 14.6 3.4 2 16 82.6 25 6 22 3
Neb. 93 71 1,439.2 468.4 35.5 16.3 1 51 98.2 71 25 58 13

N.D. 53 44 643.0 313.5 17.3 10.2 2 32 89.2 44 36 8

S.D. 67 52 679.2 352.4 21.4 13.7 4 28 85.5 52 18 41 11

Utah 29 2 1,007.2 10.2 19.4 .2 1100.0 2 2
Wyo. 23 6 319.3 41.2 5.9 .9 6 100.0 6 1 4 2

REGION VII Total 169 6 26,640.5 59.3 451.9 1.5 6 100.0 6 3 4 2

Aril 14 1,602.8 39.9 milm EN
Calif. 58 18,802.2 303.1 ill ri
Nev. 17 430.7 5.3 IIIII11 Ill 111311 all
Ore. 36 2 1,972.8 27,0 39.8 .7 2100.0 2 1 1 1

Wash. 39 4 3,040.4 32.3 54.7 .8 4100.0 4 2 3 1

Alaska 1 264.8 I 2.7 a e
Hawaii 4 726.7 1 12.5 a U
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SECTION II. DETAILED TABLES ,
TABLE 5. 438 COUNTIES WITH NO IDENTIFIABLE FAMILY
PLANNING PROGRAMS: POTENTIAL HEALTH AND
ORGANIZATIONAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
AND RELATED INDICES, FY 1968 (Ranked LI Family Planning
Need: Selected Counties Have Family Planning Need of 1,000
or More Women)

NOTES TO TABLE 5.
MI column headings appear as In prior tables except the following:

Column 5
Counties. with Assigned Health Officer: Bullet Identifies counties in
which there are local areas which state health officers co9eider as
organized to provide' -public health iervico; local unite without the
services of an administrative head or health officer have not been
,included (Directory of Local Health Units 1966, U.S. Public Health
Service, Department of Health, Education and Welfare).
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Table S. 438 Counties with No Identifiable Family Manning Programs: Potanlial Health and Organirational Resources for Program Development rut Related Indices, Ft 1%8
(Rented by Family planning Need; Selected Counties Have family Planning Need of 1,000 or More Women; Dasiviette Location of One or Mors Megrims or Resource; with-

in County)
NonProfit Centro'

Can Hospitals
General

Practitioner;
Obstetriclen.

nocologIsts

4 5 6 7 B 9 10 il 12 13

Vs-ill
.t.se
ii'aA

I0
bN s

A
a

1
I
8
I I
t 4'

S-1 z

i..
1

ki
a F, .

I
XI
a- g

1

v"

TOTAL 438 COUNTIES 1'10.5 371 752 453,149 310 1,120 32 1,329 5

1 BRISTOL MASSACHUSETT 10.2 6 7,285 116 28 27 6 21.3

2 JEFFERSON LOUISIANA 1.4 2 1,568 42 15 25 9 22.2

3 ST CLAIR ILLINOIS 6.9 5 5,497 68 15 15 6 27.8

4 CAMBRIA PENNSYLVANIA 6.6 5 3,126 61 32 10 5 24.5

5 ATLANTIC NEW JERSEY 5.9 3 2,830 68 31 10 5 27.5

6 WEBB TEXAS 5.1 1 2,002 16 21 3 4 23.7

7 SORTYLKILL PENNSYLVANIA 5.6 5 2,503 85 5? 6 4 22.2

8 WASHINGTON PENNSYLVANIA 5.6 4 2,957 75 35 8 4 22.3

9 OUACHITA LOUISIANA 5.6 3 4,167 28 25 11 10 26.1

10 ST LANDRY LOUISIANA 5.3 2 827 25 0 6 7 37.9

11 CALCASIEU LOUISIANA 4.6 4 3,045 36 27 12 9 27.6

12 VERNON LOUISIANA 4.6 6 10 32.8

13 MADISON ILLINOIS 4.6 5 3,583 71 29 16 7 23.1

14 CUMBERUN MAINE. 4.6 6 3,291 68 35 18 9 24.5

15 LAFAYETTE LOUISIANA 4.5 3 5,023 3] 30 7 7 30.8

16 RALEIGH WEST VIRGIN' 4.4 1 464 15 21 6 8 22.1

17 LORAIN OHIO 4.2 4 3,857 68 28 12 22.9

18 ALLEN INDIANA 4.2 3 /688 102 3i: 12 gr 22.2

19 TANGIPAHOA LOUISIANA 4.1 2 P1 18 27 4 6 355

20 LANE OREGON 4.1 4 3,530 61 30 14 7 20.6

21 LAKE ILLINOIS 4.0 5 4,976 4 80 23 18 5 2L3

22 HIU.S8OROUGH NEW HAMPSHIR 4.0 1 4,284 67 32 12 6 20.8

23 WINNEBAGO ILLINOIS 3.8 3 4,876 62 27 17 7 23.0

24 ELKHART INDIANA 3.7 2 2,724 45 37 5 4 21..9

25 DU PAGE ILLINOIS 3.6 4 5,784 128 32 30 7 17.9

26 MARION OREGON 3.6 4 2,382 50 35 10 7 21.4

21 BEAVER PENNSYLVANIA 3.5 3 2,504 61 30 7 3 19.5

28 WICHITA TEXAS 3.5 3 1,484 39 31 8 6 22.0

29 MCDOWELL WEST VIRGIN! 3.5 9 15 1 2 359

30 WILL ILLINOIS 3.5 2 3,940 58 26 13 6 24.7

31 DAVIDSON NORTH CAROL! 15 2 1,187 18 19 2 2 27.8

32 MERCER WEST VIRGINI 3.4 1 377 18 28 3 5 24.7

33 ARLINGTON VIRGINIA 3.4 2 4,998 85 30 33 12 22.2

34 ST TAMMANY LOUISIANA 3.3 2 725 15 26 4 7 29.7

35 UTAH UTAH 33 2 Z637 45 35 8 6 17.3

36 BERRIEN MICHIGAN 3.3 4 2,770 41 25 7 4 24.5

31 FAYETTE WEST VIRGIN! 3.3 1 230 15 27 1 2 26.6

38 AROOSTOOK MAINE 3.2 6 1,421 27 28 3 3 26.2

39 RENSSEUER NEW YORK 3.2 3 2,644 48 31 9 6 21.6

40 GREGG TEXAS 3.2 3 1,282 47 63 3 4 22.5

41 SANGAMON ILLINOIS 3.2 2 3,146 36 23 18 11 22.8

42 ULSTER NEW YORK 3.1 2 796 53 39 9 7 24.5

43 JEFFERSON . COLORADO 3.1 1 1,522 53 27 11 6 192

44 CHAUTAUQUA NEW YORK 3.1 5 2,707 50 33 7 5 24.0

45 TERREBONNE LOUISIANA 3.1 1 1,633 18 25 5 7 31.5



Table 5. 438 Ceaaties Idth No Identifiable Family MIMI Programs: Potential Health end Orginiatioaol Resources for Program Development and Related Indices, FY 1968
(Ranked by Family Planning Need; Selected Courtin Hans Fealty ?tanning Mud rd 1,000 or Moo Women; o Designate' locator of One or Lore Programs on tosorarces with-
in County) continued

Nen.Prolit General
Caro Hospitals

General
Practitioners

10

Obethisien.
6 ex412....gists

11 12 134 3 6 7 8 8

VI

;1!Is

iii

I
li
11 1

I
q
81 1.

i
1§
20

j
1

1g

g

I
1

I
46
41
48
49
50

51
52
53
54

. 55

56
57

51
' 59

60

. 61
62
63
64
65

t 66
67,
68

' 69
70

.= 71
72
73'
74
75

Bpi

76
71
18
79
80

81

82
83
4'

8$

8$
87
$6
13
90

91

92
93

YORK MAINE 3.0 3 1,009 34 . 32 2 . , 2 2k3
GLOUCESTER NEW JERSEY 3.0 1 1,087 45 29 8 1 .''' 5 20.7
DENTON ' TEXAS 3.0 1 872 26 38 4 6 19.4
X ANE ILLINOIS ' 2.9 6 6,233 80 33 18 r' , 7 24.9
AVOYEU ES LOUISIANA 2.8 16 39 '' , 35.7

ACADIA LOUISIANA 2.8 2 586 17 , 33 4 , 8 29.9
KENTON 1 KENTUCKY : 28 2 2,850 38 31 6 a.' 5 23 ,5
POTTER i TEXAS - : 28 1 1,023 34 28 e. ' = '! 5 252
ST MARY i, LOUISIANA 2.3 , 2 1,143 18 30 3 t', 5 30.5
ATHENS OHIO 2.7 3 3,635 20 a. 35 23.8

CLEAREIB.0 " PENNSYLVANIA 2.1 3 1,105 17 22 1 .. 1 19.8
LAFOURCA LOUISIANA 2.7 i 1,483 19 29 5 .,-, 8 23.2
BRAZORIA TEXAS 2.7 2 907 32 34 1 14, 1 19.5
HAPRISON 1 WEST VIRGIN' 2.7 .. 2 1,217 18 24 2 1, 3 20.9
BOSSIER '. LOUISIANA 2.7 1 430 8 a, 13 2 .iL i 3 31.2

1LOGAN WEST VIRGIN 2.7 1 342 19 `..- 36 2 -1 ' 4 290
ROCKLAND NEW YORK 2.6 2 2,756 49 25 18 ': 9 20.7
SAN PATRICK/ TEXAS 2.6 1 198 16 'c 32 '4' ; ' r 26.5

, ". CENTRE PENNSYLVANIA 2.6 2 1,944 27 29 4 t 4 , 19.0
-. NATC48TCCHES LOIKSIAVA 2.6 a 1 274 10 .',' 27 Li.1.."1' 1 413.4

.., FRANKLIN :' PENNSYLVANIA 2.6 2 1,887 34 5 5 1 17.7
", , M A D I S O N 4. . INDIANA '-' 2.6 3 2 ,...502 51 38 , 4 3 26.3

STEARNS P MINNESOTA 2.6 4 2,603 34 '' "1,1 38 5 6 24.4
,',' MWIGO ' NEST VIRGIN 2.6 9 ', "a 24 1 '..:':-, 3 : 36.2
'''' ROCK ISLAND ILLINOIS ,:!, 2.6 4 i 3 3,462 48 '''l 12 :11 7 26.6

OHIO l- " 2.5
NORTH CAROLI 2.5

I 3 1,911
;..,

43 40
18 l' 26

3
:';'''', 34 ' Ili

1 il,.. 1 ., 20.2POINSYLVANIA 2.6 1 940 21 ,t-.) 28

OHIO . ,,' 2.5 4 0,-, 4 27.4L 3 3452 ' 47 - 42
NEW YORK 2.5 2 809 29 28 3 : 3 22.4

, 1113IAKA

7 COLUMBWIA

RANDOLPH

' AUDI
SARATOGA

ROCIUtIGHAM VIRGINIA ?.5 1 1,280 : - 22 ire 37 3 ',I 5 17.6
... BUTLER PENNSYLVANIA 2.5 1 1.660 '',.., 27 , 23. ' 3 4:.1 3 17.2

KENT ...- ' I , RHODE ISLAND 2.5 i' 1 1,676 32 .. 24 6 ',1,.. 5 212
ALMON e ILLINOIS `' 25 ,-, 2 2,600 28 .:% 23 8 '.1., 6 24.5
IBERIA I LOUISIANA L 2.4 1 13 ' 25 ','' 43 i 3 ;,: 5 31.1

HARDIN KENTUCKY I 2.4 1 852 2.' 14 '1,' 18 , ;: Pr o% 26.2
JACKSON ' a' OREGON rP' 2.4 .; 2 1,264 24 : 26 6 "L'';', 1 . 190
LAWRENCE PENISYLVANIA 2.4 .1 3 1,882 29 VL 26 7 :, . 6 21.4

8 OSWEGO 1 . NEW YORK 2.4 , 2 1,449 31 . i 32 4 111.1/ 4 23.9
, CUMBUIAND PENNSYLVANIA 2.4 : 3 2,427 56 '$, 40 : 1.',r 6 186

ARMSTRONG , PENNSYLVANIA 2.3 1 731 2.1 '1 32 J ';',2"; ' ''t' 21.6
KENNEBEC '' , IANNE S.s.. 23 4 1,861 28 L'I.,: 31 5 2 6 . 24.0
TAZEV11. , VOGINIA ,,' 2.3 , 16' 38 2 ligi. 5 26.4
SCI311 . ! IOWA 1 2.3 2 2,323 33 24 1 , 5 23.4
EPPERSON OHIO 4 2.3 2 1,,577 30 33 5 i', 5 252

VERMILION ILLINOIS l,i'. 23 3 1,824 38 -' 5 'Li 5 ' 28.4
ANGO-R4A TEXAS '' 2.2 2 1,113 ', i 15 ='' % 31 4 i.,'t 8 24.2
STEUBEN : NEW YORK 22 1 3 1369 40 :a 1 39 4 -4, 4 264

209



.
I
I

iur101

I

4.4

0040
0.7

04*44:W
w

0404444

10911ndisci 000'001
i
m
a
g
n

4
0

A
C

IU
M

N

ID

14

uogilndod 000.001
A

m
W

U

04440440 04
0-:007400
Ig!4Z

g

4440 0440

0440.4.
444444.44.40

w
40..47.40

.44114040
g
g
g
i
g
A

440
4004

N
40

40414
4040 40 N

N
A

4404

W
 
2
0
4
 
w
O
0
 
N
N
 
N
w

M
N
O
N
M

Ittgtstg

040440
404444040

404
04

.
-
.
0
.
 
