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United Statcs
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Human Resources Division

B-229112
September 30, 1987

The Honorable Ted Weiss

Chairman, Subcommittee on Human
Resources and Intergovernmental
Relations

Committee on Government Operations

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report is in response to your October 25, 1985, request that we determine the extent to
which Medicaid beneficiaries and uninsured women may be experiencing difficulties in
obtaining access to prenatal care. It contains the results of our interviews with 1,157
Medicaid-enrolied and uninsured women. In addition, it discusses options for improving
access to prenatal care.

Unless you publicly announce its conwents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this
report until 30 days from its issue date. At that time, we will provide copies to the Secretary
of Health and Human Services, the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, and
other interested parties.

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Fogel
Assistant Comptroller General
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Executive Summary

Purpose

More than $2.5 billion is spent annually on neonatal intensive care ser-
vices in the United States, primarily for low birth-weight babies. Early
and continuing prenatal care plays an important role in preventing low
birth weight and infant mortality. Babies borr. to women who received
no prenatal care are three times more likely to be of low birth weight
than those whose mothers received early care. Also, low birth-weight
babies are about 40 times more likely to die during the first 4 "veeks of
life than normal birth-weight babies.

Adequate prenatal care is especially important for low-income, minor-
ity, and adolescent women who are regarded as medically high-risk
groups. According to the National Academy of Sciences’ Institute of
Medicine, for every dollar spent on prenatal care for high-risk women,
over three dollars could be saved in the cost of care for low birth-weight
infants.

In response to a request from the Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Human Resources and Intergovernmental Relations, House Committee
on Government Operations, GAO interviewed 1,157 women in 32 commu-
nities in 8 states (see table I.1) to determine (1) the timing and number
of their prenatal care visits and (2) the barriers they perceived as
preventing them from obtaining care earlier or more often.

The women interviewed either had no health insurance or were enrolled
under the Medicaid program (a federally aided, state-run medical assis-
tance program for low-income persons).

According to the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists,
every pregnant woman should begin a comprehensive program of prena-
tal care as early in the pregnancy as possible. A woman with a typical
40-week pregnancy should see a doctor or other health care provider
about 13 times, women with medical complications more often.

In 1984, 17 percent of women of reproductive age lacked insurance to
pay for prenatal care and another 9 percent had only Medicaid cover-
age, according to a study based on census data. In addition to Medicaid
funds, federal financing for prenatal services is also available to states
and communities through Maternal and Child Health block grants.

As of 1985, the United States had made virtually no progress in meeting
goals sct in 1980 by the Surgeon General for (1) reducing the percentage
of babies born with low birth weight to no more than 5 percent of live
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Executive Summary

Results in Brief

births and {2) ensuring that 90 percent of all pregnant women obtain
care within the first 3 months of pregnancy.

Of the women interviewed, about 63 percent obtained prenatal care that
GAO deemed insufficient because they did not begin care within the first
3 months of their pregnancy or made eight 2r fewer visits for care.
Insufficient prenatal care was a problem for women of all childbearing
ages, of all races, and from all sizes of coramur.ities. Compared with a
group of women with private health insurance, Medicaid recipients and
uninsured women began care later and made fewer visits. While 6.8 per-
cent of births nationwide are of low birth weight, 12.4 percent of the
babies born to the women GAO interviewed were of low birth weight.

Barriers to earlier or more frequent prenatal care varied according to
such factors as age, race, and size of community, with about half of the
women citing multiple barriers. Three barriers predominated in virtually
every demographic group of women—Ilack of money to pay for care,
lack of transportation to the provider of care, and unawareness of preg-
nancy. The importance of these and other barriers differed, however, by
community.

A comprehensive effort is needed to identify the primary barriers in a
community, develop programs to overcome those barriers, and evaluate
their effectiveness in improving access to prenatal care. Although the
solutions must be designed to meet the needs of individual communities,
federal funds are available to assist states and communities in such
efforts. Further, money spent to expand prenatal care services should
be more than offset by decreased newborn intensive-care costs.

Principal Findings

Care Often Obtained Too
Late or Too Infrequently

The percentage of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women who had
insufficient care ranged from 14 percent in Kingston, New York, to 82
nercent in Montgomery, Alabama. In 20 of the 32 communities Ga0 stud-
ied, 50 percent or more of the interviewed women had insufficient care.

Most likely to obtain insufficient prenatal care were women who were

uninsured, poorly educated, black or Hispanic, teenagers, or from the
largest urban areas. Most likely to obtain adequate care were women

[
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Executive Summary

who were in rural communities, vell educated, white, in their early 30’s,
or Medicaid recipients. (See pp. 19 to 27.)

Privately Insured Women
Obtain Care Earlier, More
Often

Comparing a group of privately insured women with Ga0's study group
of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women (both groups without medi-
cal complications and from the same 32 communities), Gao found that
the privately insured women were much more likely to begin care early
in the pregnancy and see a health care provider frequently. Overall, 81
percent of the privately insured women began care in the first 3 months
of their pregnancy and made nine or more vis.:s for care compared with
36 percent of the women with Medicaid coverage and 32 percent of
wornen with no health insurance. Orly 2 percent of privately insured
women began care during the last 3 months of pregnanrcy or made four
or fewer visits compared with 16 percent of the Medicaid recipients and
24 percent of the uninsured women. (See pp. 27 to 31.)

Lack of Money a Problem

Lack of money was cited as the most important barrier to earlier or
more frequent prenatal care by 17 percent of women who obtained
insufficient care. The availabiiity of free prenatal care appears to signif-
icantly reduce the importance of this barrier. Women who can obtain
free care under Medicaid were less likely to cite lack of money as a bar-
rier (10 percent) than uninsured women where the availability of free
care was more limited (23 percent). Also, in communities that provide
free care to uninsured women, the importance of this barrier was
reduced. (See pp. 38 to 39.)

Few Proven Prenatal
Programs

The states and communities Gao visited had a wide range of initiatives
for improving access to prenatal care (see app. XIV), but there was little
information on their effectiveness. Although the Maternal and Child
Health block grant program has funded demonstration projects designed
to improve access to prenatal care, their results often were not widely
disseminated. (See pp. 58 to 62.)

Expanded Medicaid
Eligibility

As of June 1987, 19 states had expanded Medicaid eligibility to pregnant
women with incomes of up to 100 percent of the federal poverty level,
an option authorized by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act - * 1986.
States doing so could significantly reduce lack of money as a barrier to
prenatal care, particularly in the southeast, where many people with
low incomes are not eligible for Medicaid. No states had implemented
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Executive Summary

presumptive eligibility-—providing free care whilc a woman'’s applica-
tion for Medicaid is being processed—also allowed by the Act.

If all states fully implemented the Act's provisions for expanded Medi-
caid coverage of pregnant women, the fiscal year 1987 cost would be
about $190 million, the Congressional Budget Office estimated. But, the
Committee on the Budget, House of Representatives, reported that such
costs should be offset by savings from reduced intensive care and long-
term institutional costs. Professional services associated with prenatal
care cost an estimated $400 (excluding labor and delivery costs) com-
pared with newborn intensive care costs averaging about $14,700 for
each low birth-weight infant. (See pp. 47 to 51.)

Increasing Medicaid Some health care organizations suggest that increasing Medicai reim-

Reimbursement bursement rates for maternity services would improve access to prena-
tal care. Few of the women GA0 interviewed, however, had problems
finding a health care provider to see them. About 61 percent obtained
care at a hospital or public health clinic. Although increased reimburse-
ment might expand the choices of providers available to Medicaid-eligi-
ble women—an important goal—it would not, in GAO's opinion, improve
access to care as much as using limited resources to expand Medicaid
eligibility. (See pp. 51 to 55.)

Limited Block Grant Funds All 19 states and territories surveyed by the Southern Regional Task
Force on Infant Mortality said that funds from Maternal and Child
Health bloc’ grants were insufficient for needed prenatal services.
States can more effectively use limited funds by (1) shifting costs cur-
rently covered by the block grants to the Medicaid program through
expanded eligibility, (2) allocating a greater portion of Maternal and
Child Health block grant funds to prenatal care services, or (3) transfer-
ring funds from other block grant programs to the Maternal and Child
RHealth program. (See pp. 55 to 58.)

Recommendations GAO is makmg seV.'eral recommen.datlons to the Se_cretery of HHS to assist
states in developing comprehensive programs to improve access to pre-
natal care fer Medicaid recipients and uninsured women. (See p. 66.)

GAO did not obtain agancy comments on a draft of this report.

Agency Comments
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Chapter 1

Introduction

What Is Prenatal
Care?

Care Is Necessary?

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human Resources and Intergov-
ernmental Relations, House Committee on Government Operat.ons.
asked us to

assess the adeauacy of prenatal care obtained by Medicaid' recipients
and uninsured women (in terms of number of visits to a health profes-
sional and timing of the first visit);

identify the barriers women perceive as preventing them from obtaining
care earlier or more often; and

identify federal, state, and local programs (o overcome such barriers.

P ~nateal care is defined as pregnancy-related health care services pro-
vided betwee~ onception and delivery. According to the American
Academy of Pediatrics and the American College of Obstetricians and
Gynecologists (AC0G), j* '] care involves

monitoring tne healt: tatus of the woman,

providing patient information to foster optimal health, good dietary
habits, and proper hygienz, and

providing appropriate psychological and social support.

The health status of the woman is monitored through a series of prena-
tal care visits to an obstetrician or other health care provider, such as a
family practitioner or nurse midwife. These visits provide an opportu-
nity to develop a medical history, perform physical examinations and
laboratory tests, establish an expected delivery date, and assess any
risks to the pregnancy (such as drug or alcohol abuse or diabetes).

In 1ts prenatal care standards, AC0G recommends that every woman have
a comprehensive program of prenatal care beginning as early in the first
trimester (3 months) of .he pregnancy as possible. According to the
standards, a woman with an uncomplicated pregnancy generally should
be seen every 4 weeks for the first 28 weeks of pregnancy, every 2 to 3
weeks for the next 8 weeks, and weekly thereafter until delivery. For
example, a woman should have approximately 12 prenatal visits for a

"Medicaid, authorized under title XiX of the Social Security Act, 1s a federally aided, state-adnunis-
tered medical assistance program for low-mcome persons. Depending on i state's per capita income,
the federal government pays from 50 to 79 percent of Medicaid costs for health services At the
federal level, the program 15 administered by the Health Care Financing Adminustration (1CFA)
within the Department of Health and Human Services (1HIS)
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39-week pregnancy, 13 visits for a 40-week pregnancy, and 14 visits for
a 41-week pregnancy.

Women with medical or obstetric problems should be seen more fre-
quently. Because the appropriate intervals for prenatal care visits for
such women are based on the nature and severity of the problems, ACOG
standards do not specify the number of visits recommended for such
complicated pregnancies.

Why Is Adequate
Prenatal Care
Important?

Infant mortality is a serious problem in the United States. Nearly 40,000
infants born in 1984 died before their first birthday, a rate of 10.8
infant deaths per 1,000 live births. Many industrialized countries have
lower infant mortality rates than the Unite States. For example,
according to a 1987 Children’s Defense Fund study of infant mortality,
the United States was tied for last place among 20 industrialized coun-
tries. Specifically, infant mortality ranged from 6 infant deaths per
1,000 live births in Finland, Iceland, and Japan to 11 infant deaths per
1,000 live births in Belgium, the German Democratic Republic, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, and the United States. While infant mortality
rates declined in all 20 countries over the past 30 years, the relative
ranking of the United S.ates has dropped from sixth to last.

Low birth weight (5.5 pour.ds or less) is a major determinant of infant
mortality. The approximately 254,000 low birth-weight infants (about
6.8 percent of all births) born in 1985 were almost 40 times more likely
to die during the first 4 v ceks of life than normal birth-weight infants,
according to medical expe.* mce. Also, 67 percent of infant deaths dur-
ing the first 4 weeks of life and 50 percent of deaths in the first year of
life were attributed to low birth weight. Low birth weight, in addition to
increasing the risk of mortality, puts the survivors at increased risk of
serious illness or lifelong handicaps.

Early and continuing prenatal care plays an important role in prevent-
ing low birth weight and poor pregnancy outcomes. According to the
HHS, about 80 percent of the women at high risk of having a low birth-
weight baby can be identified in the first prenatal visit, and interven-
tions can be made to reduce the risks. Babies born to women who receive
no prenatal care are three times more likely to be of low birth weight
than babies born to women who receive early care. For example, the
National Center for Health Statistics reported that in 1985 the low birth
weight rate was 18.9 percent among infants born to women with no pre-
natal care compared with an overall incider  »f Iow birth weight of 6.8
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percent. Also, the March of Dimes Birth Defects Foundation has docu-
mented nationally that a woman who has 12 to 14 prenatal visits has
only a 2 percent chance of having a low birth-weight baby. Without any
prenatz! care, the risk is over 9 percent. In an Oregon prepaid health
care program, officials found that low birth weight, neonatal® mortality,
and infan. mortality were 1.5 to5 times greater with late, less frequent
prenatal care than with early, more frequent care.

Prenatal care is especially important for low-income, minority, and ado-
lescent women, who are regarded as medically high-risk groups. For
example, in 1984, teenagers, who accounted for 13 percent of all births,
were 1.4 times as likely to give birth to a low birth-weight infant as
wormen in general. Similarly, 12.4 percent of black births were low birth
weight compared with 5.6 percent of white births.

The vast majority of newborn intensive-care costs are incurred for low

How Does Poor birth-weight infants. According to the American Academy of Pediatrics,

Prenatal Care Affect stich costs in 1985 totaled $2.4-$3.3 billion and averaged $14,698 for

Health Care Costs? each infant. Recent data collected in four New York hospitals revealed
that 745 Medicaid newborns spent an average of 28 days in neonatal
intensive care costing an average of $14,287 per case. Also, the costs for
lifetime treatment for physical and mental disabilities, which are associ-
ated with low birth weight, are estimated to be in the hundreds of
thousands of dollars for an individual.

In contrast, the average cost for professional services associated with
prenatal care (excluding labor and delivery charges) has been estimated
to be about $400. Several studies have found the cost of providing com-
prehensive prenatal care to be less than the cost of providing medical
care associated with poor birth outcome, including neonatal intensive
care. For example, the American Academy of Pediatrics reported in
1984 that the cost-benefit estimates ranged from $2 to $10 saved for
every dollar spent on prenatal care.

Similarly, the Institute of Medicine estimated in 1985 that, for every $1
spent on prenatal care, $3.38 could be saved in the costs of care for low
birth-weight infants. The study focused on a target population of high-
risk women who often do not begin prenatal care in the first trimester of
pregnancy. It also assumed the low birth-weight rate of this target popu-
lation, about 11.5 percent, would be reduced to 9 percent.

2The neonatal period 15 the first 4 weeks after birth
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What Progress Has In 1980, the Surgeon General of the United State : set out specific and
) quantifiable objectives to improve infant health aad reduce infant mor-
Been Made in tality. Two of these objectives dealt with low birth weight and prenatal

Improving Prenatal care. Specifically, by 1990,

Care? ) . . .
+ nomore than 5 percent of all live births should be of low birth weight

(in no county or racial or ethnic subgroup of the population should more
than 9 percent of all live births be of low birth weight) and

+ 90 percent of all pregnant women should obtain prenatal care within the
first 3 months of pregnancy.