W
.

O
O
P
 
W
 
4
0
 
W

4
1
1
1

4
=
4

m
m
=
g
1

=
=
=
=
 
=
=
=
=
v
 
:
4
1
:
1
=
M
 
X
=
M
8
2

=
=
=
=
.
1
 
2
t
=
=
2
2
1

000.40
0404

O
D

40

n
s
t
=
n
s
t
 
r
a
t
t
l
e
e
m
-
 
g
s
g
s
m
v
m
 
0
.
2
=
=
=
 
A
M
*
S
C
U
 
=
=
=
=
4
"
 
'
f
t
t
=
1
4
r
.
 
t
t
=
=
=
2
2
 
=
1
"
.
"
 
4
0
1
 
*
4
"
=

I.

W
A

S

A
ptunN

a
v
i
o
 
a
g
s
x

P
e
a
 
P
s
v
 
f
a
i
n
 
s
e
a
u
n
o
o

1

0000241W
1dA

1W
3j

0404040401
4444440404c.4 ...

ppm
quom

m
44A

^4441c4104
(44440444IN

04(414404N
c41441^10J441

W
M

 A
O

11

C
.4

44440 445
N

w
w

4.4

0
0
 
.
.
.
.
.

0
0

4
o

0
0

0
0

n
a
E
1
R
 
a
f
p
-
I
N
 
M
i
n
 
s
m
u
g
 
M
O
 
1
1
0
4
 
s
l
i
t
m
a
2
 
S

N
w

O
loW

N
 44w

4040
44 0804044+

01
4
*
 
4
4
1
1
 
4
4
 
w

4
4
1
 
N
w

4
M
N
N
 
0
4
 
4
4
 
w
4
N
 
w
 
4
4
 
W

4
0
4
0
 
w

4
4

e
'
d

a
i
l

A
l
i
 
h
i
d

h
i
l
l
 
!
g
i
l
l
/
l
i
g
 
!
N
i
l
 
A
l

h
i
a
 
1
/
§

04044144240
............... 0.0.0.0.0.

44J0:44144104
440444444104

0404444.:

iglii m
il lug 11111

!du

w
m
 
X
V
I
M
S
 
S
8
S
S
2
 
3
8
8
0
8
 
S
c
b
"
^ .....

'
c
r
a
t
i
m
 
z
S
E
=
 
2
1
5
E
s
e
S
 
*
M
E
 
E
n

O



Table S. 43$ Counties .1t No Identifiable Fondly Planning Programs: Potential Ilszttli end Organizational Resoonts,for haven Develooment end Related !mikes, FY 1968
(Ranked by Family Planehig Mood; Selected Comfts Haw family Pinning Mood of 1,000 at More Promo; Designates lacaVan .1 0.. at Mots Minims or Rennes
In County) continued

Ifon.Profit General
Cars Hospi tals

Wend
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Obstetricl
Creme loglets

1 2 3 4 6 1 3 9 10 11 12 13

1
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142 MOREHOUSE

143 CAPE MAY

144 WAR
145 CLINTON

146 1USCARAWAS

147 SHASTA

149 CA11,131
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150 1011YELLS

151 WAYNE

152 CANYON

153 MONTGOMERY

154 WHARTON

135 R O S S

156 POIRET .,'
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13

1 s

Vi

II

1

h

I

d. ig

I
kg
ig

S

j
190
191

FRANOIN
PUL ASKI

LOUISi ANA

MISSOURI

1.6

1.6
10

2
39
4

433
54A

192
193
94

CUM
HUNTINGDON

LA CROSSE

INDIANA

PENNSYLVANIA

WISCONSIN

1.6
1,6
1.6

1

1

4

844
664

2,013

30
10
17

45
26
21.

1

2
10

i

13
5

22.1
23.5
23 1

195 JASPER TEXAS , 12 44 218
196 WARREN NEW JERSEY 1.6 1 810 28 39 4 6 211
197 WOOD OHIO 1.6 1 76) 33 42 1 1 381
198 GRANT INDIANA 1.6 1 1,679 22 28 3 4 20.9
119 BOONE WEST VIRGIN 1,5 1 272 9 34 22.7

200 LAWRENCE TENNESSEE 1,5 2 539 1T 3) 24.4
201 CARBON PDINSYL YANA 1,5 2 600 23 45 4 8 22.2
202 MIDOLESEX CONNECTICUT 1,5 1 1,266 39 36 :,', 5 17.3

203 WASHINGTON MAINE 1 5 2 339 15 50 30.7
204 THURSTON WASHINGTON 1.5 1 931 22 34 6 9 21.5

205 GRANT WISCONSIN 1.5 S 734 24 62 227
206 ICCIICIEta ARKANSAS 1.5 14 62 22.8
207 BLUE EAR TH MINIESOTA 1.5 2 1 039 13 26 4 8 195
208 COCHISE ARIZONA 13 5 568 19 33 I 2 27.1
209 SHEBOYGAN WISCONSOI 1.5 3 1,688 26 28 4 4 195

210 MERRIMACK HEW HAMPSHIR 1.5 3 1,220 26 35 6 8 211
211 MOLL VIRGeM 15 1 84 4 14 217
211 MAU TENNEVIE 1.5 1 112 9 34 19.5
213
214

1100410
CRAINTEM

INOIS

KILANSAS

1.5
1.5 a

3
2

1,091
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34
14

34
35

S 5 201

215 'AMERICA IVAS 1,5 1 336 5 26 21.6
211 RICH LAND MAMA 1.5 10 41 39.4
717 WItOUJA ONTECE/etft 1.5 I 128 6 21 71 6 1 20.5
211 JOHNSON 111StklUR1 11 1 296 10 29 18.3
29 VON BUREN

lecHitam LS 2 709 20 36 218

220 SCOTE MISSOURI 15 10 29 212
221 LINN OREGON 1.5 2 959 v 28 43 1 2 241
222 711 YERGE TEARS 1.5 1 249 11 39 2 7 13.1
223 IONDSHA IVISCEINSII IS 2 1,876 24 21 S 4 20.0
224 08 11111011 1.5 2 us II x S 1 213

22$ MOMS MIKA 1.5 1 214 II 41 2 1 115
72$ 1MODUPIN LUNOIS 1.5 2 320 22 45 110
221 NM* ' /DA 1.5 1 321 7 23 115
221tr LICA*

LE

WAS
ICUSWIA

1.5
15 1 SI

1
4

40
11
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39.2

230 WM WM 1 5 14 45 64
III MONSEN M01411111 L4 7 112/ 14 11 1 141 23 0
232 :Mt PtilltIVIANIA L4 4 1 401 . I 23 3 1 233
233 100/11) KANSA 1.4 2 1,841 23 29 1 1 270
124 011111111 ARKANSAS L4 1 271 12 45 29.1

23$ OLAISTM IIINS01 A L4 . 2 2,001 11 22 21 21 201
2X Ilk A00101 TM L4 s 2 HO e 13 43 I 3 311

11110 UMAS tA 2 NS 17 21 3 5 20 /
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SECTION II. DETAKED TABLES

'FABLE 6. NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
IN 290 COUNTIVI WITH HIGHEST NUMBER OF EXCESS INFANT
DEATHS 1 NEED, FY 1968; EXCESS DEATHS, 196145

NOTES TO TAKE 6.
All column heaftsgs appear as In prior tables.



1 2 3 4 5 6

I
I

k
S J

8
I 1111

ii
1111

U.S. (3072 Counties} -Total 148,709 5,366,747

High Excess Infant Death Counties-Total
Percent of U.S. Total

92,706
62.3

2,46,320
50.1

1 Cook Illinois Chicago 4,998 82,490

2 Los Angeles California Los Angeles 3,557 126,348

3 Kings New York New York 3,016 63,973

4 New York New York New York 2,950 49,183

S Philadelphia Pennsylvania Philadelphia 2,163 49,469

6 Wayne Michigan Detroit 2.170 59,380

7 Washington District of Columbia Washington 1,580 20,781

8 Bert;more Maryland Baltimotv 1,494 32,006

9 Essex New Jersey Newark 1,269 18,410

10 Harris Texas Houston 1,221 45,014

11 Bronx New York New York 1,219 36,441

12 Cuyahoga Ohio ClevJla n3 1,181 29,564

13 St. Louis Missouri St. Louis 1,112 32,412

14 Orleans 1.0UiSiael New (Peel's 1,044 26,579

IS Shelby Tennessee Memphis 918 29,273

16 Dallas Texas Dallas 890 30,285

11 San Diego Utile:tie San Diego 872 25,611

13 Allegheny Pennsylvania Pittsburgh 864 31,461

19 Norfolk Virginia Norfolk MS 19236

23 Fulton Georgia Atlanta 846 24,678

21 BOO Tens San Antonio 770 32,430

22 Dade Florida Miami 129 36,077

23 Jefferson Alabama Birmingham 629 25,685

24 lemon Kentucky Louisville 612 17,092

2S Alaska Alaska Anchorage 611 5,013

21 Milwaukee Wisconsin Milwaukee 608 14,031

27 Marion Indiana Indianapolis 603 13,802

21 Dural Florida Jacksonville (02 16,651

29 Like Indiana Gary 589 8,146

30 Jackson Missouri Kansas City 558 15,506

31 Erie New York Peal. 558 20,194

32 Maricopa Arizona Phoenix 530 23,656

33 Hillsborough Florida Tampa 506 18,458

34 Tarrant Texas Ft. Wirth 490 11,481

35 Browsed Florida Ft. Lauderdale 483 16,884

36 Denver Colorado Denver 419 10,431

3? Hertford Connecticut Hartford 436 9,95?