However, as of 1985, the latest year for which data were available, vir-
tually no progress in meeting these two objectives had been made. For
example, in 1985 low birth-weight babies constituted 6.8 percent of all
live births, and 12.4 percent of black babies were of low birth weight.
These percentages are essentially unchanged from those in 1980. In
addition, the percentage of women in the United States obtaining prena-
tal care in the first trimester remained essentially the same from 1980 to
1985 (76.3 versus 76.2 percent, respectively).

The Alan Guttmacher Institute developed a profile of medical coverage

How Many Women among women of reproductive age based on the U. S. Census Bureau'’s

Have Insurance to 1984 Current Population Survey. This study found that 17 percent of

Cover Prenatal Care?  women aged 15-44 had no health insurance and 9 percent had Medicaid
coverage. Young woren and black and Hispanic women were more often
without insurance. For example, while 17 percent of all women had no
insurance, 26 percent of women 18-24 years old had no insurance. Simi-
larly, 23 percent of black women and 26 percent of Hispanic women had
no insurance. Higher proportions of black and Hispanic women also
tended to be Medicaid recipients. For example, while 5 percent of white
women were Medicaid recipients, 25 percent of black women and 17 per-
cent of Hispanic women were Medicaid recipients. A 1985 Alan
Guttmacher Institute survey found that about 15 percent of all deliv-
eries are Medicaid-subsidized.

Obe Our primary objectives were to
J )

Methodology + assess the adequacy of prenatal care (in terms of number of visits and
trimester of the fi1st visit) obtained by women whe were enrolled in
Medicaid or uninsured;
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identify the barriers women perceive as preventing them from obtaining
care earlier or more often; and
identify federal, state, and local programs to overcome such barriers.

QOur work involved

interviewing 1,157 Medicaid recipients or uninsured women who deliv-
ered over a 7-day period ir 39 hospitals covering 32 communities in 8
states (see table I.1) using a standardized questionnaire to determine the
number and timing of prenatal care visitc and the barriers to earlier or
more frequent care? ;

validating questionnaire responses relating to number of visits and
month of first visit by comparing them with the women'’s prenatal care
medical records;

sending a questionnaire to a random sample of private-practice physi-
cians or other prenatal care providers in the 32 communities studied to
obtain data on the timing and number of prenatal care visits obtained by
privately insured women;

obtaining assistance from officials from AC0G, the Institute of Medicine,
the Alan Guttmacher Institute, and the Children’s Defense Fund in
developing our approach and methodology and interpreting the results;
interviewing HHS and state and local officials to identify barriers to pre-
natal care and programs to overcome those barriers; and

reviewing literature to determine the importance of prenatal care and
programs to overcome barriers to care.

The 32 communities in 8 states were selected to provide a mix of rural,
medium-sized urban, ani large metropolitan areas in different parts of
the country. The 39 hespitals were selected as the site of our interviews
because they accounted for a large percentage of the deliveries of Medi-
caid-enrolled and uninsured women in the communities. The hospitals,
which voluntarily agreed to assist in our study, did not provide the pre-
natal care to all of the women who delivered there, and the results of
the interviews do not in any way reflect on the adequacy or quality of
services provided by the 39 hospitals. Because of the way the hospitals
and communities were selected, our findings cannot be projected beyond
the women interviewed in each community. Additional details on the
objectives, scope, and methodology of our review are contained in
appendices I, I, and III. Appendix I details our work steps; appendix II
presents the questionnaire including the total number of responses to

Hnterviews were conducted between August 1986 and February 1987

Page 16 E 8 GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Chapter 1
Introduction

each question, and appendix III presents the form used to obtain each
woman'’s consent to participate in the study.

We did our work between July 1986 and June 1987 in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards, except that we did
not, at the request of the subcommittee, obtain agency comments on a

draft of this report.

-y
)
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Most Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured
Women Did Not Obtain Early and Frequent

Prenatal Care

Criteria for Assessing
the Adequacy of
Prenatal Care

About 63 percent of the Medicaid recipients and uninsured women we
interviewed in 32 communities in 1986-87 did not begin their care early
enough and/or did not return for care often enough. For women without
medical complications, 81 percent of privately insured women in the 32
communities received adequate prenatal care compared with 36 percent
of Medicaid recipients and 32 percent of uninsured women. A key prob-
lem was that Medicaid recipients and uninsured women generally began
care later in their pregnancy than privately insured wornen. Specifically,
over 87 percent of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women who did
not receive adequate care had their first prenatal care visit in the second
or third trimester or received no prenatal care.

Although this problem existed in all demographic groups analyzed and
in all communities studied, it was more significant in some groups and
communities. Specifically, women who were black, Hispanic, under 20
years of age, uninsured, or from the largest urban areas or who had 8 or
fewer years of education were most likely to begin care late and/or
make too few visits.

The Institute of Medicine prenatal care index' (developed by D. Kessner)
classifies the adequacy of prenatal care by the number of prenatal visits
in relation to the duration of the pregnancy? and the timing of the first
visit. Basically, according to this widely used index, a woman's prenatal
care is classified as

adequate if it begins in the first trimester and includes nine or more vis-
its for a pregnancy of 36 or more weeks,?

intermediate if it begins in the second trimester or includes five to eight
visits for a pregnancy of 36 or more weeks, and

inadequate if it begins in the third trimester or includes four or fewer
visits for a pregnancy of 34 or more weeks.

! Institute of Medicine, Infant Death_An Analysis by Maternal Risk and Health Care Contrastsin
Health Status, Vol 1, ed by D M Kessner (Washington, D C.. National Academy of Sciences, 1973),
pp. 58-59

2This adjustment for duration of pregnancy 1s important because women who deliver prematurely
have fewer prer.atal visits than the.e who deliver at full term, even 1if they follow the recommended
visit schedule.

3Pregnancxes of 36 or more weeks account for about 93 5 percent of all births

(\
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Prenatal Care

Most Medicaid
Recipients and
Uninsured Women
Obtain Insufficient
Prenatal Care

In this report, we describe as “insufficient” prenatal care obtained by
women wnose care would be classified as either “inadequate’” or “inter-
mediate” under the Institute of Medicine’s prenatal care index. In other
words, any woman with eight or fewer visits*, or who began her care in
the second or third trimester is categorized as obtaining insufficient pre-
natal care. The prenatal care index is further explained in appendix I.

About 63 percent of the 1,157 Medicaid recipients and uninsured women
we interviewed in 32 communities obtained insufficient prenatal care
(see fig. 2.1). They started care too late (fig. 2.2) and/or did not make
the recommended number of visits (fig. 2.3). Of the 1,157 women, 230
(20 percent) obtained inadequate care, 496 (43 percent) intermediate
care, and 431 (37 percent) adequate care as defined by the prenatal care
index.

Figure 2.1: Adequacy of Prenatal Care
Obtained by 1,157 Medicaic) Recipients
and Uninsured Women (1986-87)

50 Parcent of GAQ Sample

Note: Includes women with both complicated and uncomplicated pregnancies

“Women with pregnancies of fewer than 36 weeks could have had fewer than exght visits and still
obtained an adequate level of care as shown m appendix 1. However, only 13 women with eight or
fewer visits and a pregnancy of less than 36 weeks obtained adequate care.
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Figure 2.2: Timing of First Prenatal Visit
by 1,157 Women (1986-87)
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Figure 2.3: Numbers of Prenatal Care R N AR~
Visits Made (1986-87)

§0 Percent of GAO Sample
40

None 1to4 Sto8 9to12 13or

mote

Prenatal Care Visits
Of the babies born to these women, 12.4 percen. were of low birth
weight. Nationwide, 6.8 percent of all births are of low birth weight.

'y
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Prenatal Care
Adequacy of Care, by The percentage of women we interviewed who had insufficient prenatal
Community care ranged from 14 in Kingston, New York, to 82 in Montgomery, Ala-

bama (see table 2.1). In 20 of the 32 communities, 50 percent or more of
the interviewed women had insufficient care. In six communities (Mont-
gomery and Selma, Alabama; Brunswick and Savannah, Georgia; New
York City; and Los Angeles), 756 percent or more of the women had
insufficient care. This table reflects the prenatal care for interviewed
women and is not projectable to the universe of women giving birth in
those communities.

¢
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Table 2.1: Propcertion of Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women
Having Insufficient Care, by Community

Percent of women Total no. of

having insufficient womsn
Community care interviewed
Montgomery, Alabama 82 22
Brunswick, Georgia 79 24
Savannah, Georgia 78 23
New York, New York 76 84
Selma, Alabama 76 45
Los Angeles, California 75 212
Huntsville, Alabama 74 19
Chicago, liinois 72 65
Atianta, Georgia 69 95
Bakersfield, California 69 39
Troy, Alabama 67 24
Charleston, West Virginia 66 38
Columbus, Georgia 65 26
Buffalo, New York 63 16
Birmingham, Alabama 57 35
Clarksburg, West Virgimia 56 16
El Centro, Califorma 53 19
Bluefield, West Virginia 51 39
Ukiah, ( alifornia 50 18
Sacramerito, California 50 26
Boston, Massachusetts 49 51
Americus, Georgia 48 23
Carbondale, lilinois 47 38
Mattoon, lllinois 47 17
Rockford, lllinois 44 34
Peoria, llinois 2 19
Bangor, Maine 40 10
Auburn, New York 38 16
Syracuse, New York 38 16
Huntington, West Virginia 24 25
Augusta, Maine 22 9
Kingston, New York 14 14
Total 63 1,.57

Communities with higher percentages of women having insufficient care
were generally in the Southeast, while those with the lowest percentages
were generally in New York or Maine.
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A comparison of the adequacy, timing, and number of prenatal visits
made by Medicaid recipients and uninsured women interviewed at each
of the 39 hospitals participating in our study appears in appendix IV.

Adequacy of Care, by
Selected Factors

The percentage of women who had inadequsi. or intermediate prenatal
carc varied according to such facters as age, race, education, and insur-
ance status (see app. V). Generally, those most liiiely to have inadequate
or intermediate prenatal care were women who were uninsured, poorly
educated, black or Hispanic, teenagers, or frcm the largest urban areas.
Most likely to have adequate care were women in rural communities and
women who were well-educated, white, in their early 30’s, or on
Medicaid.

Specifically, women were more likely to obtain an insufficient level of
care if they

were uninsured (67 percent) rather than covered by Medicaid (59
percent);

lived in the largest urban areas (71 percent) rather than in another
urban community (58 percent) or rural area (54 percent);

were teenagers (69 percent) or 35 years old or over (66 percent) rather
than in another age group (53-64 percent);

were Hispanic (71 percent) or black (70 percent) rather than white (49
percent); or

had an 8th grade education or less (73 percent) rather than some high
school (67 percent), a high school diploma (60 percent), or college
experience (53 percent).

Similar differences by demographic group occurred with respect to (1)
the trimester care began (sec app. VI) and (2) the number of prenatal
visits made (see app. VII). The care obtained by women in selected dem-
ographic groups is profiled according to the remaining demographics in
appendix VIII Finally, the 30 women who obtarned no prenatal care
were generally uninsured minority women fron large urban areas (see
app. IX).

Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women Often
Began Care Late

Women who had insufficient prenatal care generally started their pre-
natal care late. Specifically, 58 percent of the women surveyed with
insufficient prenatal care began care in the fifth month or later or
obtained no care. Another 29 percent began care in the fourth month.
Officials told us that a major prenatal care concern was getting women

GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Chapter 2
Most Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured
Women Did Not Obtain Early and Frequent

Prenatal Care

into the health care system early in their pregnancies. A majority of
women also made eight or fewer visits for care. Specifically, 438 or 60
percent of those who had insufficient care made eight or ferrer visits.
Also, 174 or 24 perce 't of these women made four or few<. sisits. The
number of visits and nonth of first visit for the 726 women obtaining
insufficient care is shown in table X.1. Additional details on the 1oznber
of * isits made in relation to the timing of the first visit also are provided
in appendix X.

Care for Complicated and
Uncomplicated
Pregnancies Differs

The 1,157 women interviewed included 784 with uncomplicated
pregnancies and 373 with self-reported medical complications. As
shown by figure 2.4, over 50 percent of the women both with and with-
out medical complications obtained insufficient care.

DD
~J
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Figure 2.4: Adequacy of Prenatal Care
Obtained, by Medical Complications
(1986-87)
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Level of Care

[:' Women with medical complications (n=373)

&\% Women without medical complications (n = 784)
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Privately Insured
Women With
Uncomplicated
Pregnancies Obtain
Earlier, More Frequent
Care

Although it would appear from figure 2.4 that women with medical com-
plications were more likely to have adequate prenatal care, that was not
necessarily the case. Women with medical complications need care more
often than women without medical complicziions. Because there are no
established criteria for the number of visits needed by women with med-
ical complications however, we assessed the adequacy of their care
against the criteria for a normal pregnancy. This tends to overstate the
aaequacy of care obtained by these women,

For uncomplicated pregnancies,’ privately insured women in virtually
every community we studied obtained earlier and more frequent prena-
tal care than Medicaid recipients and uninsurcd women. About 16 per-
cent of Medicaid recipients and 24 percent of uninsured women without
medical complications interviewed in the 32 communities obtained inad-
equate care (see fig. 2.5), as defined by the Institute of Medicine index,
vompared with only 2 percent of the privately insured women for whom
similar data were obtained from physicians. Another 48 percent of
Medicaid recipients and 44 percent of uninsured women interviewed in
the 32 communities obtained intermediate care compared with 17 per-
cent of privately insured women.

In only two communities surveyed (El Centro, California, and Columbus,
Georgia) did over 5 percent of privately insured women obtain :nade-
guate care. In only six communities (Sacramento and Ukiah California;
Bangor, Maine; Kingston and Auburn, New York; and Huntington, West
Virginia) did 5 percent or less of Medicaid recipients and uninsured
‘women obtain inadequate care. In only one community (Troy, Alabama)
did less than 60 percent of privately insured women obtain adequate
care (all four of the women obtained care classified as intermediate),
while in only five communities (Augusta and Bangor, Maine; Auburn
and Kingston, New York; and Huntington, West Virginia) did over 60
percent of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women obtain adequate
care. In all but two communities (Kingston, New York and Troy, Ala-
bama), a higher percentage of privately insured women obtained ade-
quate care. Appendix XI provides additional details.

SWe excluded woren with complicated pregnancies from this comparisun because the appropriate
number of prenatal visits 1s « natter of medical judgment beyond the scope of our review.
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Figure 2:5: Adequacy of Prenatal Care,
by Type of Insurance (1986-87)
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Note Includes only women with uncomplicated pregnarcies.

Privately Insured Women
Began Prenatal Care
Earlier

Privately insured women generally began the . prenatal care earlier
than Medicaid recipients and uninsured women in cur study, as shown
in figure 2.6. Specifically, 84 percent of privately insured women with-
out medical complications began their prenatal care in the first trimester
compared with 46 percent of Medicaid recipients and 41 percent of unin-
sured women. On the other hand, 9 percent of Medicaid recipients and
15 percent of uninsured women waited until the third trimester to begin
care compared with only 2 percent of privately insured women.