18 Lobbed texas Lubbock 431 5,204

31 WW1& Massachusetts Boston 42? 15,162

40 klechitnberg N. Curima Charlotte 424 10,354

41 San Nacho California See trenciscs 41? 12,801

42 Davidson Tennessee Nashville 41$ 11,138

41 Alameda Cahloteria Oakland 413 70,881

44 Woes Mississippi Jackson 411 4,48 ?

45 Wales Tells McAllen 4(4 1046
46 Olialwonia Ohleloc ma Oklahoma Chly 395 12341

4? Providence lOgide Island Providence 393 13,471

4i Mobile Alabama Mobde 384 12461

49 Orange California Santa Ma 381 /2102
50 Hudson Na, Jersey Jersey eit/ 376 11,081

120



Tabh R Nod for Subsidized Family hoeing Services Is 290 tootles with Highest Number el Deus latent Deaths: Heed, FY 196$; tacos De Ms, 1961.65 (Reeked Si
Amber et Excess lead Deaths, Defined as Those le Doss el 1).11 po 1,000 Live Births) continued

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 I

4
Di)

lift

h i

1111.
51

52

5534
55
56
5/
58
59
FO

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
ss
70

72
11

73
74

75
7

11
78
/9
so

$1

84
$5

86
8/
8$
89

01 ,

02
$3

1?
It

losto

1$1

102
103

Queens

Coahoma
Montgomery
Cameron
Palm Beach
Montgomery
Caddo
Hamilton
Charleston
Guilford

Washington
San Berl ardirio
El Paso
New Haven
Middlesex
Prince Geo.
Yak
Pulaski
Franklin
Si. Clair

Genesis
Passaic
Riverside

R'g
Dambertvid
Oakland
Hamilton
Barrer
Clark

Robeson
Worcester
Greenville
Orate
teflon
booties
SAM
Faked
humble
Omit%

SONO
Deleart
Mb
Ramsey
El Peso
twit
Haab
Msbeihell
Se1gewich
glades ,

Westchester
L Ma bolt

ZAN
St Wiry

New York

Onio
ssippi

Texas
Florida
Alabama
I ouisiana
Ohio
S. Carolina
N. Carolina

Mississippi
California
Texas
Connecticut
Massachusetts
Maryland
Virginia
Arkansas
Ohio
Illinois

Michigan
New Jersey
California
Washiritm
S. Carolina
N. Carolina
Michigan
Tennessee
Missi;:lool
Nevada

N. Catalina
Massachusetts
S. Urals'
Florida
Mkaissippi
Masks
New Tort
Connecticut
Florida
New Mexico

ONOtri'
Miwesota
Colored*
Ohio
liewil
Diva
Wass
New kiwy

New Tett
twister*
N. Coraina
WO
tosisawe

New York
Clarksdale
Dayton
Brownsville
W. Palm Beach
Montgomery
Shreveport
Cincinnati
Charleston
Greensboro

Greenville
San knordino
El Paso
New Haven

Cemb,-idte

iirittvil I e
Newport News
Lillie Rock
Columbus
E. St. louts

Flint
Paterson
Riverside
Seattle
Colo**
Fayetteville
Royal 02k
Chattanooga
Cleveland
Las Yetis

levitation
Worcester
Utensils
Orlando
Greenwood
Omthe
Liodeaherst

Oriltahnd
Peesecola

Paligertet

ANA
.po' Darby
Mem
St. NA
Coloreds Sprints
Toledo
Nowt*
NNW
Wthila
Make'

Mohan
Baton huge
Giverakto
bloke
Opehows

373
369
367
365
362
347
345
345
344
340

339
338
337
332
329
328
322
313
311
310

305
304
297
297
44
292
289
282
219
275

272
211

210
268
268
266
KS
264
111

tss

tSS
252
250
24i

24824*
265
242
241
240

Mt
237
233 ,

HS
/17

25,224
2,896

10,888
8,772

11,155
7,09

10,1775

19,289
13,414

1,312

4,488
16,193
11,09
10,264
17,856
6,124
1,820

11,157
16,366
6,903

7,484
8,117

12,166
15,365
11,171
8,107

11,343
9,820
3,171
4,221

5,747
10,815
6,593

10220
3,111

1383
IS 157
10,333
7,051

$391

IAN
7226
$,100
6,071
OS
9,344

10221
11,141

041
SO

10.433
$,/81
012
1,760

Id



Table 6. Need for Subsidised ramify Planting Servkes la 290 Counties with Highest Number of Excess Infant Deaths: Flood, FY 196$; Luau Deaths, 196165 (Ranked by
!limber of Excess Want Deaths, Defined as Thou In Excess of 17.6 per 1,000 LW Births) continued

4 6

E

i

Q5

u it
lin

106 Florence S. Carolina Florence 227 5,241

107 Pittsilvania Virginia Danville 224 4,534

108 Mississippi Arkansas Blytheville 221 4,504

109 Nassau New York Hkksvil le 218 12,601

110 Chatham Georgia Savannah 217 7,886

111 Jefferson Tens Beaumont 216 7,435

112 Sunflower Mississippi Indianol la 215 2,i56
113 Monroe New York Rochester 214 10,135

114 Stark Ohio Canton 214 6,683

115 Gadsden Florida Quincy 211 2,638

116 Pinellas Florida Tampa 210 16,025

117 Navaho Arizona Holbrook 205 2,215

118 Tulsa Oklahoma Tulsa 204 9,915

119 Polk Florida Lakeland 201 9,471

120 One: da New York Utica 201 5,187

121 Erie Pennsylvania Ede 201 5,469
122 Pima Adana Tucson 200 8,679

123 Hennepin Minnesota Minneapolis 148 13,135

124 Mercer New Jersey Treat on 156 5,164
125 Essex Massachusetts Lynn 195 11,088
126 Wake N. Carolina Raleigh 195 8,107
127 Orangeburg S. Caroli.1 Orangeburg 144 4,651
118 Sacramento raliforrii!, Sacramento 192 9,504
129 Albany New York Albany 192 5,849

130 Macomb Michigan warren 151 8.357

131 Madison Alabama Huntsville 188 7,293

132 Dallas Alabama Selma 185 3,378
133 Rapider Louisiana Nen rtiris 184 6,566
134 McLennan Ton Waco 1114 5,605
135 'hats Tests Corpus Christi 161 9,587
111 Ka nc Illinois Aurora 181 2,916
137 Lauderdale Mississippi MeStRan 181 4,142
138 Spokane 0 rshington Spokane III 5,4Il
139 Calcasieu lovisia At Lake Charles 180 4,645
140 Apache Arizona St. Johns 179 2,793

141 *Rink, New Mexico 6 elfin 179 2,122
142 Comdata New York /muse US 7,615
143 Pierce Washinglaa 1bCOM4 115 8,414
144 Kern California Bakersfield 114 1.36E
145 Pins! Arizona Florence 173 2,121
146 Kent Michigan brand Rapids 173 6,111
147 Monmoath Has kney Long Branch 172 1,1S.i.

148 Hurry S. Wolin Nieto 172 4. At)
141 Lafayette leariSighl Lafayette 171 /Mg
150 Camden New *sty ellMilth 111 TX*

151 igni0110 1AsiSiSfsa Ante 10 4,161
152 Niagara New Yeti Matra Falls 169 3,493
153 Crittenden Manus Vt.idepab 168 3,219
154 Claim N. Carolina Jacksonville 168 4,204
15S Wave S. Cantina Bennettsville 168 ,..311
156 Coconino Arizona Flagslal 161 1,835
15/ WiN Pooh Mel 161 3,488

151
158 Valwsis

,..edam/
Florida
Net krsty

bailitka
Vineland

1E4

16
1312
3,422lit Muskegon Michigan Muskegon 145 2,141

02



Table I. Need lot Subsidized Family Planning Unitas In 293 Counts, with Highest Number of Excess infant Deaths: Need, FT 1960; Excess Deaths, 1961-65 (Ranked by
Number of 14ccess Infant Deaths, Defined as Those In Excess of 17.8 per 1,000 live Births) continued

1 2 3 4 5 6
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161 Edgecombe N. Carolina Rocky Mount 154 3,024

162 Wyandotte Kansas Kansas City 163 4,137

163 Christian Kentucky If opkinsvil le 142 2,083

164 Brevard florVa Titusville 160 6,393

165 Halifax N. Carolina Halifax 160 3,595

166 Travis Texas Austin 160 9,791

167 Saginaw Michigan Saginaw 153 3,764

168 Talladega Alabama Talladega 157 3,630

169 Spartanburg S. Carolina Spartanburg 156 7,884

170 Dilloir S. Carolina Dillmr 155 2,130

171 Pe m 'scot Missouri Caruthersville 154 1,874

172 Arlington Virginia Alexandria 154 3,365

173 Fairfax Virginia Arlington 154 3,957

174 Atlantic New Jersey Atlantic City 153 5,800

175 Columbus N. Carolina WL:teville 153 3,091

176 Panola Mississippi Batesville 151 1,846

177 Gaston N. Carolina Gastonia 149 5,395

178
179

Rock island
Roanoke

Illinois
Virginia

Pack Island
Roanoke

148
148

2,567
6,203

180 Tulare California Visalia 147 6,081

181 Terrebonne Louisiana Houma 147 3,065

182 Montgomery Maryland Bethesda 147 3,849

183 Pitt ' N. Caroline Greenville 147 5,084

184 Jefferson Louisiana Gretna 144 7,436
185 Calhoun Alabama Anniston 144 4,550

186 Sussex Delareare Georgetown VI 2,452
187 Lackawanna Pennsylvania Scranton 143 6,999
188 Bristol Massachusetts New Bedford 142 10,152

189 Tunica Mississippi Tunica 140 1,263

190 ' Warren
,

Mississippi Vicksburg 140 2,962

191 Cumberland Maine Portland 139 4,572
192 , Durham N. Carolina Durham 139 4,892
193 Knox - Tennessee Knoxville 139 10,955
194 Dougherty Georgia Albany 138 4,041

195 Buncombe N. Carolina Asheville 138 5,799
196 Dinwiddie Virginia Petersburg 138 2,611
197 Nansemond Virginia Suffolk 138 2,234
198 Lorain Ohi, Lorain 136 , 4,215
199 luzerne Pennsylvania . Wilkes Barre 135 12,090
200 Darlington

, .
S. Carolina Darlington 135 3,215

201 Richmond Georgia Augusta 134 8,984
202 Madison Illinois Altcin 134 4,586
203 Tuscaloosa Alabama Tuscaloosa 133 6,349
204 Gila Arizona Globe 133 896
205 Winnebago Illinois Rockford 133 3,828
206 AnneArundel Maryland Annapolis 133 4,578
207 , Harrison Mississippi Biloxi 133 5,997
208 ' Mahoning Ohio Youngstown 133 5,847
209 Bell '.. ' Texas , Temple 133 4,602
210 : Yakima Washington Yakima 132 4,071
' ..

211 Beaufort S. Carolina Beaufort 131 2,689
212 Madison Mississippi Canton 130 ' 2,217
213 , Etowah Alabama -, Gadsded 129 4,162
214. Tallahatchie Mississippi Charleston 129 1,586

215 Orange New York Newburgh - 129 4,497

223
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216 Chester Pennsylvania W. Chester 129 4,081

217 Fayette Pennsylvania Uniontown 128 7,238
218 Galveston Texas Galveston 128 5,802
219 Allen Indiana Ft. Wayne 127 4,205
220 Norfolk Massachusetts Quincy 127 6,150

221 New Castle Delaware Wilmington 125 6,059
222 Laurens Georgia Dublin 125 1,951
223 Dauphin Pennsylvania Harrisburg 125 4,783
224 Russell Alabama Phenix City 124 2,843
225 Lake Illinois Waukegan 124 3,994
226 St. Joseph Indiana South Bend 124 3,803
221 Kanawha W. Virginia Charleston 124 7,883
228 Hampden Massachusetts Springfield 123 7,603
229 Hale Texas Plainview 123 1,486
230 McDowell W. Virginia Welch 123 3,521

231 Jones Mississippi Laurel 122 2,807
232 Middlesex New Jersey New Bruns nick 122 6,543
233 Madison Indiana Anderson 121 2,606
234 Berrien Michigan Benton 121 3,264
235 Nash N. Carolina Nashville 120 3,500
236 Lowndes Mississippi Columbus 119 2,945
237 Buchanan Virginia Grundy 119 2,285
238 Ventura California Ventura 118 7,409
239 Quitman Mississippi Marks 118 1,424
240 Cambria Penosylvania Johnstown 118 6,571

241 Wilson N. Carolina Wilson 117 3,546
242 New London Connecticut New London 116 3,814
243 Aroostook Maine Presque Isle 116 3,245
244 Craven N. Carolina New Bern 116 3,009
245 Humphreys Mississippi Belzoni 115 1,482
246 Yazoo Mississippi Yazoo City 115 2,145
247 Allen Ohio lima 115 2,530
248 Leon Florida Tallahasee 114 4,050
249 St. Lucie Florida Ft. Pierce 114 2,082
250 Lee Alabama Auburn 114 3,403

251 Ouachita Louisiana Monroe 114 5,605
252 Holmes Mississippi Lexington 114 2,005
253 Johnston N. Carolina Smithfield 114 4,019
254 Peoria Illinois Peoria 113 3,556
255 Montgomery Tennessee Clarksville 112 2,591
256 Alachua Florida Gainesville 111 4,429
257 lbeia Louisiana New Iberia Ill 2,412
258 Berks Pennsylvania Reading 111 5,277
259 Washoe Nevada Reno 110 1,655
260 Salem New Jersey Salem 110 1,289

261 Haywood Tennessee Brownsville 110 1,340
2E2 Solano California Vallejo I09 3,646
263 Campbell Virginia Lynchburg 109 2,960
264 Racine Wisconsin Racine 108 2,145
265 Delaware Indiana Muncie 107 2,815
266 Polk . Iowa Des Moines 107 5,002
267 Calhoun Michigan Battle Creek 107 2,549
268 Fayette Kentucky Lexington 106 5,598
269 New Madrid Missouri New Madrid 106 1,619
270 Wayne N. Carolina Goldsboro 106 5,233
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271 Potter Texas Amarillo 106 2,778

272 Henry Virginia Martinsville 106 2,475

273 Imperial California El Centro 105 1,933

274 St. Mary Louisiana rranklin 105 2,750

275 Union N. Carolina Monroe 105 2,188

276 Smith Texas Tyler 105 3,992

277 Southampton Virginia Court land 105 1,458

278 Houston Alabama Dothan 104 3.201

279 Lee Mississippi Tupelo 104 2,262

280 San Juan New Mexico Aztec 104 1,233

281 Halifax Virginia Halifax 104 2,242

282 Jefferson Arkansas Pine Bluff 103 4,621

283 Pike Alabama Troy 102 1,985

284 Pueblo Colorado Pueblo 102 2,599

285 Vermilion Illinois Danville 102 2,250

286 Catawba N. Carolina Newton 102 2,963

287 Fort Bend Texas Richmond 102 1,979

288 Plymouth Massachusetts Brockton 101 1,421

289 Bossier Louisiana Shreveport 100 2,670

290 Burlington New Jersey New Hanover 100 4,558
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SECTION II. DETAILED TABLES

TABLE 7. NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
IN 17 COUNTIES CONTAINING HALF OF U.S. HOMEBASED
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 Indi
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, CHEW;
a blank Indicate no agricultural migrant grantassisted services.

,?1.2. 027



TOM 7. Need for Subsidized Family Planning Services in 17 Counties Containing Hall of U.S. HomeBased Migrant Population: Need, Service LeirelS, Existing sad Potential
Rowans for Program Expansion, 1Y 1968 ( Designates Location of One or More Programs or Resources within County)

Estimated Family Planning
Heed and Service Levels

..,.....
Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Existi g Family Pia sing
Clinics and Agencies Related Health and Organizational Resources

C 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

i tg 4 I 1 11 11 It, 11111 9. v

1 i LP
=..t.
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i".

iiv flit&IIa Is
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Is got. 1 i 9

4g x
.-13

plsiIir
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0.
'51
0

oitrE
0

1 1111 El 11 4* 1 1 i g'i jAl 1- IS 1°1
Total 212,540 14.7 76.2 33,693 19.3 58 10 29 58 65.2 7 16 8 1 4 4 3

Hidalgo Texas 37,500 11.4 82.0 2,507 13.9 7 7 4 100.0
Palm Bach Florida 20,977 9.1 81,3 2,081 11.2 7 6 100.0
Pinal Arizona 150W 1.8 83.0 379 2.2 2 1 3 77.5
Bexar Texas 15,000 28.1 86.6 4,349 32.4 2 13 3 48.1
Cameron Texas 15,000 8.2 93.5 574 8 8 3 3 100.0

Seminole Florida 12,500 2.7 84.3 507 3.2 4 1 100.0
Broward Florida 12,076 13.4 79.2 3,519 16.9 6 1 3 54.7
Oade Florida 11,000 27.1 75,2 8,955 30.1 7 1 9 69.8
Imperial California 10,787 1.9 100,0 1.9 5 100.0
Ma ricopa Arizona 10,000 19.3 81.6 4,355 23.7 17 5 2 10 29.9

San Miguel New Mexico 10,000 .6 42.4 788 13.7 1 1 100.0
Orange Florida 9,000 7.3 71.5 2,908 10.2 4 5 100.0
Nueces Texas 7,500 7.2 75.4 2,358 9.6 4 2 100.0
Webb Texas 7,500 5.7 100,0 5.7 1 100.0

Collier Florida 6,800 .9 68,2 413 1.3 3 1 100.0
Maverick Texas 6,200 1.5 100.0 1.5 1 100.0
7.avala Texas 5,700 1.1 100.0 1.1

228



SECTION II. 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 196b

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

Column 1
Rank Number shows the ranking, from high to low, of the 50 selected
counties with highest Indian population (Column 4).

Column 21
Counties with P.N.S. Indian Hospital: Bullet identifies a county In
which there is is a Public Health Service Indian Hospital.

,2,20,10/23i
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Table 8. Reed for Subsidized Family Planning Services In 50 Counties with 75 Percent of Indian Population Served by the Indian Hoek Service: Reed, Service Levels, Exist.
Ins and Potential Resources for Program Expansion, FT 1968 (Ranked by She of Indian Population; Desiguates location of One or Fiore Programs or Resources within County)

Estimated Family Planning
Reed and Service levels

Existing and Potential Resources for Program Expansion

Existing Family Planning
Rotated Health and Organizational ResourcesClinics and Agencies

1 1 2 3 4 5 6

3

7

S Si 3g i i Itt It
lc f 11 il I i 1
.11 1 1 : 111:1

8 9 110 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

ii, II li
h

ill al-
121 ii , m.s

3

11., 111 iiiP 11i
Total 302,285 99.3

1 Alaska Alaska 48,800 2.7
2 Apache Arizona 26,740 2.6
3 McKinley New Mexico 25,730 1.6
4 Navajo Arizona 24,540 1.7

5 San Juan New Mexico 16,700 .9
6 Conconino AT iluna 15,670 1.5
7 Maricopa Arizona 8,480 19.3
8 Pima Arizona 7,770 6.4
9 Sandoval New Mexico 6,730 1.3

10 Shannon S. Dakota 5,640 .3

11 Pinal Arizona 5,590 1.8
12 Valencia New Mexico 5,530 1.0
13 Oklahoma Oklahoma 5,300 11.2
14 Rolette N. Dakota 5,100 .4
15 Glacier Montana 4,940 .2
16 Tulsa Oklahoma 4,830 8.2
17 Yakima Washington 4,370 3.9
18 San Juan Utah 3,800 .2

19 Bernal lilo New Mexico 3,780 4.7
20 Fremont Wyoming 3,700 .6

21 Gila Arizona 3,520 .8
22 Big Horn Montana 3,520 .3

23 Cherokee Oklahoma 3,190 1.1
24 Caddo Oklahoma 3,120 1.3
25 Adair Oklahoma 3,080 1.1

26 Todd S. Dakota 3,080 .2
27 Karam' Minnesota 2,900 1.0
28 Roosevelt Montana 2,880 .4
29 Pennington S. Dakota 2,700 .8
30 Rio Arriba New Mexico 2,600 1.5

31 Commanche Oklahoma 2,540 3.0
32 Seminole Oklahoma 2,340 1.2
33 Dewey S. Dakota 2,180 .2
34 Delaware Oklahoma 2,130 1.1
35 Okanogan Washington 2,130 .7
36 Corson S. Dakota 2,035 .3
37 McCurtain Oklahoma 2,030 1.9
38 Sioux N. Dakota 1,980 .2
39 Muskegee Oklahoma 1,920 2.5
40 Blaine Montana 1,750 .1

41 Osage Oklahoma 1,740 .9

42 Pottawatomie Oklahoma 1,740 1.7
43 Lake Montana 1,710 .4
44 Swain N. Carolina 1,710 .6
45 Mayes Oklahoma 1,710 1.2
46 Cass Minnesota 1,710 .7
47 Thurston Nebraska 1,700 .3
48 Bingham Idaho 1,650 .7
49 Yuma Arizona 1,630 1.4
50 Okmulgee Oklahoma 1,630 1.2

83.4 20,062 119.0 42 44 19

54.3 2,292 5.0 1 8
91.4 239 2.3 1

75.2 527 2.1 1 3
77.3 503 2.2 3

74.0 321 1.2 1 1

79.9 379 1.9 1 2
81.6 4,355 23.7 17 5 2
73.7 2,280 8.7 2 1 1

97.8 29 1.3 1

67.3 158 .5 1

83.0 379 2.2 2 1

100.0 1.0

86.8 1,714 12.9 1 3

77.3 130 .6 1

53.6 175 .4 1

82.4 1,747 9.9 1 7

94.7 215 4.1 1

100.0 .2

70.8 1,925 6.6 6 2 6
100.0 .6

86.7 119 .9 1

73.8 102 .4 1

68.1 494 1.6 2
95.2 68 1.4 1

96.4 40 1.1 1

69.3 96 .3 1

96.5 35 1.0 1

100.0 .4

94.7 44 .8 1

93.2 112 1.6 1

90.5 309 3.3 I 1

100.0 1.2

93.3 14 .2 1

100.0 1.1

100.0 .7

100.0 .3

100.0 1.9'
78.6 44 .2 1

87.3 364 2.9 1

40.8 126 .2 1

90.7 87 .9 1

93.1 125 1.8 1

100.0 .4

100.0 .6
100.0 1.2

89.8 75 .7 1

100.0 .3

100.0 .7
97.7 33 1.4 1

75.3 407 1.6 1

232

tai

sl
91 68.5 31 37

10 66.0
3 61.6
2 26.3
3 43.8
1 52.8
2 59.8

10 29.9
3 95.4

3 77.5

7 86.7
1 19.3

1 39.1
5 100.0
4 100.0
2 100.0
1 73.2
2 100.0

3 75.7
1 32.6

42.2
1 100.0

1 100.0

1 79.9
2 100.0
1 100.0
2 70.0

1 76.1
2 100.0

7 1 5 26

2 100.0
3 100.0
1 100.0
1 100.0

1 100.0

3 100.0
1 100.0
2 100.0
2 100.0
1 100.0

2 60.2
1 100.0

1 94.7
1 100.0
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SECTION Ili, DEFINITIONS, SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS
OF THE DATA'

A. GEOGRAPHIC CODING AND CONSOLIDATIONS
Data were gathered from many sources, none of which used the
same conventions in assigning numeric location codes. It was neces-
sary to code or re -code all data on a uniform basis, and for this pur-
pose the Geographic Location Codes, published by General Services
Administration, October 1966, were used.

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

Geographic Location
Stale County Included in County

Alaska

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Maryland
Missouri
Montana
Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

None State
Total Only
Muscogee
Maul
Fremont
Baltimore
St. Louis
Gallatin
Albemarle
Alieghany

Arlington
Augusta

Campbell
Carroll
Chesterfield
Dinwiddie
Fairfax

Frederick
Halifax
Henrico
Henry
James City
Montgomery
Nansemond
Norfolk

Pittsylvania
Prince George
Princess Anne
Roanoke
Rockbridge
Rockingham
Scuthhampton
Spotsylvania
Washington
Wise
York

Shawano
Park

All subdivisions

Chattahoochee County
K *awao County
Yellowstone National Park Part
Baltimore City
St. Louis City
Yellowstone National Park Part
Charlottesville*
Covington*
Clifton Forge'
Alexandria*
Staunton'
Waynesboro
Lynchburg*
Galax
Colonial Heights*
Petersburg*
Fails Church*
Fairfax'
Winchester
South Lioston'
Richmond'
Martinsville*
Williamsburg*
Radford*
Suffolk'
Chesapeake*
Norfolk*
Portsmouth'
South Norfolk
Danville'
Hopewell
Virginia Beach
Roanoke
Buena Vista
Harrisonburg*
Franklin*
Fredericksburg*
BrIael
Norton'
Hampton*
Newport News'
Menominee County
Yellowstone National Park Part

2. SMSA Designation
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (Column 3) have been de-
fined in accordance with the 1907 publication of the Bureau of the

t Column numbers cited in the text refer to columns in Table 1, Section II.

Independent cities which ere customarily treated as independent Jurisdictions
by the state have been combined with the county in which they are located
In order to maintain consistency of county coding; e.g., Akaandrla, Virginia,
N not separately Identified Li our code, but is Included with Arlington County.

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 addition to the above SMSAs, 79 potential Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas as defined by Sales Management in the 1968
Survey of Buying Power'' were also identified. Those potential
SMSAs have a central city that does not 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 cocling employed in Column 3 follows:

1 Counties in SMSAs with 50,00010 500.000 pop.
2 Counties in SMSAs with 500,000 to 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 Counties i,t SEAs with 1,000,000 to 5,000,000 pop.
9 Counties in SEAs with 5,000,000 or more pop.
Blank NonSMSA/SEA Counties

Code position numbers above identify counties 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), the entire SMSA consists of a single county.