()
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Figure 2.6:Timing of First Pronatal Visit,
by Type of Insurance (1986-87)

100 Parcent of GAO Sample

Flrst trimester Second Third trimester
trimester

Trimester of Pregnancy

l___] Uninsured
Medicard

Pnvate insurance

Note Includes only women with uncomplicated pregnancies

Viewed by community, privately insured women in virtually all of the
32 communities obtained prenatal care earlier (see app. X, table XI.2).
Only in Troy, Alabama, did a higher percentage of Medicaid recipients
and uninsured women we interviewed begin care in the first trimester.
However, we were able to obtain data on only four privately insured
women in that community, all of whom began care in the second trimes-
ter. In only two communities—EIl Centro, California (6 percent), and
Columbus, Georgia (7 percent)—did over 5 percent of the privately
insured women begin care in the third trimester. By contrast, over 5 per-
cent of the Medicaid recipients and uninsured women in 20 of the 32
communities began care in the third trimester, including six communi-
ties (Huntsville, Alabama; Savannah and Americus, Georgia; Rockford,
Ilinois; Augusta, Maine; and Buffalo, New York) where 25 percent or
more of the women began care in the third trimester.
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More Prenatal Visits Made
by Privately Insured
Women

Privately insured women without medical complications made more pre-
natal visits for care than did comparable Medicaid recipients and unin-
sured women, as figure 2.7 shows. For example, the average number of
vigits for Medicaid recipients and uninsured women was 9.2, while pri-
vately insured women made an average of 12.5 visits, or 36 percent
more. While 12 percent of Medicaid recipients and 19 percent of unin-
sured women made only one to four visits, 1 percent of privately
insured women made four or fewer visits. Finally, 24 percent of Medi-
caid and 22 percent of uninsured women made 13 or more prenatal vis-
its, compared with 51 percent of privately insured women.

Figure 2.7: Number of Prenatal Care

Visits Made, by Type of Insurance (1986

87)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Note. Includes only women with uncomplicated pregnancies.
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Centers for Disease
Control Plans Further
Study of GAO Data

In 30 of the 32 communities we visited, the average number of prenatal
care visits for privately insured women exceeded the average for Medi-
caid recipients and uninsured women (see app. XI, table XI1.3). Only in El
Centro, California, and Kingston, New York, did Medicaid recipients and
uninsured wormen make on average more prenatal care visits than pri-
vately insured women. In addition, while 4 percent or less of the pri-
vately insured women in each of the 32 communities made one to four
visits, over 10 percent of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women in
17 communities made one to four visits, including 3 communities (Mont-
gomery, Alabama; Buffalo, New York; and Bakersfield, California)
where over 30 percent in each community made one to four visits.

Wide variations aiso existed in the percentage of women making 13 or
more visits. For example, over 40 percent of privately insured women in
all but six communities (Troy, Alabama; Mattoon, Illinois; Bangor,
Maine; Kingston, New York; Charleston and Bluefield, West Virginia)
made 13 or more visits. But over 40 percent of Medicaid recipients and
uninsured women in only seven communities (Birmingham, Alabama; El
Centro and Ukiah, California; Bangor, Maine; Auburn, New York; and
Huntington and Clarksburg, West Virginia) made 13 or more visits.

As part of our review, we gathered data from health care provider
records on the dates of all prenatal care visits made by about 850 Medi-
caid recipients and unins.ured women. Previously, such extensive infor-
mation on the timing of prenatal visits was unavailable. The Centers for
Disease Control of the Public Health Service (PHS) plans to use the data
to conduct a major epidemiological study comparing the sequencing of
the women'’s visits with various demographic and birth outcome factors.

Privately insured women obtained significantly earlier and more fre-
quent prenatal care than Medicaid recipients and uninsured women in
the 32 communities studied. Overall, 81 percent of privately insured
women obtained adequate care compared with 36 percent of Medicaid
recipients and 32 percent of uninsured women. Most likely to begin care
late and/or to make eight or fewer visits were women who were teenag-
ers, black, Hispanic, from the largest urban areas, poorly educated, or
uninsured.
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Most Common Barriers to Prenatal Care

About half of the women interviewed cited multiple barriers to earlier
and more frequent prenatal care. The most important barriers noted
were lack of money to pay for care, lack of transportation tc get to the
provider’s office, and not knowing they were pregnant. Although the
relative importance of the barriers varied by demographic group, the
same three barrier. predominated across all groups. About 18 percent of
the women who received insufficient care said they encountered no
problems in obtaining earlier or more frequent care, suggesting that they
did not fully understand the importance of early and frequent prenatal
care.

Women Cite Multiple Of the 1,157 women interviewed, about 29 percent cited no problems in
. obtaining prenatal care. The 817 women who experienced a problem,
Barriers however, cited a total of 2,488 barriers, about 3 per woman. About a
quarter of the women indicated that four or more barriers had pre-
vented them from obtaining prenatal care earlier or more often (see fig.
3.1).

Not unexpectedly, those who obtained care classified as inadequate by
the Institute of Medicine prenatal care index were most likely to cite
multiple barriers (77 percent) and least likely to say they had no prob-
lems in obtaining prenatal care (5 percent). Of those obtaining interme-
diate care, about 53 percent encountered multiple problems, while about
24 percent had no problems in obtaining care. Finally, 29 percent of
women who obtained adequate care indicated that they encountered
multiple barriers, but 49 percent had had no problems in obtaining care.

Only two barriers—lack of money to pay for care and not knowing they
were pregnant—were cited by 10 percent or more of the interviewed
women who obtained adequate prenatal care (see table 3.1). By contrast,
8 barriers were cited by 10 percent or more of the women who received
intermediate care and 17 by 10 percent or more of women obtaining
inadequate care. Barriers cited most frequently by women who obtained
intermediate care were 1.0t being aware of the pregnancy (30 percent),
rot enough money to pay for care (23 percent), and lack of transporta-
tion to get to the provider’s office (19 percent). Those who obtained
inadequate care most frequently cited lack of money to pay for care (41
percent), not being aware of the pregnancy (26 percent), lack of trans-
portation to get to the provider’s office (23 percent), and knowing what
to do (23 percent) as reasons for not obtaining earlier or more frequent
care.

Qo
M
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Figure 3.1: Numbers of Barriers to
Prenatal Care (1986-87)
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Table 3.1: Barriers to Prenatal Care, by

Adequacy of Care (1985-87) Figures are in percents
Adequacy of prenatal care obtained

Barriers Adequate Intermediate Inadequate
Mo problems getting checkups 49 24 5
Not aware of pregnancy 18 30 26
Not enough money 12 23 41
No transportation 9 19 23
Could not get an appointment earlier 8 12 17
Knew what to do 6 13 23
Did not want to think about being

pregnant 6 1 18
Afraid to find out pregnant 6 8 14
Afraid of medical tests 5 9 13
Did not know where to go 5 9 17
No doctor would see her 5 7 15
Not sure she wanted baby 4 6 15
Not eligible for Medicaid 4 5 7
No care for other children 4 10 16
D.d not think 1t was important 4 7 12
Wart in office was too long 4 " 13
Could not miss work 3 7 7
Had problems with Medicaid 3 8 10
Had too many other problems 3 9 17
Did not want to tell others 3 9 13
Office hours we e inconvenient 3 7 5
Other 3 5 6
Did not like doctor’s attitude 1 5 7
Could not speak English well 1 1 4
Afraid of problems with immigration 1 1 2
No doctors In area 1 3 5

The barriers to prenatal care iden:ified by women we interviewed at
each of the 39 hospitals appear in appendix XII.

oot Toeteet In addition to asking women to identify all barriers to earlier or more
MOSt', Important frequent care, we asked them to identify the most important barrier.
Barriers Lack of money to pay for care, lack of awareness of the pregnancy, or

lack of transportation to the provider’s office were cited as the most
important barrier to earlier or more frequent care by 276 or 38 percent
of the women who obtained insufficient care. Another 18 percent of
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women who obtaired insufficient care had no problems in obtaining
care, they said. A broad range of 22 other barriers accounted for the
remaining 322 women'’s most important obstacle to care. Table 5.2
shows the most important barrier by women who obtained intermediate
¢ 'inadequate care.

Table 3.2: Most Important Barrier Cit;i
by Women Who Obtained Insufficient
Care (1986 57)

e e 7

Figures are in percents

Adequacy of prenatal care

Most important barriers Intermediate Inadequate
No problem getting checkups 24 5
Not aware of pregnancy 17 10
Not enough money 13 23

No transportation

No care for other children

Could not get an appointment earlier
Wait 1n office was too long

Knew what to do

Other

Oid not know where to go

Did not want to te!l others

Could not miss work

Did not think it was important

Had problems with Medicaid

No doctor would see her

Had too many other problems

Not sure she wanted baby

Afrard to find out pregnant

Oid not like doctor's attitude

Oid not want to think about being pregnant
Afraid of medical tests T
No doctors in area

Office hours were inconvenient

Not eligible for Medicaid

Could not speak English well

Afraid of problems with immigration
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Women who obtained inadequate prenatal care were more likely to cite
lack of money to pay for care as the most important barrier to earlier or
more frequent prenatal care than those who obtained intermediate care
(23 versus 13 percent). Women who obtained intermediate care were
more likely than those cbtaining inadequate care to indicate they did not
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know they were pregnant (17 versus 10 percenc). Lack of transportation
to the provider's office was the third most frequently cited barrier for
women receiving both inadequate and intermediate care (7 percent).

Attitudinai barriers such as being afraid of being pregnant, not wanting
to tell that they were pregnant, and not being sure that they want a
baby were more frequently cited by women who obtained inadequate
prenatal care. Although individually each such barrier generally
accounted for 5 percent or less of the barriers cited, attitudinal barriers
were cited by 39 percent of women who obtained inadequate care com-
pared with 32 percent of those who obtained intermediate care.

Differences in Barriers
by Selected Factors

For women who obtzined insufficient prenatal care the most important
barriers they cited varied according to such factors as their age, race,
insurance status, and education; the place (size of community and type
of provider) care was obtained; and the number and timing of prenatal
care visits. The percentage of women within each group who (1) indi-
cated that they had no problems in obtaining care and (2) cited one of
the three most common barriers (lack of money, transportation, or
awareness of pregnancy) are shown in table 3.3.

S S A A
Table 3.3: Most Important Barrier for Wornen Who Obtainad Insufficient Care, by Demographics (1986-87)

Barrier
Not aware of
No problem Not enough money pregnancy No transportation

Demographic factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total 128 18 120 17 106 15 50 7
Insurance status:

Medicaid 73 20 36 10 51 14 35 10

Uninsured 55 15 84 23 55 15 15 4
Community type

Largest urban 59 16 62 17 44 12 14 4

Urban 37 18 26 13 39 19 17 8

Rural 32 20 32 20 23 14 19 12

o (continued)
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Barrier
Not aware of
No problem Not enough money pregnancy No transportation
Demographic factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
Maternal age.
17 or under 14 16 8 9 17 20 6 7
18-19 17 14 19 16 18 15 7 6
20-24 48 18 48 18 40 15 19 7
25-29 27 17 27 17 22 13 12 7
30-34 13 21 13 21 5 8 6 10
35 or older 9 27 5 i5 4 12
Race:
White 37 18 38 18 32 16 20 10
Black 57 21 28 10 45 17 22 8
Hispanic 33 14 53 22 26 11 8 3
Other 1 9 1 9 3 27
Education
0-8 grades 11 9 35 29 15 13 8 7
Some high school 45 16 30 11 34 12 23 8
Graduated high school 48 23 33 16 30 14 14 7
College 24 19 22 17 27 21 5 4
Place of most care.?
Hospital cliric 41 23 18 10 32 18 7 4
Local health dept 42 16 41 16 36 14 id 6
Doctor's office 41 20 42 21 27 13 22 11
Midwife service 1 25 1 25 .
Combrnation/other 3 6 10 19 8 15 5 10
Birth weight:
Not low 110 17 108 17 89 14 43 7
Very low or iow 18 19 12 13 17 18 7 7
Tnmester care began.
First 23 25 16 18 5 5 10 11
Second 97 20 67 14 86 18 32 7
Third 8 6 28 22 13 10 8 6
No care 9 30 2 7
No of prenatal vistts
0 9 30 2 7 .
1-4 9 6 32 22 10 7 13 9
5-8 45 17 44 17 35 13 22 8
9-12 43 22 25 13 43 22 7 4
13+ 31 32 10 11 16 17 8 9

Note Only includes most important barners reported by more than 5 percent of women receiving insuffi-

cient care

2Does not include women who received no prenata! care
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Insurance Status

Compared with Medicaid recipients, who generally receive free prenatal
care, uninsured women more frequently cited the lack of money to pay
for prenatal care as the most important barrier to their obtaining care
earlier or more often (23 versus 10 percont). Medicaid recipients, how-
ever, were more likely to cite transportation as the most important bar-
rier (10 versus 4 percent). In addition, Medicaid recipients were more
likely than uninsured women to indicate they had no problems in
obtaining prenatal care (20 versus 15 percent). About 156 percent of both
Medicaid recipients and uninsured women said not knowing they were
pregnant was the most important barrier.

For uninsured women, the availability cf free care may in part explain
differences among communities with respect to lack of money as a bar-
rier to prenatal care. For example, about 86 percent of the interviewees
at Cooper Green Hospital in Birmingham, Alabama, where free prenatal
care is available through the public health department, were uninsured
mothers. Yet, none of these women who received insufficient care cited
lack of money as their most important barrier.

By contrast, about 27 percent of the women delivering at Los Angeles
County-USC Medical Center who obtained insufficient care cited lack of
money as the most important barrier. Ahout 94 percent of the births at
the hospital were to uninsured mothers. Los Angeles county clinics
charge $20 per visit for the first seven prenatal care visits.

Similar differences occurred within the state of Georgia. More than 58
percent of the women we interviewed in both Columbus and Brunswick
were uninsured. However none of the women we interviewed in Colum-
bus who had insufficient care (65 percent of the women interviewed)
cited lack of money as the most important barrier. Free care was availa-
ble from the local health department, whose clinics provided about 656
percent of the prenatal care visits. By contrast, about 53 percent of the
w( nen we interviewed in Brunswick who obtained insufficient care (79
percent of those interviewed) cited lack of money as the most important
barrier. Unlike Columbus, in Brunswick the public health clinic provided
some free prenatal care, but the clinic generally referred Medicaid recip-
ients and uninsured women to private physicians where they were
charged for their prenatal visits.

Lack of money was generally not a significant barrier to prenatal care
for women we interviewed in West Virginia. Under that state’s Mater-
nity Services Program, funded under a Maternal and Child Health block
grant, prenatal care is provided to uninsured women whose income is

p
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150 percent or less of the federal poverty level. Onlv about 5 percent of
the uninsured women we intervjewed at West Virginia hospitals who
had obtained insufficient care cited lack of money as the most important
barrier.

Transportation was cited more frequently as the most important barrier
by women in Alabama and West Virginia communities, where Mcdicaid
coverage of transportation services 1s limited or not well publicized.
According to state Medicaid officials, the Alabama Medicaid program
will not pay for transportation to obtain nonemergency prenatal care
services. Of the beneficiaries interviewed in the state, 15 vercent cited
tri. sportation as the most important barrier. Similarly, transportation
was cited as the most important bacrier by 15 percent of the women
interviewed in West Virginia, even though the state’s Medicaid program
will pay for nonemergency transportation if prior approval is obtained.
But, some of the recipients and local Medicaid officials interviewed were
not aware that Medicaid would pay for transportation. The state lacks a
brochure infori iing Medicaid recipients of covered services.

Women we interviewed in Illinois, New York, and Georgia, states that
pay for nonemergency transportation services under their Medicaid pro-
grams, were less likely to cite transportation problems than those in Ala-
bama ard West Virginia.

The inability to get an appointment earlier in their pregnancy also was
cited more frequently by uninsured women than by Medicaid recipients
(6 versus 2 percent). Other than transportation, the barriers cited more
frequently by Medicaid recipients were generally attitudinal (not want-
ing to think about being pregnant, having too many other problems to
worry about g~ rting prenatal care, and not liking the doctor’s or nurse’s
attitudes). Individually, each barrier accounted for about 2 to 3 percent
of Medicaid recipients’ responses, but combined, attitudinal barriers
other than iack of awareness of pregnancy acrounted for 23 percent of
Mediceid recipients’ responses, compared with 16 percent for uninsured
women,

Size of Community

Women in rural (" 2 percent) and midsized urban areas (8 percent) more
often ci.2d transporta.ion as the most important barrier to prenatal care
than did women in large metropolitan areas (4 percent). Lack of public
transportation in most ruial and many midsized communities makes it

s,
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difficult for women to get to the clinic or doctor’s office. This is particu-
larly true in rural areas, where it may be necessary to travel long dis-
tances to obtain prenatal care. For example, 25 percent ¢f the women we
interviewed who delivered at Bluefield, West Virginia, cited lack of
transportation as the most important barrier. According to local offi-
cials, many women travel up to 2 hours to obtain prenatal care. Simi-
larly, 38 percent of the women we interviewed at Troy, Alibama, cited
lack of transportation as the most important barrier. Troy has no local
transportation system other than a special program for senior citizens
and selected teenagers 18 years old and under.

Transportation was also a problem in some midsized cities where public
transportation did not extend to the surrounding communities. For
example, lack of transportation was cited as the most important barrier
by 15 percent of the women interviewed in Birmingham, Alabama.
According to an official from the Jefferson County (Birmingham) Health
Department, bus transportation is not availatle in all parts of the
corty, and taxi transportation is too costly for these women. Similarly,
nursing staff from the Charleston (West Virginia) Area Medical Center
told us that the hospital’s clinic serves a patient population within an
approximate 60-m:le radius. Public transportation serving this area,
however, is very limited.

Although a significant barrier in all communities, not being aware of the
pregnancy was cited most often (19 percent) in mid-sized cities and least
often (12 percent) in the major metropolitan areas. But considerable
variation existed between midsized communities in the importance of
this barrier. For example, less than 10 percent of the women inter-
viewed in 5 of the 14 midsized communities cited lack of awareness of
their pregnancy as the most significant barrier. At the other extreme,
over 25 percent of the women interviewed in five other midsized com-
munities cited lack of awareness as the most important barrier. Less
variation was noted in the large metropolitan areas, where from 10 to 19
percent of the women interviewed cited lack of awareness as the pri-
mary barrier.

Women in rural areas (20 percent) and the largest cities (17 percent)
were more likely to cite lack of money as the most important barrier to
prenatal care than were women in midsized cities (13 percent). As dis-
cussed on pages 38 to 39, the availability of free care in some communi-
ties - -ars to contribute to wide variation in the percentage of women
citing :ack of money as the most important barrier.

&2
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The percentage of Medicaid recipients and uninsured women who
obtained insufficient care but indicated that they experier..ad no partic-
ular problems in obtaining prenatal care did not d*ffer significantly by
size of community. Differences did exist, however, on a geographic
basis, with women in communities in Alabama, Georgia, Maine, New
York, and West Virginia more often saying that they experienced no
problem in obtaining needed care.

Although not an important barrier in most communities, the inability to
get an appointment earlier in their pregnancy was cited as the most
important barrier by over 5 percent of the women in 10 communities.
For example, 9 percent of women we interviewed at Los Angeles
County-USC Medical Center who obtained irsufficient care cited their
inability to obtain an appointment earlier in their pregnancy as their
primary barrier. Most local officials we talked to in Los Angeles County
mentioned the overcrowded public health clinic system as a major bar-
rier to access to prenatal care. They said that women had to wait an
average of 3 to 4 weeks to get an appointment; waiting times ranged
from 2 to 16 weeks Other officials said that clinic hours were inconve-
nient for working women and that Medicaid recipients could not get care
because the clinics were saturated with undocumented aliens.

Inability to obtain an earlier appointment was cited by 24 percent of the
women in Charleston, West Virginia. According to the nurse coordinator
at the Charleston prenatal care clinic, the clinic has had to close admis-
sions once a year for the past 4 years because of high patient volume
and limited staff. When we talked to clinic personnel in mid-November
1986, they said that they would accept no new patients until mid-Janu-
ary 1987. Clinic personnel could not provide information on the number
of women who had been turned away or where they went for care. The
clinic coordinator told us, however, that she was unaware of any physi-
cian in the Charleston area who provided care to Medicaid and unin-
sured women.

Another community-specific barrivr was identified among the large His-
panic population in California. About half of the women who said they
did not get ca -e earlier or more often because they did not know where
to go to obtsin care delivered at Los Angeles County-USC Medical
Center, and about 68 percent of ail women citing this barrier as most
important delivered at California hospitals. Of those citing this barrier,
68 percent were Hispanic.
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Age

Although the lack of money was a major barrier for all age groups, it
was cited as the most important barrier most frequently by those 30-34
years of age (21 percent) and least frequently by those in the under-18
age group (9 percent). Conversely, not being aware of the pregnancy
was cited most frequently by those under 18 (20 percent) and .»ast fre-
quently by those 30-34 years old (8 percent). The percentage of women
citing lack of transportation as the most important barrier ranged from
6 percent for those 18-19 years old to about 10 percent for those 30-34
years old. Transportation was not cited as the most imp.ortant barrier by
any of the women over oo

Child care hecomes an increasingly important barrier with age, increas-
ing from about 2 percent for women 18-19 years old tc over 6 percent
for those 25 and older. The perrentage of women saying they did not go
earlier or mcre ~~ten for prenatal care because they knew what to do
also increaser t age from over 1 percent for those 19 and under to
over 6 percent for those 30-34.

Although they did not individuall* ccount for a large percentage of the
barriers, awareness ¢t attitudinal barriei's were more prevalent among
w~omen 19 and under. For example, they were more likely to say that
they (1) did not want Lo tell that they were pregnant, (2) had too many
problems to worry about prenatal care, (3) were afraid of heing preg-
nant, or (4) were not sure that t. y wanted a baby.

Race

Hispanic women were more likely than blacks or whites to say that the
most important reason they did not obtain prenatal care earlier or more
often was that they did not have enough money to pay for their care (22
percent compared with 10 percent of blacks and 18 percent of whites).
Two other barriers cited more frequently by Hispanic women, rot know-
ing where to go to get care and not being able to get an appointment
earlier in their pregnancy are more a reflection of care in Los Angeles
than differences in barriers faced by Hispanics nationally.

Black and white women were more likely than Hispanics to say that
they did not seek prenatal care earlier or more often because they did
not know they were pregrant (17 percent of blacks and 16 percent of
whites comparcd with 11 perceni of Hispanics). Black women were most
likely to say that they had no problems i1 obtaining care (21 percent
compared with 18 perzent for whites and 14 percent for Hispanics).
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White and black women were most likely to say that they did not obtain
prenatal care earlier or more often because they did not have transpor-
tation to the provider’s office (10 percent of whites and 8 percent of
blacks compared with 3 percent of Hispanics). The differences may be
due at least in part to the concentration of Hispanic women in urban
areas with public transportation systems.

Number of Visits

Direct relationships exist between the number of prenatal care visits a
woman made and the types of barriers to care she perceived as most
important. Specifically, as the number of prenatal care visits increased
from 0 to 13 or more, the percentage of women who said that they

had no problem in obtaining care increasec from 0 percent to about 33
arcent,

had problems in arranging child care decreased from 10 to 1 percent,

had problems finding a doctor or other provider to see them decreased

from about 13 to 0 percent, and

did not have enough money to pay for prenatal care decreased from 30

to abeut 11 percent.

Although the relationships were not as strong, women who made four or
fewer visits were less likely than those who made five or more visits to
say that the most important reasc. they did not get care earlier or more
often was that they did not know that they were pregnant. About 7 per-
cent of those who made 4 or fewer visits cited this reason, compared
with 13 percent of those making 5-8 visits, 22 percent of those mexing 9-
12 visits, and 17 percent of those making 13 or more visits.

Transportation was cited as the most important barrier by 8-9 percent
of women in all categories of visits except those making 9-12 visits. Only
4 percent of women in that group cited transportaticn as their ost
important barrier.

Although not as frequently cited as the most important barrier, women
who obtained no prenatal care or made one to four visits were more
likely than other women to be unsure whether they wanted a baby, to be
afraid of tests or of being pregnant, to think that prenatal care was not
important, or to say that they had too many other problems to worry
about prenatal care.

<
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Trimester of First Visit

Strong relationships also exist between the trimester of a woman’s first
visit for prenatal care and her perceptions of the most important barrier
to her receiving earlier or more frequent care. Specifically, as the date of
the first vicit regresses from the first trimester to no care, the percent-
age of women who said that they

had no problem in obtaining care decreased from 25 to O percent,

had no transportation to the office decreased from 11 to 0 percer.t, and
did not have enough money to pay for prenatal care increased {rom 18
to 30 percent.

Women who began care in the second trimester were most likely to cite
not knowing they were pregnant as their most important barrier (18
percent), followed by those who began care in the third trimester (10
percent). Similarly, those who began care in the second trimester were
most likely to cite the lack of child care (5 percent) and the inability to
miss work (3 percent).

Women who began care in the first trimester but did not make a suffi-
cient number of prenatal care visits were more likely than other women
to complain about waiting too long for an appointment, not being able to
get an appointm~ut earlier in their pregnancies, or having problems with
Medic aid, although none of these barriers were among the most fre-
quently cited as most important.

Education

Women with an eighth-grade education cr less were most likely to cite
lack of child care, inability to obtain an earlier appointment, being
afraid of tests, or not having enough money to pay for prenatal care as
their most important barrier to earlier or more fre~uent prenatal care.

Those with some high school were the most likely to say that they had
wrouble obtaining transportation, had to wait too long in the doctor’s
office, did not want to tell that they were pregnant, were not sure that
they wanted a baby, or were afraid of being pregnant.

Women who had graduated from high school were most likely to say
that they had no problems in obtaining care and to view prenatal care as
unimportant. Finally, women with some college experience were the
most likely to say they did not know where to go or did not know they
were pregnant.

N
x
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Place of Visit Women who obtained cave at a hospital clinic were the most likely to
say that they did not know that they were pregnant (18 percent com
pared with 13- 14 percent of women cbtaining care at the local health
department or a doctor’s office) or that they had no problems in
obtaining care (23 percent compared with 16 and 20 percent of those
obtaining care from the local health department and at a doctor’s office,
respectively).

Women seen at the local health department were more likely to cite
problems getting off work, arranging child care, or getting an earlier
appointment. These problems did not appear to be major barriers for
most women.

Women cared for by a private physician were most likely to say that
they did not go earlier or more often because they lacked money to pay
for the care (21 percent compared with 16 percent of women obtaining
care at the local health department and 10 percent at a hospital clinic)
or to have problems in getting to the doctor’s office (11 percent com-
pared with 6 percent of women obtaining care at local health depart-
ments and 4 percent at a hospital clinic).

L ey K X . ; ) '
Medicaid as a Barrler Medicaid pays for recipients’ prenatal care. Of the 458 women who tried

to get on Medicaid rolls during their pregnancies, 82 or 18 percent said
to Prenatal Care that in doing so they had problems that kept them from going earlier or
more often for care. The two most frequently cited problems were

* not meeting Medicaid eligibility requirements (31 women) and
+ the length of time it took to receive notification of Medicaid eligibility
(26 women) (median of 8 weeks).

V.’omen we interviewed in Alabama and Georgia were more likely to
state that Medicaid eligibility requirements kept them from going ezarlier
or more often for care. For example, 19 of the 31 women who did not
meet eligibility requirements were from Alabama or Georgia, while none
were from New York. This could reflect the low Medicaid eligibility
thresholds in Alabama and Georgia (see p. 50). In addition, 16 of the 26
women who said it took a long time (median of 10.5 weeks) to receive
their Medicaid cards were from California.

Of the 640 women who were on Medicaid rolls at some time during their
pregnancies, 72 or 11 percent said problems with Medicaid kept them

/'7
%
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Few Women Have
Probleins Finding a
Provider

from go.ng earlier or more often for care. The two most frequently cited
problems were

being unable to gt a doctor, nurse, or midwife to see them (38 women)
and

lacking money t. pay for their visits despite being enrolled in Medicaid
(18 women).

Wonien from Alabama, Georgia, or Illinois accounted for 24 of the 38
recipients wt o said they could not get a doctor, nurse, or midwife to see
them.

Of the 1,1 57 women interviewed, only 122 said that they could not
obtain care earlier or more frequently because (1) t..ere were no loca!
doctors, nurses, or midwives to provide the care or (2) they could not
get a doctor, nurse, or midwife to see them. Further, except for Mont-
gomery, Alabama, there appeared to be no significant probiem in finding
a doctor in any arez of the country or among any demographic group.
The small number of women citing problems in finding a physician to
treat them may be more of a reflection of the availability of care from
health departments and hespital clinics than an indication that private
physicians are willing to accept Medicaid recipients and uninsured
women. Sixty-one percent of the women we interviewed obtained their
prenatal care in public clinics. Still, only 6 percent of the women inter-
viewed said that they would prefer to have obtained their care from a
differeut provider. normally a private-practice physician.

Three major barriers to prenatal care—lack of money to pay for care,
transportation to get to the provider’s office, and awareness of the preg-
nancy—predominated in virtually every community studied. The rela-
tiv e importance of . he barriers varied according to such factors as size
of community, insurance status, age, sex, and race. Further, the availa-
bility of free care and public transportation appeared to decrease the
importance of lack of money and transportation as barriers to prenatal
care.

Page 46 & 8 GAO/HRD-87-157 Prenatal Care




Chapter 4

Options for Improving Access to Prenatal Care

While individual communities need to tailor programs for improving
access tG prenatal care to their own unique demogi-aphics and condi-
tions, the federal government can, through the Medicaid and Maternal
and Child Health (McH) block grant programs, help pay for prenatal care
services. Recent legislation allows states to make it easier for women to
qualify for Medicaid coverage of prenatal care services. States have sev-
eral options for increasing MCH block grant funds for special programs
that aim to increase services available to low-income women.

The states and communities we visited had a wide range of initiatives
for improving access to prenatal care, but little information was availa-
ble on their effectiveness. HHs should assume a stronger role in identify-
ing and evaluating state and local i tiatives and disseminating data on
effective practices.