B. POPULATION ESTIMATES
1. Total Population
Population estimates for July 1, 1966 (Column 4) were obtained
from the Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the 'ensus. These
figures had been published previously by the Bureau 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 a forthcoming summary report, Current
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 427, "Estimates cf The Popda-
Hon of Counties and Metropolitan Areas, July 1, 1966, A Sumnia.-y
Report."

2. Home-Based Migrants
The source of estimates on 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 ingrant
health project grants for 1967.1968. Some of these data appear in the
1969 Report of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United
States Senate, on S. Res. 122, 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,
Comprehensive Care Systems Branch, Division of Health Care Serv-

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Bureau of the Budget, Washing-
ton, D. C., 1967, as amended January 15, 1968.

. Current Population Reports, Series P23, No. 7, Nov. 19, 1962. Correspond
once from Herman P. Miller, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the
Census.

Marketing Magazine, June 10, 1965, pp. C.13 to C15.
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TABLE I. NEAREST EQUIVALENT STATE ECONOMIC AREA OR COUNTY FOR NEW ENGLAND STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS

Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area(s)

1960
Population Nearest Equivalent

1960
Population

Bridgeport, Stamford, Norwalk, Conn. 609,741 Connecticut SEA A 653,589
Hartford, New Britain, Conn. 654,604 Connecticut SFA C 669,555
New Haven, Waterbury, Meriden, Conn. 545,160 Connecticut SEA B . 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, Maine 120,655 Maine SEA A 182,751
Boston, LawrenceHaverhill, Lowell, Mass. 2,934,884 Massachusetts SEA C 3,109,158
Brockton, Mass, 149,458 Massachusetts SEA D 248,449
New Bedford, Mass., and Fall River, Mass.-R. I. 281,332 Massachusetts SEA E 398,488
Worcester, FitchburgLeomInstor, Mass. 405,792 Massachusetts SEA B 563,228
Pittsfield, Mass. 73,839 Massachusetts SEA F 142,135
Springfield, Mass, 478,592 Massachusetts SEA A 532,582
Manchester, N. H. 95,512 New Hampshire SEA A 178,161
Providence-Pawtucket, R. I.-Mass. 816,148 Rhode island SEA A 718,543

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports. Series P-23, No. 7, Appendix A. November 19. 1962.

Ices, HSMHA, USPHS, DHEW, and Grace K. White, Program
.tnalyst, Program Review Branch, Division of Health Care Services,
HSMHA, USPHS.

The data 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
is estimated to occur 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 county 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. Indian Population ,

Unpublished estimates as of January 1968, of Indian population for
1968 (Column 6) were secured from George Spatafore, Chief, Office
of Program Planning and Evaluation, Indian Health Service,
HSMHA, USPHS, DHEW, and Everett E. White, Special Assistant
for the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation. .

. The estimates are for 276 counties which contain 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 Included in the above program of delivery of health
services. , ' b .

4. Women 1544 ,

Estimates for each county of the number of women 15 to 44 years of
age (Column 7) as of July 1,1968, ace also part of the data received
from the Bureau of the Census. These estimates were derived by a
cohort-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 total population of the county. The figures
were adjusted to tie in with separately derived state and U.S. totals
in this age-sex group.

C. NEED FOR SUBSIDIZED FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
The number of medically indigent women in need of subsidized
family planning services (Column 8) was estimated by applying the

Dryfoos-Polgar-Varky (DPV) formula to the Census Bureau esti-
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
medical care. It consists of all women who 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 medical in-
digency, the near-poverty level formulated by the Social Security
Administration appears to be the only standard applicable nation-
ally which is a relatively realistic criterion of the need for subsidized
medical care. The SSA standard is a sliding scale relating income
to family size. In 1966 the income cutoff for a non-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 socio- economic and demographic information, com-
bined with relevant findings of social and biological research.

The formula' was developed in 1964 by Stephen Polgar, Ph.D.,
then PPWP Research Director (currently Associate Director, Caro-
lina Population Center), and Mrs. Joy C. Dryfoos (currently
CFPPD's Chief of Planning Methods), with the help of Oscar Omatl,
Ph.D., cf the New School for Social Research, and approved by
Planned Parenthood-World Population's Social Science Committee,
then headed by Charles F. Westoff, Ph.D., of Princeton University's
Office of Population Research. New statistical information was incot-
porated in 1988 by George Varky, PPWP Research Economist.

M. Orshansky, "Recounting the PoorA FiveYear Review," Social Security
April. 1966.

This follows the procedure used to deft* medical Indigency by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, OfftOe of Program AnalYkill, In
Delivery of Health Services to the Poor (1957A pseol < .1

! Its original version wet, cited In F. S. Jaffe, "Financing Family Planning
Services," Americen Journal of Public Haanh, 56117, lung 1566.



It should be emphasized that the purpose of the formula is to
estimate the le el of service* needed, not to define eligibility for
services. Thus, while the formula employs certain age 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 these 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 offset those below 18 who are. This also apphrs 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 low-income parents lave 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, Associate Director, Center for Population
Research, National Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, DHEW.

The yardsticks of annual 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 available, the DPV formula uses the percentage of all fami-
lies with less than a single erage annual income for purposes of
com?utation. On analysis, the most suitable and available average
family income for this purpose was found to be the percentage of
families with incomes below $3,000 as reported in the 1960 Census
of Population.

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 Population Survey of
March 1966. Both estimates yielded 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 disproportionately large number of elderly per-
sons, who are not potential contraceptors, among families with in-
corr es below $3,000 a year. Hence, the use of the percentage of
the general population with family incomes below this figure defines,
in I lfect, a childbearing population at a higher Inoume level.

2) Family incomes have risen since 1960. Thus, applying the
pore village of families with incomes below $3,000 in 1960 to the
estimated 1966 population defines a higher income level as of the
latter date.

The 1968 revision of the DPV formula also applies a final ad-
justment factor to account for the different income levels used to
define "near poverty"' among 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.

.
A. A. Campbell, "The Role of Family Planning in the Reduction of Poverty,"
Journal of Marriage and the Family 30:236, May, 1968.

The DPV formula was applied in this study as follows:

Steps

1. Estimate the number of worn
en of childbearing age (18.44)
for each county.

2. Multiply this number by the
proportion of families with In
comes below $3,000 In 1960
to estimate the number of
medically Indigent women of
childbearing age.

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 conceive
or because they are pregnant
or actively seeking a pregnan
cy. This deduction is based on
the following steps:
(a) 13% Is deducted for nat-
ural or postoperative sterility.*
(b) from the remaining popu
lation another 14% is de-
ducted 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 family than
for a non farm 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
planning need in farm areas
and, by the same token, un-
derestimate it for urban areas.
Hence the number yielded by

Data Employed

Census Bureau estimates for
each county of the number of
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).
Percent of families with in-
comes below $3,000 for each
county, as reported In the
1960 Census.

t

Percent of population living
on farms for each county, as
reported In 1960 Census.

As per estimate by Campbell, op. cit.. based on evidence from the 1960 sur-
vey of American wives reported in P. K. Whitipton, A. A. Campbell and J. E.
Patterson. Fertility and Family Planning in the United States, Princeton, 1966:
the 13 percent excludes sub-fecundity since contraception would be needed
where sterility has not been definitely established.

A live birth makes contraception unnecessary fora total of 15 months, corr.-
posed of an average of six months of seeking a pregnancy and a further
nine months until term. A fetal death stmitarly accounts for nine months,
composed of six months of seeking a pregnancy and another three months
until fetal death. Assuming that fetal deaths approximate to about Ur percent
of live births, the time for which a woman on the average does not need pro-
tection corresponding to each five birth e. IS + .15 X 9 months a 16.35
months. The total period for three live births 16.35 X 3.. 49.05 months. Of
an births 95 percent happen In the age period 18-44 (deduced from Monthly
Vital Statistics Report, IS, No. II (February 10, 1967) p. 5. Hence period
of time for which contraception Is not needed due to three desired pregnan-
cies between 18-44 49 X .95 months. The proportion of the 27year period

49 X .95 .

12 7 X 100 a 14.4%, rounded off as 14% In the text.
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Steps Data Employed

step 3 was adjusted for farm
population concentration by
use of the following formula:

If % of the Total Population Multiply the Number Resulting
That Is RJral Farm (F) Is: from Step 3 by:

equal to or greater 1.2
than .020 F °"

less than .020 1.12

D. CURRENT FAMILY PLANNING SERVICE LEVELS
To determine the number of medically indigent women receiving
family planning services through organized programs in each county
in FY 1968 (Column 9), service statistics were sought from the
major organized channels through which medical family planning
services are delivered. These included hospitals, health departments,
clinics operated by Planned Parenthood-World Population (PPWP)
Affiliates and other agencies, and 0E0-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 Universe
The basic objectives were to 1) obtain, as accurately as possible, an
unduplicated count of medically indigent patients receiving family
planning services in the study year, and 2) identify the locations of
facilities providing these servien by city and county.

Achievement of these objectives was limited by the po&ly struc-
tured state of the family planning field. At the outset of the study, for
example, there was no established universe of facilities providing
family 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 provision 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, health
departments, Planned Parenthood clinics, 0E0 family planning
projects, Neighborhood Health Centers, Maternity and Infant Care
projects, and 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 approach, as de-
tailed 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 1968 (July 1, 1967-June 30,
1968). Health departments and hospitals usually report statistics on

The estimates of women in need, obtilned by step 3 of the formula for a set
of eight separate segments of the U.S. population, showed differences from
the direct counts of them (*Wined from the March 1956 CPS date mentioned
above. These ware strongly correlated with the percent of the total popula
lion In these segments living on rural farms In 1960. The above equation is
derived Porn a least square regression of an eight-point scatter of farm
adjustment coefficients known accurately from the special tabulation of CPS
data of March 1966. The regression was manually adjusted to Improve the
fit at the smaller values of F.
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a fiscal year basis, 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. Hospitals
The provisional universe for the hospital survey was constructed
from the following sources:

1) The American Hospital Association, in its 1968 survey of
affiliated institutions, included questions which yielded information
on hospitals providing family planning services. The survey included
4,345 non-federal, short-term general hospitals; 254 respondents
stated that they provided family planning services.

2) In 1967, the Center for Population Planning of the Univer-
sity of Michigan, in cooperation with the American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists and the American Public Health
Association, conducted a survey of 364 hospitals with Ob /Cyn 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 ei 1967, Planned Parenthood-World
Population sent detailed questionnaires to a group of hospitals se-
lected on the basis of data available from the 1966 Hospital Guide
Issue of the Journal of the Art erican Hospital Association. The 1,279
hospitals surveyed included ell hospitals with more than 1,000 de-
liveries and others listed in the Guide as reporting the provision of
family planning services. This survey yielded 444 respondents, of
which 204 hospitals report.ii the provision of medical family plan-
ning services through their facilities.

4) As part of a special project, the Pennsylvania and New
Jersey Hospital Associations conducted surveys in 1968 to determine
the availability of family planning services in affiliated hospitals with
more than 500 delivf,ries annually. Of the combined total of 202
hospitals surveyed by the two Associations, 71 respondents reported
that they provided these services."'

In all, the Michigan, Planned Parenthood-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 hospitals 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 mad 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 Manning
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.

We an Indebted to James Cooney, Ph.D., of the American Hospital Assocla
Von for providing the tabulations from this survey In advance of publication.

Johan W. Eliot M.D., Ph.D., of the Center for Population Planning. University
of Michigan, generously permitted us to obtain data from his fifes.

*, We are indebted to John S. Worman, Executive Director, Hospital Association
of Pennsylvania and Jack Owen, Direcior, New Jersey Hospital Association
for sharing the results of their surveys.



Copies of this unduplicated list were then mailed 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 also 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 Maternity and Infant Care Projects (discussed below)
yielded data on eight additional hospitals.

Thus, the final universe of hospitals surveyed for this study came
to 483. Since the previous surveys end the AHA questionnaire 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 1968.