Six of the eight states visited had raised Medicaid reimbursement rates
to increase provider participation. Although many private-practice phy-
sicians will not accept Medicaid recipients because of low reimburse-
ment rates, interviewed women generally obtaised care from public
clinics and few preferred to get care elsewhere. While higher reimburse-
ment rates might improve access to mainstream health care by increas-
ing provider participation, expanding Medicaid eligibility to cover
additional low-income women would more effectively improve access to
prenatal care.

S S

Changes in Medicaid
Allow States to
Expand Coverage

As we discuss on page 38, women with Medicaid coverage were less
likely than uninsured women to cite a lack of money as the most impor-
tant barrier to earlier or more frequent care (10 percent of Medicaid
recipients compared with 23 percent of uninsured womnien. In 1084,
1985, and again in 1986, the Congress enacted legislation that either
requirea or allowed states to expand eligibility for Medicaid coverage of
prenatal care services. This could reduce the number of uninsured
women unable to obtain prenatal care because of a lack of money. A
further option provided in 1986—presumptive eligibility—coule, by
establishing Medicaid coverage earlier in the pregnancy, reduce the
number of Mcdicaid-eligible women who cite lack of money as a barrier
to care.

Expanded Eligibility

R N S

The Deficit Reduction Act (DEi°A) of 1984 and the Consolidated Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act ((.'8RA) of 1985 required states to provide
Medicaid coverage to certain categories of pregnant women and children

,
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who meet Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) income and
resource standards. DEFRA required states to provide Medicaid coverage
for women who would qualify for AFpc and Medicaid when their chil-
dren are born and pregnant women in two-parent families where the pri-
mary wage earner is unemployed. COBRA, by requiring states to provide
Medicaid coverage to pregnant women in two-parent families even when
the primary wage earner is employed, further expanded eligibility for
women who meet AFDC income and resource standards.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986 gives states the option
(effective April 1987) to

1. extend Medicaid coverage for pregnancy-related services to pregnant
women with incomes higher than the state eligibility levels for AFDC or
Supplemental Security Income (ssD, but not raore than 100 percent of
the federal poverty level, and

2. make ambulatory care available to pregnant women duiing a pre-
sumptive eligibility period, so they may receive free prenatal care while
their Medicaid applications are being processed.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that extending Medi-
caid coverage in all states to women with incomes not more than 100
percent of the poverty level would increase federal Medicaid payments
by about $190 million during fiscal year 1987. This estimate was not
reduced to account for savings that would arise from improved prenatal
care. CBO estimated increased Medicaid payments resulting from pre-
sumptive eligibility of about $6 million over a 3-year period.

That savings in reduced intensive care and long-term institutional costs
can be expected to result from a reduced incidence of low birth-weight
babies was stated by the House Committee on the Budget in its report on
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986 (House Report 99-727).
Citing the work of the Institute of Medicine (see p. 14), the committee
report said that these savings have been conservatively estimaterd to be
in the range of $3 tor every $1 invested in prenatal care. In the commit-
tee's view, expanded eligibility may well initially result in net outlays,
but these costs will in subsequent years be more than offset by savings
of the magnitude estimated by the Institute of Medicine.

If widely adopted, these two options could help overcome lack of money

as a barrier to care. Extending Medicaid coverage to women whose
incomes are up to the federal poverty level could enable states to
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expand the number of women eligible for Medicaid coverage. Many
residents of the eight states we visited who were living below the fed-
eral poverty level did not qualify for Medicaid, as shown in table 4.1. In
Alabama, for example, for every 100 residents living below the federal
poverty level there were 24 Medicaid recipients in fiscal year 1982, and
in California there were 83.

Table 4.1: Number of Medicaid
Recipients Per 100 Residents Below the
Federai Poverty Level (Fiscal Year 1982)

State No.
Alabama 24
Caifornia 83
Georgia A
linois 58
Maine 53
Massachusetts 69
New York 60
West Virginia 37

Scurce Health Care Financing Aamimistration (HCFA), Health Care Financing Program Statistics Analy-
sis of State Medicaid Program Charactenstics, 1984 (Baltimore, Md , 1384), pp 154-55

Medicaid eligibility requirements varied widely arzong the states we vis-
ited, as shown in table 4.2. To qualify for Medicaid under AFDC eligibility
rules, a family of three could have a maximum annual income ranging
from $1,415 in Alabama to $7,404 in California (15.5 and 81.2 percent
of the federal poverty level, respectively). Similarly, to qualify under
medically needy! criteria, a family of three could have a maximum
annual income ranging from $3,480 in West Virginia to $9,900 in Califor-
nia (38.2 and 108.6 percent of the federal poverty level, respectively).
Alabama, the state with the lowest eligibility standard for the categori-
cally needy, has no medically needy program.

1States have the option of extending Medicaid ehgibility to individuals whose incomes are slightly
higher than the AFDC level or who incur large medical expenses —generally referred to as the “medi-
cally needy.”

<
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Table 4.2: Medicaid Eligibllity Standards
for a Family of Three Based on Annual
Income (as of January 1987)

AFDC Medically needy

Annual  Percent of Annual  Percent of
State incoms poverty® income poverty®
Alabama $1,416 155 $ . .
Califorma 7,404 812 9,900 108.€
Georgia 3,072 337 4,104 450
linots 4,104 450 5,496 60.3
Maine 6,432 705 6,492 712
Massachusetts 5,892 646 7,896 86.6
New York 5,964 654 7,400 811
West Virginia 2,988 328 3,480 38_2_'
National average $4,496 489 $5,497 59.8°

8Federal poverty leve! for states visited $9,120

bThis percentage represents the average medically needy threshhold as a percent of poverty only for
those states with a medically needy program

Source’ State Medicaid Informaton Center, National Governors' Association, January 1987

As of June 1987, according to the Children’s Defense Fund, 19 states,
including Massachusetts and West Virginia, hiad implemented the
expanded eligibility made possible by the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1986. Ten other states, including New York, have indicated
that implementation is likely.

Presumptive Eligibility

Although 10 percent of the Medicaid recipients who had received insuf-
ficient care cited lack of money as the most important barrier to care,
their problems may be due to delays in establishing Medicaid eligibility.
While our interview information did not enable us to determine exactly
when the respondents established Medicaid eligibility, 41 or 85 percent
of the 48 who cited a lack of money as their primary barrier to car2
estahlished Medicaid eligibility during their pregnancy. Of these women,
26 or 63 percent claimed that they had encountered problems in estab-
lishing eligibility. The most frequently cited problems were the length of
time it took to receive their Medicaid cards and not knowing that they
qualified for Medicaid.

Those who cited a lack of money as their primary barrier to care were
not the only women to indicate that they had problems getting on Medi-
caid rolls. Of the 468 women we interviewed who tried to qualify for
Medicaid during their pregnancy, 3C: or 66 percent claimed they had
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Increasing Medicaid
Reimbursement Rates
May Not Be Best
Solution

encountered problems in establishing eligibility. Eighty-two or 27 per-
cent of those who encountered problems claimed that these problems
kept them from going for care earlier or more nften. Although not meet-
ing Medicaid eligibility requirements was their most frequently cited
problem, second most fr. quently cited was the length of time it took to
be notified of eligibility.

Presumptive eligibility—providing free care during the application pro-
cess—might help address lack of money as a barrier for Medicaid recipi-
ents as well as remedy problems caused by delays in receiving a
Medicaid card. Relatively few states, however, plan to implement this
option. When the National Governors’ Association surveyed state Medi-
cata directors in lat» January 1987 to determine the likelihocd of states’
adopting it, they found the directors cautious.

Because of administrative complexities, nearly half of the directors
believed further study was needed before a choice on presumptive eligi-
bility could be made, and only a small number believed that its potential
benefits outweighed implementation problems. Many directors were con-
cerned that the option might lead to worsened or more difficult provider
relations. Some pointed out that providers might resist the added
responsibility of determining eligibility or having to deny services to
women determined ineligible by the Medicaid agency after the presump-
tive period. The directors anticipated that providers might make incor-
rect, unreliable, and problematic determinations i+ astablishing
eligibility based on preliminary financial information. Further, directors
were concerned about possible repercussions from eligibility denials
made subsequent to granted presumptive status and about administra-
tive problems related to autonated systems used in eligibility determi-
nations, verification, and provider payments.

As of June 1987, nn states had implemented presumptive eligibility,
according to the Children’s Defense Fund, and only three states planned
to do so.

Many private-practice physicians will not accept Medicaid recipients
because of low reimbursement rates and high medical malpractice insur-
ance costs. But only 2 percent of the women who obtained insvfficient
care cited difficulty in finding a doctor, midwife, or nurse to see them as
the most important barrier to earlier or more frequent care. Generally,
the women we interviewed were able to obtain their prenatal care from
a local hospital or public health clinic and did not prefer to go elsewhere

£ A
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for care. States could better use their limited resources t¢ expand Medi-
caid eligibility for prenatal care services for women who do not cur-
rently qualify for Medicaid rather than increasing Medicaid
reimbursement rates te improve access to mainstream health care for
women who meet current eligibility requirements.

Low Medicaid
Reimbursement Rates

In 1986, the average Medicaid reimbursement rate for total obstetrical
care including antepa:tum care, vaginal delivery, and postpartum care
was about $473. Among the states we visited, reimbursement rates for
total care varied from $255 in West Virginia to $1,027 in Massachusetts.
The rates paid for total obstetrical care by each state we visited are
shown in table 4.3.

Table 4.3: Reimbursement Rates for Total

Obstetrical Care in Eight States Visited
(1986)

Reimbursement
State rate
Alabama $450.00
California 721.68
Georgia 800.00
llinois 446,00
Maine 50000
Massachusetts 1,027.00
New York 550.00
West Virginia 25500

For the most part, Medicaid reimbursement rates are lower than fees
charged by private physicians for obstetrical care. An ACOG survey of 10
practicing physicians in each of 10 geographically diverse areas across
the United Statt 5 found the median physician charge in 1986 for total
maternity care to be $1,000. The charges ranged from a mean of $840 in
the rural Midwest to a mean of $3,422 in a large city in the East. Except
for the Medicaid reimbursement rate in Massachusetts, these mean
charges generally exceed Medicaid rates in the states we visited.

Medicaid reimbursement was also less than that paid by Blue Shield
plans in at least two states. For example, in New York, Blue Shield of
Northeastern New York paid $1,500 for maternity care in contrast to a
Medicaid payment of $550. Similarly, in California Blue Shield’s fiscal
year 1985/86 average payment for total maternity care was $1,200 com-
pared with the Medicaid reimbursement of about $520.
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Health cae providers often will not accept Medicaid recipient s because
of low reimbursement levels, according to ttie Southern Regional Task
Force on Infant Mortality (sponsored by the Southern Governors’ Asso-
ciaticn). The task force claimed that southern states in particular had
low Medicaid participation rates due to low reimbursement, citing a
November 1984 study? show:ng varied Medicaid participat n rates
acruss the country (see table 4.4).

Table 4.4: Regional Variations in
Medicald Participatior Rates (November
1984)

Percent of OB/GYNs

accepting Medicaid
Region patients
Northeast 662
Marth Central 69.2
South 604
West 65.1

When .ewer providers treat Medicaid recipients, the task force pointed
out, services are in short supply or unavailable to those patients. As a
result, it recommended that states increase reimburser. .nt rates to pri-
mary care previders under Medicaid.

Six of the eight states we visited had recently increased Medicaid reim-
bursement rates, with increases renging from 5 percent in Illinois to 100
percent in New York and 103 percent in Massachusetts. In many cases,
reimbursements were raised in an attempt to increase provider partici-
pation. For example, in Massachusetts Medicaid reimbursement rates
were increased to address physicians’ concerns. Maine also raised its
reimburserrent rates to inccease provider participation. However,
according to state officials, their rates were still much lower than pri-
vate insurers and, although most physicians were enrolled in the Medi-
caid program, many were still unwilling to accept Medicaid recipients
because of low reimbursement.

2Janet Mitchell and Rachel Schurman, “Access to Private OB-Gyn Services Under Medicard,” Medical
Care, No. 11, Vol. 22 (Nov 1984), pp. 1026-1037
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Escalating Malpractice
Insurance Cosie Limit
Participation

In a September 1986 report,’ we noted that oetween 1982 and 1984 the
average malpractice premiuin for self-employed physicians had
increased 45 percent (from $5,800 to $8,400), but the increase for
obstetrics/gynecology was 72 percent (from $10,900 to $18,800). These
premiums represent a small but growing percentage of the average total
expenses of self-employed physicians. In general, betvreen 1982 and
1984 the average insurance premiums increased frem 7 to 9 percent of
average total expenses, but for obstetrics/gynecology this increase was
from 10 to 16 percent.

In May 1985, we surveyed a variety of professional organi~ations,
including ACOG, on prcblems relating to malpractice insurance, including
the impact of malpractice suits or the threat of suits. In responding,
ACOG noted that medical malpractice suits or the threat of such suits had
resulted in a decrease in patients’ access to medical care and an increase
in the cost of care. Further, it indicated an increase in thc “umbers of
physicians deciding to retire early or change specialties once established
in practice. Because of the high percentage of Medicaid recipients and
uninsured women who obtained their prenatal care from a public hospi-
tal or health department clinic, rising malpractice rates may have a
greater effect on privatel, ‘nsured women'’s access to prenatal care to
the extent that private-practice physicians retire or change specialties.

In West Virginia, the Ctate Medical Association surveyed its membec.s to
ascertain the impact of professionai liability problems on the actual
practice of West Virginia physicians and the type and quality of health
care they provided. Of the obstetricians/gynecologists who responded to
the survey, 89 prcent <laimed that liability problems had affected their
practice, Forty-one percent of thoge responding claimed that bacange of
liability problems t -2y declined to provide Medicaid services. Noting the
results of this survey, a West Virginia task force report pointed out that
malpractice rates for obstetricians/gynecologists in West Vivginia had
increased 64 percent between 1985 and 1986 and were expected to
increase by 30 percent in 1987. This task force concluded that low Medi-
caid reimbursement rates, coupled with the large increase in malpractice
rates, had resulted in many providers limiting or declining services to
low-income pregnant women.

Similarly, a recent report by the Southern California Thild Heuith Net-
work stated that in 26 of California’s 58 counties wom~n un Medicaid

“Medical Malpractice. Insurance Costs Increased but Varied Among Physicians and Hospitals (GAQ/
HRD-86-11%), Sept 15, 1986.
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had little or no access to maternity care. The major causes noted for this
lack of provider participation were inadequate reimbursement rates and
high malpractice insurance premiums.

Women Obtain Care at
Public Clinics

More Block Grant
Funds Needed, States
Claim

Sixty-nine or about 11 percent of the Medicaid recipients interviewed
said that they had encountered problems in finding a doctor who would
see them. Of these women, 38 claimed this problem was a barrier to
their receiving care earlier or more often. That the problem of finding a
doctor willing to see them was limited appears to be due to the avaiiabil-
ity of care at public clinics. Fifty-two percent of the Medicaid recipients
ob“ained their prenatal care from: hospital clinics or local health depart-
ment clinics, while 40 percen. obtained care at a doctor’s office. The
remaining 8 percent went to other providers.

While increasing Medicaid reimbursement rates for maternity services
may improve provider participation and access to mainstream health
care, it may not be the most effective way to use limited resources. With
increased reimbursement, women may shift from public health depart-
ments and hospital clinics to private physicians, yet still may not obtain
significantly earlier or more continuous care. For instance, 57 percent of
women who obtained most of their care at a doctor’s offic ~ obtained
insufficient care. In addition, of women obtaining an insufficient level of
care, only 2 percent said their most important barrier was “could not get
a doctor, midwife, or nurse to see me "’ For the same group of women,
this barrier ranked 13th cut of 26 in terms of “most important’’ barriers
and 15th of 26 in terms of all barriers to care.

The federal government makes funds available for prenatal care ser-
vices through block grants to states. Although the Congress appropri-
ated $457 million for the Maternal aud Child Health block grant
program in fiscal year 1986, all 19 states and territories surveyed by the
Southern Regional Task Force on Infant Mortality reported that block
grant funds were insufficient to meet their needs.

States may be able to at least partially compensate for the limited funds
available under the block grant program by expanding Medicaid eligibil-
ity to cover prenatal care for women with incomes up to 100 percent of
the poverty level. This would shift to Medicaid some of the costs cur-
rently covered by block grant funds, making more funds available for
outreach and such special services as transportation. States could also

e
Page 55 J GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Chapter 4
Options for Improving A.ccess to
Prenatal Carc

reallocate funds from other block grant programs to support increased
prenatal care services.

MCH Block Grant Program

The MCH block grant program is authorized under title V of the Social
Security Act as amended by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1981 and administered by the Public Health Service. It provides grants
to states to (1) assure that mothers and children (particularly those with
low income or limited availability of health services) have access to
quality maternal and child health services and (z) i 2duce infant mortal-
ity, among other things. To apply for a grant, a state must describe its
intended use of funds; the population, areas, and localities needing
maternal and child health services; its goals and objectives for meeting
those needs; the types of services to be provided; the categories or char-
acteristics of individuals to b~ served; and the data it will collect on
activities conducted. In addition, the states must assure that, among
other things, block grant funds will be equitably distributed and low-
income women will not be charged fer health services provided.

States have great flexibility in determining what services can be pro-
vided under the program. With the exception of inpatient services,
states may offer whatever health and health-related services they
choose, including free or subsidized prenatal care, health education, out-
reach to pregnant women, and/or transportation services. The law
1.3tricts prevision of inpatient services to “high-risk women,” whom it
does not define. According to a program official, most states consider
this population to include al' low-income women, defined in the law as

those whose income is at or below 100 percent of the federal poverty
level

Of the $457 million appropriated for the MCH block grant program in
fiscal year 1986, about $388 million or 85 percent! was allocated to 57
states and jurisdictions® to provide maternal and child health services
and to reduce infant mortality. The states we visited were allocated
$102.8 million, as shown in table 4.5.

*The remainung 15 percent was set aside for Speaial Projects of Regional and National Sigruficance
(SPRANS) (see p 58).

"MCH block grant funds were allocated to the 50 s.ates and the following jurisdictions the District of

Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Amencan Samoa, Guam, the Marnana Islands, and the
Trust Terntories.
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Table 4.5: MCH Block Grant Funds R R o e Y g
Allocated to Eight States Visited (FY MCH blocy grant

1986) State allocation
Alabama $8.4
California 22 4
Georgia ’ 114
llhnois 15.4
Maine 27
Massachusetts 8.8
New York 287
West Virginia 50
Total $102.8

Information on the amount of MCH block grant funds used specifically to
provide prenatal care was unavailable at the federal level. Although
states report their use of MCH funds, the reports are not standardized,
and states need not report expenditure data in this detail.

In November 1985, the Southern Regional Task Force on Infant Mortal-
ity reported that all 19 of the southern states and territories agreed that
MCH block grant funds were insufficient to meet the needs of their cli-
ents. The states desired more support for hospital costs, family plan-
ning, prenatal services, outreach, and staffing. According to the study,
expansion of MCH block grant funds would allow states to provide pre-
ventive health care education and services to needy women and infants.

The expanded eligibility made possible under th» Medicaid program
gives states the potential of shifting some of the population currently
served inder McH block grants to the Medice d program, Ry providing
Medicaid services to women with incomes up to 100 percen* of the pov-
erty level (see p. 47), states could increase the use of block grant funds
to provide

education and outrea~h services to help inform low-income women of
the importance of prenata! care and where to obtain it;

+ transportation services to overcome one of the major barriers identified
Yy the women we interviewed; and

+ Drenatal care services, either free of charge or at subsidized rates, to

uninsured women whose income, though above the federal poverty

level, is still limiited and who continue to face difficulties in paying for

care.
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More Evaluation and
Dissemination of
Information on
Prenatal Care
Initiatives Needed

In a May * 984 report,® we pointed out that other federal funds were
available .o support MCH programs. Funds can be transferred into MCH
from other block grants. For example, we reported that Mississippi had
transferred $700,000 from the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
block grant to the MCH program in 1983 to fund several projects, includ-
ing two maternity programs in high-risk areas.

States determine how their MCH block grant funds will be used. This
gives them the added flexibility to shift funding among the various pro-
grams currently supported by MCH block grants in order to increase pre-
natzal care services.

Although each of the states and communities we visited had one ot more
initiatives to improve access to prenatal care, little data were available
on the success of these initiatives. Through the MCH block grant program
and the adclescent family life program, PHS funds research and demon-
stration projects to identify, evaluate, and disseminate innovative meth-
ods to improve access to prenatal care. PHS should take a leading role in
evaluating and disseminating information on prenatal care initiatives
being carried out in states and communities, particularly those funded
bv MCH block grant funds.

PHS Supports Research
and Demonstration
Projects

Fifteen percent or $69 million of the fiscal year 1986 mMcH block grant
appropriation was set aside for Special Projects of Regional and National
Significance to improve the health ~*atus outcomes for mothers and chil-
dren. Among these were MCh projects that demonstrated and tested vari-
ous approaches to improve the delivery of services to mothers and
children,

For example, in fiscal year 1986 »..S provided $218,000 in MCH block
grant funds to the Improved Frenatal Care Utilization and Birth Out-
come Project conducted by the Massachusetts Department of Public
Health. This project aims to

1. identify behavioral, cultural/linguistic, and structural factors that
influence prenatal care utilization;

SMaternal and Chiid Health Block Grant Program Changes Emerging Under State Admuustration,
(GAO/HRD-84-35), May 7, 1984
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2. assess systematic gaps in prenatal care service delivery in four
communities;

3. plan and implement community-based interventions to reduce barri-
ers to care, particularly for women at high risk for adverse birtb out-
comes; and

4. evaluate these interventions for their impact on prenatal care
utilization.

Results of SPRANS projects are disseminated in various ways, according
to an MCH program official. Results of some completed projects are pub-
lished periodically in administrative publications and discussed at the
annual meeting of state program directors. In addition, annually the
Division of McH publishes abstracts of active projects and sends them to
state program directors, PHS regional offices, and SPRANS grantees.

Another PHS program that funds research and demonstration projects is
the adolescent family life program, which provides grants to public and
private nonprofit agencies to address adolescent pregnancy. The demon-
stration projects provide care and/or pregnancy preventicn services to
adolescents. In addition, grants and contracts are awarded to support
research and dissemination activities concerning the causes and conse-
quences of adolescent premarital sexuai relations, contraceptive use,
pregnancy, and child rearing. In fiscal year 1986, $14 million was appro-
priated to fund 85 demonstration and 11 research projects.

PHS annually publishes a document providing general information ~n
each of the angoing demonstration projects and distribntes it to 21l pro-
Ject directors and various interest groups. But, as state health depa: -
ments and directors of state MCH programs do not routinely receive
copies of this document, they may be unaware of projects that could
help them plan or improve prenatal care initiatives in their states.

Little Information
Available on Effectiveness
of State and Local
Programs

Intl 2 states and communities we visited, we identified a number of pro-
grams that attempted to overcome barriers to prenatal care. (App. XIV
describes several programs in the states and communities we visited.)
All states we visited had one or more programs that provided prenatal
care to low-income women, ofter: at no cost to the women. Eligibility for
these programs varied. Some accepted only participants who were not
eligible for Medicaid, while others would accept Medicaid patients, and
still others targeted high-risk women or teenagers.

-
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By providing prenatal care, these programs primarily addressed the
financial barriers to care. However, through the services they provided,
othcr barriers, particularly educational/attitudinal barriers, also were
addressed. For example, several of the programs offered not only prena-
tal care, but social and nutrition services, health education, outreach,
counseling, and prenatal and/or parenting classes.

In addition, many programs we identified were primarily aimed at edu-
cation and outreach—often to increase awareness of services available
for pregnant women. For exainple, directories to maternal and child
health services were published or telephone referral services estab-
lished. Other programs informed the public of the importance of prena-
tal care or offered support services or education to pregnant women. Fo:
example, one program linked pregnant teenagers with adults they could
trust to help them through pregnancy and into parenthood.

Finally, transportation problems were addressed by a few local pro-
grarrs in the states we visited. “or example, one program not only pro-
videl transportation to and from prenatal care visits, but also visited
pregnant women in their homes to encourage them to go for prenatal
care. Another provided a van equipped as a medical office to visit rural
sites monthly with prenatal services.

Little information was available, however, on the effectiveness of these
programs. Programs that had been evaluated showed that the services
offered had improved access to prenatal care. Perhaps the best example
of the benefits derived by offering comprehensive care to low-income
women was provided by California’s OB Access Pilot Project. It was
jointly funded by Medicaid and title V (Maternal and Child Health Ser-
vices) of the Social Security Act from July 1979 through June 1982. The
project aimed to (1) irmprove Medicaid-eligible women'’s access to obstet-
rical services in areas wnere a lack of providers or poor provider partic-
ination posed a problem; (2) offer these women quality, comprehensive
prenatal care; and (3) reduce perinatal mortality and morbidity rates
and the percentage of pregnancies with complications. In total, 5,422
women completed care in the project.

In addition to addressing gaps in prenatal health services, the project
was designec to provide the evaluation data needed for planning future
projects. The project evaluation demonstrated positive results as
follows:

8 5]
Page 60 & GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Chapter 4
Options for Improving Access to
Prenatal Care

Access to care was increased by contracting with providers in areas
where lack of access to maternity services had been demonstrated.
Continuity of care was provided; 84 percent of the registrants completed
care in spite of a variety of access problems.

OB Access mothers had fewer problems in pregnancy outcomes com-
pared with a matched group of similar mothers from the same counties.
The O3B Access mothers had a low birth-weight rate of 4.7 percent com-
pared with the matched group’s rate of 7.0 percent.

The cost of providing this enhanced care was 5 percent higher than the
average cost of care provided under the current Medicaid program.

The benefit-cost ratio of the program was found to be 1.7-2.6:1 for the
short run and may be greater in the long run, when compared with the
Medicaid program,

Based on the results of the OB Access Pilot Project, California enacted
legislation mandating that Medicaid services for prenatal care include
the extra care components introduced in the OB Access Pilot Project and
increasing the reimbursement rate for providers who delivered these
comprehensive perinatal services. At the time we completed our field
work, the California Department of Human Services was finalizing Medi-
caid regulations to implement the legislation and will be obtaining Medi-
caid provider applications to participate in the expanded program
during 1987,

The kind of evaluation done for the OB Access Pilot Project was the
exception rather than the rule. In 1986, when we reviewed teenage preg-
nancy programs, we found a similar lack of evaluation.” Although we
identified numerous state and local programs that seemed promising,
the evidence of their effectiveness was frequently either lacking or
ambiguous.

The Southern Regional Task Force on I~fant Mortality also pointed out
the reed for more information regarding effective prenatal care pro-
grams. It recommended that (1) cost-benefit studies of maternal and
infant care programs be conducted and (2) he federal government
encourage research in preventive perinatal health care, including moti-
vational and educational aspects of health and social service delivery. In
addition, the task force believed states should establish a maternal and
infant health clearinghouse to provide state officials, planners, and the
public information on what services, programs, and data are available.

"Teenage Pregrancy 500,000 Births a Year but Few Tested Programs (GAO/PEMD-86-16BR), July
21, 1986.

2
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Summary

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We agree with the task force that more needs to be done to evaluate
programs seeking to improve access to prenatal care. Evaluations simi-
lar to that done for the OB Access Pilot Project could provide useful
information to states and localities in both establishing and improving
prenatal care programs. A mechanism exists to disseminate the results
of any evaluations conducted by pHS. In 1983, pHs’ Division of Maternal
and Child Health established the National Maternal and Child Health
Clearinghouse as an information resource center.® The primary function
of the clearinghouse is to provide information through the dissemination
of publications. As such, it identifies selected resources on maternal and
child health and human genetics issues and helps make them available
to those who request them. But the clearinghouse distributes materials
only on request and maintains no mailing list for specific publications.
Information dissemination might be improved if publications were rou-
tinelv sent to individuals involved in planning and operating prenatal
care nitiatives.

States and communities have shown an interest in improving access to
prenatal care through the various programs currently in operation.
Without evaluations, however, it is difficult to determine the extent to
which these programs are meeting their objectives ¢r whether the pro-
grams might be improved. If PHS were to evaluate ongoing programs,
particularly those funded by the MCH block grant, and disseminate infor-
mation on “best practices,” states and communities could use this infor-
mation to establish or revise programs to achieve the best results.

#8Some of the functions of the clearinghouse onginally began in 1978 when the Division of Maternal
and Child Health estublished the National Clearinghouse for Human Genetic Diseases In 1982, the
cleannghouse’s mandate was broadened to incluce all maternal and chuld health areas, and the name
was changed to the National Center for Education in Maternal and Child Health The National Mater-
nal and Child Heaith Cleannghouse was established as a separate entity in 1983 when the clearing-
house function was separated from the education and research function.
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Conclusions

As of 1985, virtually no progress had been made in meeting goals set by
the Surgeon General in 1980 for reducing the percentage of live births
that are of low birth weight and getting women to obtain prenatal care
within vae first 3 months of pregnancy. In fact, the United States has
made less progress ir reducing infant mortality than most other indus-
trialized nations, data from the Children’s Defense Fund shows.

If the Surgeon General’s goals are to be met, concerted efforts are
needed by federal, state, and local governments to develop programs to
ensure that women most at “isk of poor pregnancy outcomes—Ilow-
income, minority, and adolescent women—begin care early in pregnancy
and obtain care frequently. Despite existing federal, state, and local
ef.orts to improve access to prenatal care, 63 percent of the Medicaid
recipients and uninsured women we interviewed obtained insufficient
care.

This far exceeded the percentage for privately insured women in the
same communities. The problems interviewed women had in obtaining
sufficient prenatal care affected women of all childbearing ages, of all
races, and from small, medium, and large communities. Further, they
affected both women without health insurance and those covered by
Medicaid.

Although three barriers to earlier or more frequent care predominated
in virtually every community—Ilack of money to pay for care, lack of
transportation to get to the provider of care, and lack of awareness of
the pregnancy—the importance of these and other barriers varied by
community. Because most women faced multiple barriers, programs
focused on overcoming one barrier may have limited effect overall on
prenatal care in a community. A comprehensive effort is needed to iden-
tify the primary barriers in the community by systematically gathering
data in a manner such as the questionnaire used in our study, develop
programs to overcome those barriers, and evaluate the effectiveness of
the programs in improving access to care. Although the solutions must
be designed to meet the needs of individual communities, federal funds
are available through the Medicaid and MCH block grant programs to
assist states and comnqunities.