4. Health Departments
The selection of a 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 local public health agencies. It was known from
previous studies conducted by the American PubPc Health Associa-
tion that many local health derartments provide few if se-; personal
health services.' A survey of all health units in more t!'acti 3,000
counties, and of those dty health units which are not within the
jurisdiction of those counties, see.aed neither feasible Ln terms of
time and budget constraints, nor purposeful in terms of the likeli-
hood of obtaining 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 proportions. However, such information appar-
ently has never been collected by federal agencies or professional
organizations.

In dew tag a feasible approach to the health department
survey, the fing earlier surveys and reports were analyzed:

Is The American Public Health Association survey, Family
Planning Policies and Activities of State Health and Welfare Depart-
ments, 1967.'1"

11) The Children's Bureau reports, 'Family Planning Services:
Maternal Oa Child Health Programs," for FY 1967 and FY 1968
(preliminary) compned by the Research Division of the Child Health
Studies Branch, Social and Rehabilitation Service, DHEW.

3) The Children's Bureau reports, 'Statistical Summary of
Patients Served ender Maternity and Infant Care Projects," foe FY
1987 and FY 1968, compiled by the National Center for Social
Statistics, SRS, DHEW.

The APHA data showed an Increase over previous years in the
ember of state health departments providing family planning serv-
ice data. A comparison of the data submitted for fiscal 1967 by state
health departments to APHA and the Children's Bureau (in the MCH
report) was made by ranking the states by the number of family
planning patients reported, as shown in Table 11 (following page).

Each tabulation resulted in a listing of 15 jurisdictions which
appeared to amount for nearly 95 permit of all reported health
department family plenelt.g activity. (The table also illustrates the
wide variation in the repeating of famly planning services by state
health departmeets.)

Together, the two reports covered 19 states and the District
of Columbia. This list was analyzed and reduced by eliminating those
state health departments known to be reporting family planning

(rowed iliartins. MO. 04eedet. Coma" flanning Program, F.PFLIL 0LrOded
essva *Mee on gvestfen.

0. Holm" L. Coma. I. OM. Mole MOIL ...Ws. 44.1 febrility. 065.

services which were provided priremily or wholly by Maternity and
Infant Care (MIC) projects or by Planned Parenthood, or which were
financed primarily under 0E0 grants. This Ieft 14 sta' lnd 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 (MCII) formula grants and local matching funds.
These 11 states and the District of Columbia (whose family planning
program is funded, in part, by a direct Congressional appropriation)
were selected for more persistent follow-up than the remaining 38
state health departments. Although questionnaires requesting patient
data and dirge 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 ascertain
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-
eace had shown that accurate information about family planning
services provided through these projects was not always available
at the state agency level.

5. Planned Pa reNhood
The survey of Planned Parenthood-World Population Affilietes in-
volve(' a clearly defined universe of 128 local agencies providing
medical contraceptive services in free-standing clinics, hospitals, or
health departments in FY 1968. (There were, in addition, 31 PPWP
Affiliates which provided no medical services and these were not
sun-eyed.)

Statistics on new and old patients and visits, and socio-eccnornic
data for new patients, were available at the national office of Planned
Parenthood-World Population in annual reports provided on a calen-
dar year basis by each Affiliate. In addition, similar data were avail-
able on a monthly basis for the 89 Affiliates participating in the
Planned Parenthood Automated Record System (ARS), as of June
19E8. For the purposes of this study, it vas necessary to obtain
patient data for &seal 1968 and to secure local Ark addresses and
the number of patients served by clinic location for those Affiliates
prodding services at more than one facility and, occasionally, in
more than one county. In addition, Affiliates were asked to indicate
the participation of other igencies (0E0, health departments, and/
or hosiitals) in either funding or staffing the service at each clink
location. This information was needed to enable the staff 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 involves multi-agency
Pao kfrotion-

For Affiliates in the ARS, patient data collected from the rya-
tern's monthly printouts were entered fcc each clink location on the
survey forms by. code number (the only means of identifying the
clinic on the printout). These Affiliates were asked to verify or cor-
rect the patient figure' allocated, and also to provide street addresses
for act numerically coded location. Affiliates not participating in the
ARS were asked to summarize their monthly records for each clinic
location and to provide street addresses.

4. 0E0 Family Planning Programs
The Offee of Economic Opportunity had funded '43 family plan-
ning programs prior to July 1968; the medical services in most of
these programs wen provided by health department', Planned Par-
enthood Affiliates or hospitals. A separate survey of 0E0-funded
programs operated by these service agencies was unnecessary since
patient data was to be collected directly through surveys of the
delivery agencies. However, rt was necessary to obtain info nnation
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TABLE D. 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*

Number of
Family Plan.

State Wog Patients
Cumulative

Total
Cumulative

Percent

California 95,423 95,423
Virginia 59,673 155,096
Illinois 34,090 139,186
Florida 28,600 217,786
Georgia 20,701 238,487 68.0%
Alabama 13,285 256,7n
North Carolina 16,443 273,215
Washington, D.C. 10,700 283,915
South Carolina 10,093 294,008
Meryiand 8,401 302,409 86.2
Tennessee 7,137 309,546
New York 6,219 315,765
Pennsylvania 6,000 321,765
Michigan 5,257 327.022
West Virginia 2,714 329,736 94.0

Total patients for 61 reporting
jurisdictions: 350,629

CHILDREN'S BUREAU MCH REPORT OF
FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES, FY '6700

Number of
Family1,1an.

State fling Patients
Cumulative

Total
Cumulative

Percent

Alabama 45,000 45,000
Florida 28,704 73,704
California 28,165 101,869
Virginia 24,899 126,768
Mississippi 13,736 140,504 61.2%
Georgia 13,208 153,712
North Carolina 13,165 166,877
South Carolina 12,803 179,680
Tennessee 7,433 187,113
Kentucky 6,632 193,745 84.4
Maryland 6,448 200,193
Texas 5,793 205,986
New York 4,299 210,285
Kansas 3,775 214,060
Arkansas 2,446 216,506 94.3

Total patients for 31 reporting
jurisdictions: 229,487

The American Public Health Association survey, "fanny Planning Policies and Actlynies of State Health and Welfare Depptrnents. 1961," reported In Harting
of al. op. en.

Cisildrin's Somali revolts: "runny Planning Services: Maternal and Chad Health Programs, se :SO" *0i/ramify), cottoned I. the Research Division of the Child
Health Stoats trench Int ball'W.

on the programs administered by Community Action Agencies where
medical family planning .services were not provided by a health de-
partment, hospita' oe Planned Parenthood Affiliate. Data on 28 of
these programs, including patient statistics, were made available for
this study by filo-Dynamics, Inc., which had surveyed all 0E0-
funded family planning services during the fall of 1968.'

A special reference should be made here to the Lovistana
Family Planning Program, Inc., funded primarily by 0E0, which
initiated and operates is Otte wide program. Patient data and clink
addresses for FY 1008 by pt,Ish (county) were obtained fa this
program directly from the Center for don and Family Studies
of the Tulane University School of ls1

P. Other Family Mating Programs
Two other programs which were known to be providing Family plan-
ning services to medially indigent women were also surveyed:

1) The clinics of the Family Planning Centers of Los Angeles,
Inc.

2) The clinks operated by Settee Family Planning, Inc., in
titade/phia, a demonstration project supported by the Population
Council.

& Design, Pretesting and Fielding of the Surreys
The lack of a national family pleasing patient reporting system de-
termined the method and design of the hospital and health depart-
mad surveys. Based upon esp.rienct with other family planning
turps, ft was that trues of the data submitted would be

see me Indebted le Pato ikon* el die-Ormoace. t e.lee thribIr4 the myna
of those noestienrobile aveletAs.
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difficult to interpret. Simple questionnaires were believed essential
to secure the largest possible response, minimize the difficultia for
survey coders and reduce the possibility of error for respondents.

The questionnaires (see Section 111-G) were thus designed to
ask a minimum of questions and to place emphasis on defining family
planning as any medical means by which conception is pees. knsted or
postponed, including the rhythm method. (The opestionnaires noted
that other terms for family planning include fertility n.,uletion, con-
traception, birth control, planned parenthood.) A distinction was
drawn between patients and visits. Although more detailed ques-
tionnaire. might have aided in interpreting the data, longer forms
were less likely to yield adequate returns.

Eight cities were selected for field testing of the survey insten-
meas. Criteria foe selection included whether or not they had a
hospital family planning clink, an 0E(>-funded paled, an MIC
project or a PPWP Affiliate. Approximate)), 10 days in the field
during December 1968 were devoted to pretesting the hospital and
PP Affiliate survey instrtmnents and obtaining Wormation on the
family planning activities of relatei MIC Projects and CAP Agencies.

AE of the questionnaires were walled during the first two weeks
in January, accompanied by letters rhich explained the purposes of
the surveys. The Istal questionnaires were directed to the Chiefs
of Ob/Gyrs, with Information copies to hospital administraton and
to the executives of the state hospftal assorietions.

Compktion rates hr caection of service data are shown kr
Table III (following page):

eadrrari...04.

the Rowlett 114etpRal Attaistie41 did not en-Wiese. the Moved. but td
lend Rt topesystotAith eat Noted to the tootling OttItt.



TABLE III. COMPLETION RATES r(IR COLLECTION OF
SERVICE DATA

Total Total
Total Number of Number of
Number of
Agencies

Agencies,
Data

Agencies,
No Data Cornple-

Alenci In Universe Obtained Obtained Lion Rate

Hospitals 469 455" 14 97%
State Health Dept.

Programs 51 50... 98%
Planned Parenthood 128 128 100%
M IC Protects 50 60 100%

Most of the data on patients tented wore obtained through the mall survey.
In the use of a few non-respondents to the CFP20 hospital surrey. data were
obtained from recent surveys conducted by the New Jersey and Permsylvsn's
Hospital Associations.

" Data were obtained foe 455 out of the total of 169 hospitals surveyed: Affirms-
Vve data were coded foe 433 hospitals; 20 others reported no organized
family Maiming sere cos during fiscal 196.

4" Ono state department of hearth (Tennessee) did not respond to the survey;
Informatitot on LORI county programs In the state was obtained directly
from the peogronts and was entered in the 61*.

9. Eating Ow of Medical indipncy Status of Reported Patients
Since dela on the kicceS status of patients were available only for
Planned Parenthood Affiliates, estimates of the number of medically
indigent patents receiving family planning services through hospi-
tals, health departments and other agencies surneyel were based on
certain assumptions. It was known that different agencies (e.g., hos-
WA and 0E0 programs) have very varied eligibility requirements
for free family planning services.

By definition, the medically indigent family Is unable to afford
the coat of private medical care and is therefore more likely to utilize
clink facilities when health services are needed. The assumption
was made that the family planning servkes of hospitals, health de-
partments and 0E0-funded clinics (regardless of the operating
agency providing the service) were, In all likelihood, utilized pri-
marily by medically indigent women. Thus, the patient figures
receded by these agencies to the surveys were coded, after editing
fa consistency, with no effort made to distinguish the proportion
of patients who were medical y indigent. 'Ibis procedure undoubt-
edly ovetestimates the number of medically indigent women eweh .
ing services through these agencies, since some patients above the
medical Indigency level probably were served. In the absence of
detailed dodo -economic data on the characteristks of patients, how-
even there was no alternative but to accept the reported figures as
representing medically indigeot patients.

P l a n n e d Parenthood Affiliates serve both the medically indigent
and those at slightly higher Income levels. !mime, family size and

rdata on new patients sieved by a representative sample of
Attlistes which participate In the Automated Record System

(ARS) were used to develop a procedure for estimating the number
of medically Indigent ;talents In all Planned Parenthood clinics.'
The Income/family file standards developed by the Social Security
Administration to deffae the "nei epoveref levels' (adjusted up-
wed to reflect the oast of living increase tince 1906) were
to the actual data obtained from the ARS on income and f sire
of new patients it the 111 sample Affiliate*.

*114 pro/01440o wet geelotiod by Manse Snyder. Ph D. Director. ant
*mime wry. Datum% tworwrialst of IkPerts Doetertenefill of Research.

Ondloneky, to. ell.

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 also assumes
that the proportion of patients who are medically Indigent does not
vary significantly between Affiliates participating in the ARS and
those which do not. The method Is 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 indigent was undertaken in two steps.
The first step involves calculation of medically indigent new patients
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 incomes of $100 or more.

To develop the estimating formula, Individual patient records
from the 21 sample Affiliates for the first quarter of 1968 approzi-
mate!), 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 Affiliate
the number and percent of all new patients who 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 patients with Incomes below $100, (Y), and
the average number of living children per patient per Affiliate, (X),
was then plotted on a graph and the linear regression was calcu-
lated. The resulting equation Is: Y = 36.2 + 19.6X.

As would be espeded, the degree of association between Y and
X was high, with a oorrelatior coefficient of .85. (A coefficient of 1.0
Indicates perfect correlation.) When the values of Y obtained from
calculation of the regression equation are compared with the aotual
values obtained for the 21 sample Affiliates from ARS records, the
average difference was five percentage point.

Calculated vaines of I' 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,

YZ

number of medically indi-
gent patients

total number of patients
with incomes below $100

total number of patients
with incomes below $100

total number of patients
with known Incomes

This method was applied to all Affiliates regardless of whether
they part kipated In the ARS. Since the Affiliate survey provided data
by clink location, it was posubk to obtain figures on the medically
Indigent proportion of the total caseload for each clink by applying
the percentages derived from the procedure descrited above, and
these figures were entered into the file.

The estimates are subject to some error, in that the bask data
from which they are derived represent the average foe each Affiliate.
Some Affiliates operate more than one clink (I e., in different loca-
tions) and, hence, the estimate for an Individual clink is expected to
show some deviattan from the average for the Affiliste. For hospital,
health department, and OEO clinics operated by Planned Parent.
hood Affiliates, tune assumption was made that these clinics were pi-
Inertly utilized by medially* indigent patients. and the figures he
thole individual clinics were coded as repxled. This followed the
assumption used for reports from health department, hospital and
0E0 clinics vented by other agencies, as noted above.

10. Coding Methodology end Elimination of Doplications
The nature of the da:n obtained from the beefiest health department
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and MIC project surveys was so diverse as to require formal methods
of analysts and interpretation in order to yield an approximation of
the number of family planning patients served by these agencies.

For the hospital survey, responses to the questions regarding
the location and organization of the services (i.e., separate family
planning clinic, postpartum clinic, etc.), the number of visits and the
average number of visits 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 Byres
were available only for the number 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 . esponse. A similar procedure was adopted where the
respondent could not provide separate patient data on family plan-
ning*, or where the figures entered were questionable (when checked.
for example, against the number of deliveries for that hospital). For
example, the University of Michigan study of Ob/Cyn 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
hospitals new family planning patients in the study year. To estimate
continuing patients from the previous years it was assumed that
approximately the same number of postpartum patients were pro-
vided family planning services in the previous year and that half of
them returned for an annual re-examination in FY 1968. This per-
centage was applied to the previous year's new patients to yield s
figure for continuing patients. Continuing and new patients were
combined to estimate the total number of women receiving family
planning services through the hospitals. Table IV (below) illustrates
the estimating method 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 et:smates derived through this method. Where the
Michigan-derived estimates were judged to be more accurate than
the response to the CFPPD survey, the former were coded; this
occurred in less than 10 percent of the cases.

Additional resources used foe validating hospital responses were
the AHA report on the number of births for each hospital, and the
previous hospital family planning strtveys conducted by Planned
Parenthood-World Population and the two state hospital associa-
tions. Pet the hospitals least able to identify the number of family
planning faticnis (usually those whose services were provided
through gynecological or genets] outpatient Anita) the figures
submRted were analysed by employing a method similar to that
illustrated in Table IV. However, since data on postpartum return
rates and on the proportion of all deliveries which were non-private
were not available fa these hospitals, It was eonsenatively estimated

that 50 percent of all deliveries returned for postpartum care and
50 percent of the postpartum 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 actin"' if health de-
partment programs also posed certain diEN.1:;es i .en responses
from the surveys of Maternal and Child Health c ',sins and Mater-
nity and Infant Care projects were checked against previous reports
to the Children's Bureau and the American Public Health Associa-
tion, the figures in some instances were not comparable. In dealing
with the incompaiability of the data, no single 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 planning services through
health department clinics.

Two state health departments presented particular problems in
the coding of the data by county. Tenneme 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. 71e Department had re-
ported 59,673 family planning patients to the APHA for FY 1967,
and 21,899 to the Children's Bureau for the same fiscal period.
Furthermore, figures obtained from the health departments in Rich-
mond, Norfolk and Alexandria for the PPNVP 1967 SMSA study' had
been questioned by two PPWP Affiliates in the state. (Through 0E0
funding, these Affiliates had assigned personnel to provide educa-
tional services in several public health clinics and were thus quite
knowledgeable about the service levels in their areas.) In response
to the CFPPD survey, tht state 1...elth department reported a state-
wide total 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 health
department probably represented visits, not patients; and there was
some evidence that the figures may have represented cumulative
visits since 1900. Moreover, ft was apparent that 'patients' did not
necessarily mean women remising medical family planning services;
in some counties it appeared to define educational contacts. There-
fore, since the data provided by the state could not be distributed
canting the counties and independent cities, only the data for Norfolk
and Richmond, where estimates could be made based on informed
local Judgment, were coded.

In relation to all chancels through which services were reported,
a Nober difficulty arose from duplicate reporting as a consequence
of the multiple participation of agencies In the delivery of these
services in some public health or hospital fedThav, Thus, the patent

r. s ha. spat C J. earnsehe, mote rem Oa to 11/40ented tonal Min-
now Serie*, IA rid SWIM oft Wen than 80,000 Pignrtatiek MVP. 1,41.

TABLE IV. ESTIMATINO METHOD FOR HOSPITAL CLINICS (BASED ON MICHIGAN STUDY)

Number of
von-private
Mikado

2,000

Estimated
postpartum
return rats

80%

Estimated
ambit c4
patients
returreing
postpartum

1,600 80%

Estimated % of
Potemtvril
patients retehing
body planning

Es:motet,
number Al new
family planning
patients (N)

1,280

Estimated
number of
medinoing
patients town
pt evievs you

64) (SO% 14)

Estimated total number
of Family utenning
patients (P)

1,920 (N SO% N
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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-
priate agency columns assigned to hospitals, Planned Parenthood
clinics, health departments, MIC projects, 0E0 programs (other
than health department, Planned Parenthood or hospital-operated)
and other organized family planning services. (For a copy of the
worksheet, see Section III-C.)

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 detemtination to
be made of which agency was primarily responsible for providing
the services in these cases of duplicate reporting, and no attempt
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, or in the state as a
whole, only through an MIC protect, 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 subtracting the overlap figure'.
Patients reported by MIC projects but who were also reported by
the agencies providing the family planning service (e.g., health 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
location.

It should be emphasized that this procedure eliminated only
the most obvious ducaeons, leaving an unknown amount of dupli-
cition in the published figures. Nevertheless, it provided at /east 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
planning patients in the separate responses of health departments,
hospitals, Manned Parenthood Affiliates and other clinics, 61,532 or
eight percent were weeded out as obvious duplications, leaving a
net figure of 773,111 patients served in FY 1968 by all agencies.

The estimated ursmet need for family planning services in each
county (Column 10) was derived by subtracting the total served
(Column 9) from the total ie need (Column 8). The percent 'm-
imed is presented in Column 11.

E. SELECTED HEALTH AND DEMOGRAPHIC INDICES
Bask population and socio-econontk Information was employed in
this study to appeudmate the site or 'tope of need for subsidized
family planning services. In addition, a number of health and demo-
graphic Indices were assembled as appradrrsate measures of the
intensify of need for family planning *Mots. These include data on
infant mortality, birth ceder, illegitimacy and prematurity, since the
reduction of these rates is among the significant secondary objectives
of a family phrasing program.

I. Infant Mortality and boss InlaM Oaths
The Wait weak), rate cried (Column It) Is the average number
of deaths of infants under one-year per 1,000 live blithe, by residence
of mother, in the five-year period 196I-65. The number of these
deaths in excess out 17.8 pet 1,000 !tee births is presented in Ca-
ms 13.

These data are derived from the Children's Bureau Study of
excess infant deaths done by the George Washir.gton 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 end
the actual recorded infant mortality rate for each county by the
number 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 the 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 national array of county
rates was selected as the ceiling risk above which newborn poputa
Lions 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 difference between actual numbers
of deaths ANS numbers expected if the tenth percentile rate pre.
veiled.

To conform to the geographic coding employed in this study,
information for a small number of locations identified in the Chil-
dren's Bureau publicetiart was combined, Al indicated earlier (Sec-
tion 1111-A).

A special problem was presented by the infant mortality rate
for New York City which, in the Children's Bureau publication, rep-
resents a summary for the entire city with no separate figures for the
five individual counties. To obtain county data for this study, Infant
mortality rates for each °aunty in New York City were summarized
hoe data available at the Bureau of Records and Statistics of the
New York City Health Department. For the five -year period 1981-
65, the New York City monis provided a total of 767,483 live births,
which Is 23,509 less than the 790,992, shown in the Children's
Bureau study.' 6* This difference may be attntuted to, the fact that
the N.Y.C. Health Department does not record births to city resi-
dents occurring outside of the city, whereas the Notional Center for
Health Statistics, which provided the basic data for the Children's
Bureau study, does allocate such births to residence of mothers.

National and state Infant mortality rates shown are taken direct-
ly from the cited source. Totals for excess infant deaths were calcu-
lated after adjustments described above.

2. Estimated Fertnity Rates
Data on births in each county in 1906 was secured from the natality
tape file provided by the Division of Vftal Statistics, National Center
for Health Statistics, Health Services and Mental Health Administra-
tion, VSPHS, DIIE1V.1 The 1966 natahty tapes represent a 50 per-
cent sample of all births occurring In the United States, and the data

U.S. ChldreA's &Am. Intent opt PerMstat MortaNti Rates Sr Ate e,4
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are therefore subject to some sampling error, particularly in respect
to counties with small populations.

Data summarized by county from the 1966 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
1966 births to women aged 15 to 44 as the numerator and the Census
Bureau estimate of women aged 15 to 44 in 1966 as the denominator.

3. Birth Order, Illegitimacy and Prematurity
Data on live birth order is based on the number of children boon
alive to the mother, including the birth in 1968. Live first births
(Column 15) and live births of fifth or higher birth order (Column
16) are presented as percents of all live births in the county.

Out-of-wedlock birth were reported in 1966 in 34 states and
the District of Columbia. For these states, the ratio of out-of-wedlock
births per 1,000 live 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
Arkansas Maryland
California Massachusetts
Colorado Montana
Connecticut Nebraska
Georgia

Nev ,r Hampshire
New Mexico
New York
Oklahoma
Vermont

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

F. EXISTING AND POTENTIAL. RESOURCES FOR
FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS

In collecting senice data, the study gathered information on existing
family planning programs under 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 services or for partk Ipation in a family planning program.
These potential resources were defined as I) existing health sersice
agencies and personnel in both public and private sectors; 2) special
health projects relevant to maternal or family health care; and 3)
other organizational resources and supportive programs. The array
of information (Columns 19-36) provides a brief summary of the
major resources available in each county which might participate in
expansion of family planning programs.

1. Physkisna
Data on non-federal phjskians in patient care (Columns 19-24)
were extracted from the American Medical Association's master tape
file of all physicians in the U.S. and possessions for 1966, comprising
approximately 300,000 ntases.° Counts were run of the number of
physicians in each county categorized in three groupings:

PAyskiens number of physicians, defined by the AMA as
not employed by governmental agencies, who are In active practice
delivering t sedical care to patients. Excluded, for example, are Or).
*tarts primarily with research, administration and fu -
time teaching; also excluded are interns, residents and fellows. Col-
umn 19 presents the total number of physicians as defined above,
with office addresses In the county. Col-. am 20 presents the ratio of
this number per 100,003 population, using as the denominator the
Census estimate of 1966 population.

too fittio.noi Center for NW* tirtnticii. Vire tlatisfic4 of ttio Vona
sloe. IN& Venom 5. leftism 4.
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General practitioners The number of physicians included in
Column 19 who identify their primary specialty as "general prac-
tice." Column 21 presents their number, and Column 22 the ratio
of general practitioners per 100,000 population, derived in the same
manner as described above.