The availability of free prenatal care appears to reduce significantly the
percentage of women citing lack of money as a barrier to earlier or more
frequent care. Women covered by MedicaiG were less likely to cite Jack
of money as a problem than uninsured wonn (10 percent versus 23
percent), and uninsured women in such communities as Birmingham
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that offered free prenatal care had fewer women avoiding care fo1 tack
of money to pay for it.

Recent federal legislation allows states to expand the availability of free
care through changes in Medicaid eligibility. States can now offer Medi-
caid coverage to women whose incomes are up to 100 percent of the
federal poverty level. This option is particularly important in such
states as Alabama, Georgia, and West Virginia where Medicaid eligibility
criteria prevent pregnant women living well below the poverty level
from qualifying for Medicaid coverage.

While expanding Medicaid eligibility in all states would increase Medi-
caid costs for prenatal care services—CBO estimated a fiscal year 1987
increase of $190 million—these costs should be offset by savings from
reduced newborn intensive care and long-term institutional costs.
According to the Institute of Medicine, for every dollar spent on prena-
tal care for high-risk women—such as those we interviewed—over
three dollars could be saved in the costs of care for low birth-weight
infants. Professional services associated with prenacal care cost an esti-
mated $400 (excluding labor and delivery costs) compared with new-
born intensive care costs averaging about $14,700 for each low birth-
weight infant.

States also have the option of presumptive eligibility—providing free
care to women while their Medicaid applications are being processed.
This option is important because women may delay care until their eligi-
bility is established. Uf the Medicaid recipients who cited lack of money
as a barrier to earlier or more frequent care, 85 percent established
Medicaid eligibility during their pregnancy, and 63 percent said that
they encountered probiems in establishing eligibility. By providing free
care during the eligibility process, states could help remove lack of
money as a barrier to care for Medicaid recipients, particularly during
the critical first 3 months of the pregnancy.

States are reluctant to implement the presumptive eligibitity provisions
because of anticipated administrative problems. But the potential bene-
fits in reduced newborn intensive care costs and infant mortality should
more than offset the modest cost—estimated by CBO to be $6 million
over a 3-year period—of paying for prenatal care during the presump-
tive eligibility period. HHS should work with the states to overcome any
administrative problems that might be encounteved in implementing the
presumptive eligibility provisions.
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Raising Medicaid reimbursement rates has been suggested by some
health care organizations as one way to increase access to prensatal care.
They reason that higher reimbur seraent rates would result in more pri-
vate-practice physicians accepting Medicaid patients, thereby increasing
access. Our study showed, however, that few women had problems find-
ing a physician or other health care provider to see them. Most obtained
their care at hospital or public health department clinics, and the women
gererally did not express a preference for obtaining care elsewhere.
While higher reimbursement rates may be justified, they will, in our
opinion, do little to improve access to prenatal care for most women.
Instead, they will expand the choices of providers available to women
obtaining care at a hospital or public hea'th clinic. States with limited
resources to devote to the Medicaid program could achieve better suc-
cess by (1) expanding eligibility to provide Medicaid coverage to preg-
nant women with incomes up to 100 percent of the poverty level and (2)
providing free care during the eligibility process.

Although the Medicaid program will pay for transportation to obtain
prenatal care, we found in three of the eight states visited that coverage
of such services was either limited or not well publicized. Even where
payment is available, transportation still may be a barrier if public
transportation is unavailable or women must travel long distanres to
obtain care.

The primary federal support for transportation znd educational activi-
ties and medical services for uninsured women comes from the MCH
block grant program. Little information is gathered and disseminated by
PHS, however, on how much of the block grant funds are used for prena-
tal care services and how effectively state and local programs improve
access to prenatal care.

All 19 southern states and territories surveyed by the Southern Regional
Task Force on Infant Mortality reported that MCH block grant funds
were not sufficient to meet their needs. States have several options
available to make more effective use of MCH block grant funds to provide
prenatal care services:

1. Implement the expanded Medicaid eligibility provisions of the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986. This would shift costs for medi-
cal services currently paid for through block grants to the Medicaid
program, making more funds avajlable for other activities.
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Recommendations

2. Allocate a greater portion of MCH block grant funds to prenatal care
services.

3. Supplement the federal McH allocations by transferring funds from
other block grant programs to the MCH program.

GAO is doing a study to determine whether the current mechod of allocat-
ing McH block grant funds targets the limited funds available to states
and localities with the greatest need and the least capacity to meet their
needs.

We recommend that the Secretary of HHS direct the HCFA Administraor
to

develop and provide to the states data on (1) the increased ¢2sts they
would likely incur in expanding Medicaid eligibility to include pregnant
women with incomes up to 100 percent of the federal poverty level and
(2) the corresponding decrease in costs for newborn intensive care and
long-term institutional care they could expect to result from improve-
ments in prenatal care services and

work with states to overcome the administrative problems that prevent
them from adopting the presumptive eligibility provisions of the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986.

We also recommend that the Secretary direct *he Surgeon General to

expand efforts to evaluate programs to improve access to prenatal care
and disseminate the results of these evaluations through the National
MCH Clearinghouse and

provide technical assistance to communities in developing comprehen-
sive plans for identifying the most important barriers to care in the rom-
munity and designing programs to help overcome those barriers.
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Appendix I

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

In conducting this study of prenatal care, our objectives were to

assess the adequacy of prenatal care (in terms of number of visits and
trimester of first visit) obtained by women who were on Modicaid rolls
or uninsured;

identify the barriers women perceive as nreventing them from obtaining
care earlier or more often; and

identify federal, state, and local programs aimed at overcoming such
barriers.

To accomplish our first two objectives, we interviewed 1,157 Medicaid
recipients and uninsured women at 39 hospitals! in 32 communities. We
accomplished our third objective by interviewing state and local officials
and collecting data on state and local programs that address difficulties
of accessing prenatal care. We also evaluated recent changes in the
Medicaid and Maternal and Child Health Programs.

Selection of
Communities

A three-step process was followed in selecting comm .nities and hospi-
tals. First, we selecteu eight states? —Alabama, California, Georgia, Illi-
nois, Maine, Massach-isetts, New York, and West Virginia-—to

include sta. * with 1arge Medicaid programs,

obtain a mix of Medicaid programs in terms of eligibility and benefits,
ani

cover mos’ regions of the country.

Next, within each state, we selected communities to obtain a mix of

large metropolitan areas, such as New York (Manhattan), Atlanta, and
Los Angeles;

other urban areas, such as Syracuse, New York, Sacramento, California,
and Peoria, Illinois; and

rural areas, such as Clarksburg, West Virginia, and Troy, Alabema.

In selecting communities, we also attempted to obtain a mix of racial
groups and geographic dispersion around the state.

10ur study mitially included 40 hospitals, but we dropped Saint Vincent'’s Josp:igi in Birmungham,
Alabama from the study because only cne relevant birth occurred during the 7-day period we cov-
ered, and that woman did not consent to an interview.

2Two of the 8 states, Mamne and Massachusetts, accounted for a total of only 4 hospitals and 70
interviews, or 6 percent of total cases, because we conducted only pilot tests at these lo ations.

c‘\
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Finally, within each community, we selected the hospital that had the
largest number of Medicaid-reimbursed and uninsured births.? In addi-
tion, in seven communities we selected a second hospital to obtain a bet-
ter mix of facilities b" type of gwnor olup \pub}lb versus nct-for-p -pr Uub}
9r to increase the number of interviews in selected communities. The
characteristics of the 32 communities and 39 hospitals are shown in
table I.1.

3In New York City (Manhattan), we selected the hospitals that had the second and third largest
number of Medicaid and uninsured births in o °r to include a large black and Hispanic population
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Table .1: Characteristics of Communities and Hospitals Included in GAO’s Study (1986-87)
Prenatal
Tyre of hospital care
Community/hospital Type of cormunity awnership clinic?
Birmingham, Alabama Urban
Cooper Green Public No
Huntsville, Alahama Urban
Huntsville Public No
Montganery, Alabama Urban
Baptist Medical Center Not~for-profit No
Selma, Alabama Rural
Vaughan Regional Medical Center Not-for-profit No
Troy, Alabama Rural
Edge Merorial Public No
Los Angeles, California Large urban
Los Angeles County-USC
Medical Center Public Yes
Long Beach Merorial
Medical Center Not -for-profit Yes
Bakersfield, Clalifornia Urban
Kern Medical Center Public Yes
Sacramento, California Urban
Sutter Memorial Not-for-profit No
El Centro, California Rural
El Centro Cormunmty Public No
Ukiah, California Rural
Ukiah General For-profit No
Atlanta, Georra Large urban
Grady Memorial Public Yes
Georgia Baptist Medical Centur Not-for-profit Yes
Columbus, Georgia Urban
Medical Center Public Yes
Savannah, Georgia rban
Memorial Medical Center Not~-for—profit Yes
[
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. Prenatal
Type of hospital care
Conmunity/hospital Type of community ownership clinic?
Americus, Georgia Rural
Sumter Regiocnal Public No
Brunswick, Georgia Rural
Giynn-Brunswick Memorial Public No
Chicago, Illinois Large urban
Cook County Fublic Yes
Ingalls Memorial Not-for-profit No
Peoria, Illinois Urban
Saint Francis Medical Center Not-fcr-profit Yes
Methodist Medical Center Not-for-profit No
Rockford, Illinois Urban
Rockford Memorial Not-for-profit Yes
Carbondale, Illinois Rural
Merprial Hospatal Not~for-profit No
Mattoon, Illinois Rural
Sara Bush uincoln Health Center Not-for-profit No
Bangor, Maine Urban
Eastern Maine Medical Center Not-for-profit Yes
Augusta, Maine Rural
Kennebec Valley Medizal Center Not-for-profit Mo
Bosten, Massachusetts L. ge urban
Brigham and Wormen's Not-for—-profit Yes
Boston City Public Yes
New York, New York Large urban
Harlem Hospital Center Public Yes
Colurbia-Presbyterian
Medical Center Not-for-profit Yes
Buffalo, New York Urban
Children's Not.-for-profit Yes
Syracuse, New York Urban
Crouse-Irving Merorial Not~for-profit No
Saint Joseph's Not~-for-profit Yes
Kingston, New York Rural
Benedictine Not-for-profit Yes
]
{
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Prenatal
Type of hospital care
Commnity/hospital Type of comrlity ownership clinic?
Auburn, New York Rural
Auburn Merorial Not~for-profit No
Charleston, West Virginia Urban
Charleston Area Medical Cerniter Not—~-for~profit Yes
Runtington, West Virginia Urban
Cabell Huntington Public Yes
Bluefield, West Virginia Rural
Bluef’eld Cammunity Not ~for-profit No
Clarksburg, West Virginia Rural
United Hospital Center Not~for-profit No
Totals (of 32 cormrunities and 5 lLarge urtan 24 Not-for-profit 19 No
39 hospitals reviewed)
14 Urban 14 public 20 Yes
13 Rural 1 For-profit
"/ 2
Q Page 72 s GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix I
Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Selecting the Women
to Be Interviewed

Hospitals, which account for 99 percent of all U. S. births, were selected
as the site of our interviews primarily to overcome the difficulties antic-
ipated in locating and interviewing women once they had left the hospi-
tal. Each of the hospitals agreed to assist in our study, having their staff
identily Medicaid recipients and uninsured women for interviews and
administer consent forms. Because the hospitals were not responsible
for providing prenatal care to women who delivered there, the results of
the interviews do not in any way reflect on the adequacy of services
provided by the 39 hospitals.

At each selected hospital, we attempted to interview Medicaid and unin-
sured women to determine

when they started receiving prenatal care,

how many prenatal care visits they received, and

what barriers prevented them from getting prenatal care earlier or more
often.

The standardized questionnaire (see app. II) we used w=s re viewed by
officials of the Institute of Medicine, the Amer.can College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists, the Alan Guttmacher Institute, and the Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund; their comments were incorporated where
appropriate. We also transla‘ed the questionnaire and consent form into
Spanish in anticipation of a significant number of Hispanic women in
our population.

We used two separate approaches in selecting women to be interviewed.
First, at 23 urban hospicals "ospital staff would identify Medicaid
recipients or uninsured women who delivered over a consecutive 7-day
period. Usually on the day after delivery, the hospital staff asked Medi-
caid recipients or uninsured women to sign a consent. form (see app. I1I).
This voluntary consent form provided the woman’s permission for GA0
to

interview her about the prenatul care she obtained and
review any of her hospital, physician, public health clinic, or other medi-
cal records related to her pregnancy.

If a woman consented, GAO staff trained in structured interview tech-
niques administer2d a 20-minute questionnaire before the =oman left
the hospital. A total of 7568 interviews were conducted in these 23
hospitals.

by
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A second approach was used at 16 hospitals, 13 rural and 3 urban,* at
which we generally expected only about one hospital interview a day.
This approach invo:, ed three components to help assure a larger
number of interviews:

At each hospital, for a consecutive 28-day period, hospital staff identi-
fied Medicaid recipients or uninsured women who delivered. Usually on
the day after delvery, the hospital staff asked these women to sign the
consent form. If a woman consented, she was asked to return to the hos-
pital at a later date for a face-to-face interview. Upon her return,® she
received $25 to cornplete the interview. A total of 243 women returned
for interviews,

We also interviewed women who delivered about the time we were at
these hospitals to conduct interviews with the returning women. For
the ;e inpatient interviews, we generally used the urban hospital
approach discussed above. A total of 117 interviews were conducted
with inpatients.

At four hospitals,® at which relatively few interviews were obtained
using the first two components, we also visited local health clinics to
interview women returning for post-partum visits. At these locations,
we identified women who had deliver~- in about the past 2 months and
asked them to consent to an interview. This component accounted for 39
interviews.

Overal), of 1,670 women who received consent forms, 1,403 or 84 per-
cent consented to be interviewed (see table 1.2). Consent rates ranged
from 52 percent at Sara Bush Lincoln Health Center to 100 percent at
Cooper Green Hospital, Baptist Medical Center, and Saint Francis Medi-
cal Center. The 23 hospitals at which we used the urban methodology
had a consent rate of 88 percent, while the 16 hospitals at which we
used the rural (28-day) methodology had a consent rate of 77 percent.
One reason that the rural consent rate is not higher is that some women
declined to participate because of the distance involved in returning to
the hospital.