Obstetrician - Gynecologists The number of physicians included
in Column 19 who identify their primary specialty as "obstetrics and
gynecology." Column 2.1 presents the number, and Column 24 the
ratio of obstetrician-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, operated by private agencies and non-federal gov-
ernmental agencies, including, however, the Public Health Service
and Indian Health Service hospitals. The number of these hospitals
is presented in Column 25. Births in 1967 in these hospitals, as re-
poded to AHA, are presented in Column 28.

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

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

3. 0E0 Programs
Columns 2941 summarize Office of Economic Opportunity programs
of special relevance to the expansion of family planning services.

Community Action Agencies (CAAs) are the local groups which
organize and direct the anti-poverty program in each community.
Counties with functioning CAAs, as of August 1968, are identified
by a bullet in Column 29; the list was derived from Community
Action Agency Atlas (OEO Manual 0003.1, August 1, 1968) which
enumerates 1,012 CAAs throughout the country. Many CAA: operate
in more than one county; thus the total number of counties with
active CAM is 2,018.

OW Pernik Planning Protect grants have been a major source
of funds for expansion of family planning senices since 1966. The
grants are usually administered by the CAA and delegated to a heal h
department, Planned Parenthood Affiliate or othe: agency for opera-
tion of the family planning service. Counties with one or more OEO
family planning project grants, as of November, 1968, are noted by
a bullet in Column 30, identified from a list compiled by Bio-
Dynamics, Inc of Cambridge, Massachusetts, fur a survey which
they conducted for 0E0 in the fall of 1968. Their Hon in
making this and other data a% &Roble is gratefully ged.

OW Neighborhood Health Center grants are designed to estab-
lish programs in urban or rural areas to provide comprehensive
health care to low-income families. Counties with one or more OEO-
funded Neighborhood Health Centers, as of October 1968, are
Identified by a bullet in Column 31, from a list supplied by the Office
of Health Seniors, Community Action Program, 0E0.

4. Other Federal sod Local Resources
Columns 32,38 summarize other federally supported program: and
local resource' relevant to the provision or support of family plan-
ning senices.
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Model City grants, administered by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), have been awarded to enable
cities to plan and develop needed programs in housing, employment,
education, social and health services (including family planning).
As of December 1988, according to information reported by HUD,
130 cities had been awarded Model City planning grants. Counties
with one or more of these grants are identified by a bullet in Col-
umn 32.

Maternity and Infant Care (MIC) Project 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.
risk' mothers and infants, particularly Er, low - income areas. As of
1988, 50 MIC projects were functioning in 80 communities. Coun-
ties with one or more MIC projects in fiscal 1988 are identified by
a bullet In Column 33.

Neighborhood Service Profect (NSP) grants, administered by
the Health Services and Mental Health Administration, DHEW, are
designed to provide comprehensive medical services to families in
designated geographic areas of need. As of April 1969, 17 project
grants had been awarded, according to Information provided by
Community Health Services, 11SMHA, DHEW. Counties with one
or more NSP projects are denoted by a bullet in Column 34.

Counties ahem the load public health department
family planning seniors in fiscal 1988 are identified by a tr°u11:detfil

Column 35. The Identification is based on the responses of state
health dr partmetrts to the CFPPD survey discussed above (Seethe
111-D). bullets identify 1,031 counties where state health depart-
ments reported health department family planning services, Includ-
ing 189 where no estimate of patients served could be secureJ.

Planned Parenthood Watts are identified by a bullet In Col-
umn 38. The identification includes counties to which 128 local
groups affiliated with Pit nned Parenthood-World Pop llation oper-
etta medical family planning clinics in fiscal 1088, and for which
data on patients served is included In the report. -

A. SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
The questionnaires and fir tens used In CFPPD's surveys of hospital,
health department and Plat,:ird Parenthood clinics follow on the next
page. Also included is a copy of the County Data Worksheet used to
record responses to the surveys and sort out apparent duplication:.
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Sample Letter sent to Hospitals'
Chief of Obstetrics

January 6, 1969

Dear Doctor:

Your assistance is needed for a brief but important survey
which we have been asked to undertake by the U.S. Office of
Economic Opportunity. The survey is part of a series 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 initiated by the
A.H.A. to collect national service.data on all hospital-based
family planning prlgratas. The information secured in these
studies will assist the Federal agencies in determining their
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 family 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 is being sent only to those hospitals which have
indicated that they provide family planning services, it is
particularly important that we obtain full information from
each hospital.

Would you be kind enough to fill out the enclosed question-
naire and return it to us by January 18, 1969? A stamped, addressed
envelope is enclosed for your convenience in replying.

Your cooperation is deeply appreciated and we thank you
for taking the necessary time in behalf of this project.

Sincerely, yours,

Alan F. Cuttmacher, M.D.
President

Raymond L. Letnet
Director of Planning

th: 12/30/68
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PLANNED PARENTHOODWORLD POPULATION

Hospital Family Planning Survey

Name of Hospital

Street Address
(Number) (Street)

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

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

Yes-- No
If so, are these services provided through (Check all that apply):

family planning clink organized upend* from other clinics

combined obstetrics /gynecology clinic

separately organized gynecology clink

maternity clink and/or separately organized post pa rtum clink

_ other (Specify)

2. Please onto the following patient data for fiscal year 1968 (July 1,196? June 30,1968):

Total Number holly Planning Patients Served
(My 1, 1961 June I), 1968)

retel Numbet fan* Planning Patient Visits
(Arty 3, 196? June 30,1965)

Average Numb*, of Visits per Patient per Veer
(hrty 1, 196? June 30,1968)

(Name of Renecivrt Please Print)

(Ta)

(Date)
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The Technical Assistance Division of Planned ParenthoodWorld Population

543 Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10033 (313) 9324100

Planned
Parenthood
World
Population

Chairman
Woos H. Holland,

Chairman [anodise Cenonfilre
irrupit D. Stash-y.14 D.

President
Alas 9. Gotham Sat. M D.

Oat, Eteritin Clew
Paul H Todd. fr.

ctaI II 505 ftlQtt MIMING
1110CILAM IfttOWtArt

DOM.,
trtderkt s liale

NA I MAI. A ittt$01 V COVNt It

Chao's.
Meth D. lanky. M D.

Garold S. Stnistris. M D.
Usk C. Carte.. fr.
tlitahttis I. Csswell. 14 D.
ttslin Cori& ir.. M D.
fawn R. Olistass
IAA G PriM
fiatviertd Fist. rib 0.
Mess W. fray:arm W D.
fatt It. Contrasts, trl O.
lemma Ciottast
Mortal Cunt 141 D.
Donald Harting. N4 D.
this M. Hrlknart. M D.
fain t. S. Henosos. ft.. M D.
Snit feting. %I 0.

rrsCl fusels
W. Merles Inns. S4 D.
Nerwas V. torte
Irrw$41 P Marts, M D.
Irani W. Nefeskia
Illwarl 0 traria. M D.
Atria H. Nark
Conks W. hrtto. M D.
Nan here

H Itstoissei
&Twos. t Issmra. 14 D.
Caws. Rasta. WA D.
Denali P. %mu. 14 O.
Howard C Try1W. D.. ,4 D.
Clirtskhts thief. /4 D.
Marta Me
D *stand Waranta
Clcarks I. Mike. P1. D.
Sawase114.1040.. WI D.
Alonzo S. lertg, 14 D.

Sample of Letter sent to Hospital
Directors 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 in the
United States which 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, is to obtain current service level data on
family planning clinics administered or financed through state
and local health departments. Such programs would include
Maternal and Child Health programs, Maternity and Infant Care
Projects, and other programs which may exist in pArticular
localities.

We have been close consultation with Dr. Donald Harting,
Director of the Family Planning Program of the APHA, in
relation to previous APHA studies, since the preaent survey
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 period. For your convenience, we have listed
on the enclosed worksheet the counties for which services were
reported.

Would you please be kind enough to enter on the enclosed form the
requested data for each county for Fiscal Year 1968 (July 1, 1967 -
June 30, 1968), as followss

(Please list additional counties where applicable, and delete any
where services were not provided in Fiscal Year 1968.)

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

Column II: Number of clinic locations within the county
for Fiscal Year 1968.
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.:olumn III:

Column IV:

Column V:

Total number of family planning patients served
during Fiscal Year 1968.

If data available to you permit only a rough
estimate for Column III, please indicate by a
check (.1) in Column IV.

If figure in Column III includes HIC Project
patients, please enter in Column V the number
(or your best estimate) of MtC patients included.

We would also appreciate receiving from you the came and address
of each clinic location where patients currently receive family
planning service. Such information received from health departments,
hospitals, clinics, and other agencies will enable us to assemble a
national list of service locations which we believe will be of great
value to the health field.

We would deeply appreciate the return of this form by Januar? 24,
1969. A stamped, self-addressed envelope has been enclosed r

your convenience.

Thank you very ouch for your valued assistance in this project.
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. Cuttmacher, M.D.
President

Raymond C. Lerner
Director of Flemming

AFC/RCLat
enclosure

PSI



CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
PLANNED PARENTHOODWORLD POPULATION

Survey of Family PlanningServices Administered or Financed by Health Departments

Name of Respondent State Seq.

Title

Dale

(Family Planning is defined as any medical means by which conception is prevented or postponed. It is also called fertility regulation, con
traception, birth cc trot, 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 departments, please check here
and return form to us.

2. If family planning services were administered or financed by the state o' local health departments during fiscal year 1968 (July 1.
1967 June 30, 1968), please list below the following information for each county:

Name of county Number of clinics in
county during
Fiscal Year 1968

III
Total number of family
planning patients served
during Fiscal Year 1968

IV
If figure In
Column III is estimate,
check here

V
Number of MIC project
patients included in
Column III (if any)

...
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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. Cuttmacher, President

Raymond C. Lerner, Director of Planning

The Center for Family PlanningProgram Development is under
contract to the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity to assemble
a wide range of statistical data from Planned Parenthood, 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 current levels
of family planning services: the number of women served annually
by the different agencies, the number and location of clinics, and
the auspices under which services are provided. Fiscal year 1968
is used in order that data from various sources may be rendered
comparable.

Attached is a form (and a duplicate copy in blue for your records)
which we would 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 as branch clinic addresses
(Column 1).

Since we must meet a deadline for the submission of our report
to the 0E0, we would most appreciate receiving your responses by
January 17.' A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed for your
convenience.

Thank you for taking the time to assist us.

AFG/RCL/lr
enc.
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CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT Seq #
PLANNED PARENTHOODWORLD POPULATION

PPWP Medical Affiliate Questionnaire

Clinic Locations and Service Levels

Affiliate

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

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

Column I

,,........
Column II Column III Column IV

List in Column I all clinic locations in operation during the
time period of July 1, 1967, to date.
,

In Column II enter serv
ice data (total number
of patients served) only
for those clinics in op-
eration during rascal
Year 1968 or a 1.,::rtion
thereof.

(July 1, 1967June 30,
1968)

In Column III, for all
clinics listed in Column
I, answrr yes if clinic is
still in operation and no
if not.

In Column IV check any
or all sponsorships in
addition to Planned Par
enthood which apply.

,-.

Name

Number of
patients served

.

Yes

No

OEO

Hosp.

Health Dept.
,

Other
(explain)

Address
(number) (street)

(city) (county)

(state) (zip code)

..............

Name

Number of
patients served

Yes

No

OEO

Hosp.

Health Dept.

Other
(explain)

Address
(number) (street)

(city) (county)

(state) (zip code)
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CENTER FOR FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
PLANNED PARENTHOOD-WORLD POPULATION

COUNTY DATA WORKSHEET

STATE

COUNTY

NO. OF FAMILY PLANNING PATIENTS FY '68

CODED BY DATE

CHECKED BY DATE

SHEET OF

FAMITY IDENTIFICATION HOSPITAL PP HD MIC OEO OTHER SUB
TOTAL

ASSUMED
OVERLAP

COUNTY
TOTAL

PATIENT TOTAL

FACILITY
SUMMARY

NO. OF
HOSPITALS
SURVEYED

NO. OF
HOSPITAL
RESPONSES

NO. OF
HOSPITAL
F.P. SERV.

NO. OF
PP
CLINICS

NO. OF
HO
CLINICS

NO. OF
MIC
FACIL.

NC. OF
OEO
FACIL.

NO. OF
OTHER
FACIL.

ODING COMPLETE FOR K.P. El

DATE
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