*Rockford Memorial Hospital, Charleston Area Medical Center, and Cabell Huntingten Hospital

fWe did noc use this payment methodology to obtain the nterviews at Kennebec Valley Medical
Center, Augusta, Mamne. At this pilot-test hospital, we attempted to interview women in the hospital
and women retunung to local providers for postpartum visits

$Ukiah General Hospital, Glynn-Brunswick Memonial Hospital, Sara Bush Lincoln Health Center, and
Kennebec Valley Medical Center

75
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Table 1.2: Women Interviewed and Records Validated, by Hospital (1986-87)

women consenting

No. of Medlcald to interview Interviows Full valldatlions
reciplents and No. Percent of Percent Percent
uninsured women administered women admin [stered of of
St ate/hosp ital vho dellivered consent form No. consent form N_o_ contents No. Interv lews
Alabama
Cooper Green 35 35 35 100 35 100 b 89
Huntsville 22 20 19 9 19 100 18 95
Bept ist Medlcal Center 24 24 24 100 22 92 18 82
Vaughzn Regional Medical

Center 58 58 51 88 47 88 43 96

Ed3e Memorial 28 28 25 89 24 %6 23 %6
Callfornla
Los Angeles County-

(USC Modical ter) 357 309 306 99 195 & 1632 84
Memor-1al Medical Center 22 21 17 81 17 100 17 100
Kern Medical Center 65 65 47 72 39 83 32 82
Sutter Memorial 42 39 28 72 76 93 26 100
gl Centro Communlity 38 38 27 n 19 70 17 89
Ukish General 46 23 19 83 18 2] 16 89

Georgle
Gredy Meorial 92 92 85 92 83 98 70 84
Georgla Beptlist Medica:

Center 17 17 13 76 12 92 S %
Medical Center 32 ps 26 87 26 100 17 65
Memo—la! Medical Center 31 70 24 32 23 9% 20 87
Sumter Reglonzl 42 40 34 5 23 68 18 8
Glyn: -Brunswlck Memor ial 49 34 - €8 24 80 19 5]

Iilinols
Cook County 102 102 78 76 61 78 38 62
Ingalis Memorlal 7 7 S N 4 80 4 100
Salnt Francls

Medical Center 16 16 16 100 14 88 1 79
Methodlst Medical Center 7 7 5 71 100 5 100
Rock ford Manoria! 55 53 36 68 34 94 25 74
Momor jal Hosp it al 67 61 46 % 38 83 32 84
Sara Bush Lincoin Health

Center 33 33 17 52 17 100 14 82

»r
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women consentlng

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

No. of Medlicalg to Interview Intorviews Full valicatien
Recipients and No. Percent of Percent Percent
uninsured women adminkstersd women administered of of
State/huspital who delivered consent form No. consant form No. consants No. Interviow
Maine
Eastorn Maine Medical
Center 16 16 13 81 10 17 ] 100
Kennebec Valle: Mec.cal
Center 10 ] 9 %0 9 1C0 9 100
Massachusatts
Brighem ang Women's 50 50 a2 84 35 83 18° st
Boston City 25 22 18 82 16 89 ] 50
New York
| Hartem Hospital Center 52 52 44 85 43 98 320 74
l Columpia-Presbyterian
Medicel Center 56 53 42 9 41 98 23 56
Chilaren's 21 AU 16 76 16 100 0 63
Crouse=-lrving Meror sl n H 8 73 ] 100 7 98
Ssint Josepn's 9 ] 6 39 8 100 8 100
Benedictine 25 25 2 80 14 70 9 64
Ayburn Memorial 24 24 17 n 16 94 13 8l
#ost Virginis
Cnarieston Area Medicel
Centor 38 68 45 66 38 84 37 97
Cadell Huntington 4 41 3 X0 25 68 23 9
Bisetield Community 69 69 55 80 39 Al 37 95
United Hospital Center 21 __2_!_ 16 76 ) 100 16 100
Total 1,785 1,6700 1,403 24 1,197 82 946 82
ZEIXIX ZEZZE® 3xzz3 zzz=z=x ZXXE
8Estimsted number based ¢a semple results.
YA total of 115 «omen le‘t the hospital before rhe cunsent form cor'd be acministered.
L/ Ray
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Characteristics of
Women Who Did Not
Consent to an
Interview

Of the 1,403 worren who consented to be interviewed, we interviewed
1,157 (82 percent). The interview rates ranged from 64 percent for
wornen at Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center to 100 percent for
women at 11 other hospitals. For both the 23 hospitals at which we used
the urban interview methodology and the 16 hospitals at which we used
the rural methodology, the interview rate was 82 percent. (See table 1.2)

We were unable to interview 246 women (18 percent) who consented to
be interviewed because:

146 women were discharged before the interview. For example,
although we had five staff men.bers condu ting interviews at Los Ange-
les County-USC Medical Center, this was not enough to interview the
large numbers of consenting women before their discharge. In addition,
at other hospitals we were unable to interview some women who deliv-
ered on Friday or Saturday and were discharged by Sunday.

79 in rural methodology hospitals did not return for face-to-face
interviews.

21 could not be interviewed for other reasons, including language barri-
ers or the physical condition of the woman.

Demographic data collected for interviewed women was obtained from
hospital records. Information on educational level and medical prob-
lems, however, was self-reported. Appendix XIII shows demographic
breakouts for the 1,157 women interviewed by hospital.

Whi'e we did not attempt to determine why some women declined o
participate in our interview, we did collect ce;tain data to ¢iaborate on
them. We asked hospital staff for demographic data from hospital
records including maternal age, race, insurance status, and birth out-
come, on women who did not agree to sign the consent form. Most of this
data was provided for 267 women. Our analysis of the data showed per-
centages between women in each demographic group to be comparable
for age and birth outcome, but not for race and insurance status (see
table 1.3).

i
4 (J
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Table 1.3: Interviewed and R . Al T g NN et e Ton e g = S N
Nonconsenting Women Compared by Percent of

Race and Insurance Status (1986-87) Percent of women nonconsenting
Demographic interviewed women
Race:
Black 84 18
White 17 23
Hispanic 87 13
Other 53 47

Insuraitce status
Medicaid 75 21
Uninsured 86 14

Thus, relatively more white women, women of other races, and Medicaid
recipients did not consent to be interviewed.

. : : Many women were interviewed in Spanish because they were more flu-
Interviews in SpamSh ent in this language. Specifically, 261 or 23 percent of the 1,157 inter-
views were conducted in Spanish. The hospitals at which these
interviews occurred and the percentage of Spanish interviews at each
hospital are shown in table 1.4.

Table I.4: Hospitals at Which Spanish S S S

Interviews Were Conducted (1986-87) Intervie ws in
Spanigh

Hospital City/state No Percent
Los Angeles County-USC Los Angeles, California

Medical Center 168 86
Kern Medical Center Bakersfield, Califorma 14 36
Ef Centro Community El Centro, Califorma 6 32
Memornial Medical Center Long Beach, Caifornia 1 6
Columbia-Presbyterian New York, New York 26 63
Harlem Hospital New York, New York 21 49
Cook County Hospital Chicago, lilinois 24 39
Sumter Regional Americus, Georgia 1 4
Total 261 23

: : While the results of our interviews are not projectable to the universe of

PI‘Q]e(;thI'I Of women who delivered in each community, we believe the results gener-

Questionnaire Resilts  any describe the prenatal care obtained by Medicaid recipients and urin-
sured women in the 32 communities studied. In 27 of the 32
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communities,” the hospitals ircluded in the study accounted for the
majority of 1985 Medicaid and uninsured births in the county. For
example, the selected hospitals in Atlanta and Boston accounted for 78
and 70 percent, respectively, of 1985 Medicaid-reimbursed and unin-
sured births in the counties in which they are located. In addition, local
officials generally agreed that our results reflected the prenatal care in
their communities.

Because the communities were judgmentally selected, the results of our
work carnot be used to compare the adequacy of prenatal care on a
state-by-state basis.

I

Validation of Prenatal
Care Received

Rather than relying totally on personal rec. ", we attempted to use medi-
cal records to validate interviewed women’s recollection of their number
of prenatal visits and month of first visit. We identified prenatal care
providers by asking each woman, during the interview, where she
obtained care and by reviewing hospital records. Generally, we reviewed
prenatal records at the locations where a woman received her prenatal
care or asked her prenatal care provider(s) to furnish such information.®

We defined a prenatal care visit as one in which the patient had any
hands-on contact with a health care provider. For example, a prenatal
visit could include, but not be limited to, any visit in which any one of
the following occurred: blood pressure checks, urinalysis, pelvic exam,
fetal heart beat reading, ultrasound, or RH sensitization injections. We
did not count visits such as coring to an office solely to pick up vitamin
pills or to pay a bill. Our definition of a prenatal visit can be considered
fairly broad. Had we used a more restrictive definiti.  such as one
excluding ultrasound tests, our results could have shown an increased
number of women obtaining insufficient care.

Overall, we validated 82 percent or 946 of our 1,157 cases. This included
the 30 cases .1 which women received no prenatal care. The results of
our validations at each hospital appear in table 1.2. Validation rates
ranged from 50 percent for women at Boston City Hospital to 100 per-
cent for women at 8 hospitals. The 26 hospitals in urban areas had an

"The five comumunities i which the selected hospital(s) did not account for a majoriy of the county's
1985 Medicaid and uninsured births were Los Angeles, Chicago, New York (Manhattan), Buffalo, and
El Centro, Cahiformia

8We generally did not use hospital Inpatient records because these often do not cover the woman's
full prenatal period.

.
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80-percent validation rate, while the 13 rurai hospitals had an 88-per-
cent validation rate.

Our validation process found that women tended to (1) overstate their
number of visits and (2) say they started their prenatal care earlier than
their prenatal records documented. Overall, women overstated their
number of prenatal visits by one and stated that their prenatal care
began 1 month earlier than documented. In addition, wemen overstated
their number of v..its at 31 of the 39 hospitals. Similarly, women stated
that their prenatal care began earlier than documented for 38 of the 39
hospitals.

We could not fully validate 211 cases or 18 percent, for a variety of
reasons. For example, women received care outside of the country or
providers did not respond to us or had no record of providing the prena-
tal care. For providers who told us they had no record of providing care,
we generally did not count such cases as validated because of the possi-
bility that the woman’s name had changed, we had contacted a mis-
named or incorrect provider, files had been misplaced, or other such
problems had occurred. Also, 40 percent of the women had more than
one provider during their pregnancy. Unless we could obtain documen-
tation from all of a woman'’s providers, we did not count a case as
validated.

For the 211 cases that we could not fully validate, we adjusted the
stated number of visits and month of first visit. We adjusted by the
average of the difference between the other 916 cases™ fully validated
data and those women’s recollections. This adjustment was made by
individual hospital. For example, at Grady Memorial Hospital we vali-
dated 68 of 83 cases.” For these 68 cases, we compared each woman’s
validated number of prenatal visits to the number she recalled during
the interview. This comparison showed that these 68 women overstated
their number of visits by a net average of 3.4 visits. As a result, for the
13 nonvalidated cases, we subtracted 3 from the number of visits each
woman recalled during the interview. We then used this adjusted
number of visits for each of the 13 women as the number of prenatal
visits for all subsequent analyses.

9These 916 cases do not include the 30 cases in which womer received no prenatal care.

Y0Two of the remaining 15 cases recetved no prenatal care and were not used In these calculations.
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To determine whether privately insured women in the 32 communities
we visited were more likely than Medicaid recipients or uninsured
women to obtain an adequate level of prenatal care, we asked a sample
of prenatal carc providers to review charts of patients with private
health insurance. This resulted in data on 4,047 women. We compared
the adequacy of care, month of first visit, and number of prenatal visits
for this group with the same data for Medicaid recipients or uninsured
women in the 32 communities.

To develop the data on privately insured women, we used different
approaches to identify 872 providers in urban and rural areas. For the
19 urban communities, we drew random samples for each community
from the telephone book yellow pages for physicians under the specialty
heading of Obstetrics and Gynecology. This resiited in an originzl urban
sample of 715 physicians, as shown in table 1.5. For the 13 rural commu-
nities, we asked the hospital to provide a list of all obstetricians and
other prenatal care providers, such as family practitioners or midwives,
who furnished prenatal care in the area. This resulted in an original
rural universe of 167 providers.

We sent a i-page questionnaire to each of the 872 providers. We asked
that a chart review be conducted of their eight most recent privately
insured patients who had (1) delivered after an uncomplicated preg-
nancy and (2) obtained all of their prenatal care under the provider’s
supervision. We requested each patient’s (1) total number of prenatal
visits, (2) length of gestation (weeks) at the first prenatal visit, and (3)
length of gestation (weeks) at delivery. For urban providers, we sent the
original letter and thiee follow-up letters. For rural providers, we sent
the original letter and (because of time constraints) two follow-up
letters.

As some of the selected providers who responded had not recently pro-
vided prenatal care or otherwise did not fit the sample, we revised the
numbers of selected providers. For example, 105 of the 715 urban prov-
iders and 32 of the 1567 rural providers responded that they had not
provided prenatal care in the last 12 months or did not meet other crite-
ria. As aresult, we adjusted the urban sample size to 610 and the rural
universe to 125, or a revised total of 735, as shown in table 1.5.

Our overall response rate was 70 percent. This included 423 urban
responses or 69 percent and 88 rural responses or 70 percent. Urban
response rates ranged from 50 percent in Birmingham and Boston to 90
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percent in Syracuse. Rural response rates ranged from 43 percent in
Brunswick, Georgia to 90 percent in Ukiah, California (see table 1.5).
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Table 1.5: Response Rates for Questirnnaire on Prenatal Care Obtained by Privately Insured Women, by Community (1986-87)

No of Morth of

visits first visit

farpling error

.

1.

.92 .19
.58 .23
.48 .24
.45 13
.41 .15
.94 24
.38 .14
.95 .53
.79 .10
.44 .14
42 .18
63 .12
17 .17
.54 .13
.88 .18
.47 .13
.50 .15
.70 .36
.29 .10
.19 .05

Initial Revised Responses
Communa ty sarple? sanple No. Percentage
Urban:
Birmingham 25 20 10 50
Runtsville 15 15 12 80
Montcomery 15 15 M 80
Los Angeles 150 122 84 69
Bakersfield - 18 13 72
Sacramento S 25 19 76
Atlamta 100 89 59 66
Columbus 14 1i 9 82
Savannah 15 15 9 60
Th.cago 200 93 63 68
Peoria 20 19 13 €8
Rockford 15 12 10 83
Bangor S 4 3 75
Boston 50 4 22 50
New York 50 35 24 69
Buffalo 35 29 25 86
Syracuse 30 Al 19 20
Charleston 15 3 9 €9
Huntington 10 2 _8 80
Urban
suktotal 715 610 423 69
Rural:
Selma [ 6 3 50
Troy 2 2 1 5C
El Centro 7 7 4 57
Ukiah 10 10 9 20
Americus S 4 3 75
Brunswick 7 7 3 43
Carboncale 12 10 5 50
Mattoon N 7 S n
Augusta K- 24 21 88
Kingstor 21 135 8 53
Auburn 7 7 6 86
Bluefield 9 6 5 83
Clarksburg 33 20 15 75
Rural
suctotal 157 125 _88 70
Total 872 735 S11 70
=== =z ===
3Due to the relatively small nurber f providers in most rural commmnities,
the sample size 15 tle same as the unverse.
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Determining
Adequacy of Care

Appendix 1
Objectives, Scope, ana Methodology

To determine the adequacy of prenatal care, we employed the Institute
of Medicine prenatal care index,!! a widely used index based on the
number of prenatal visits in relation to the duration cf the pregnancy,
the gestaticnal age at the time of the first visit, and the type of hospital
delivery service (private or gereral). For example, the prenatal care
obtained by a women with a 36-week or longer pregnancy, would basi-
cally be classified as

adequate if it cegan in the first trimester, included nine or more visits,
and the physician providing the prenatal care also delivered the baby;
intermediate if the care began in the second trimester or included five to
eight visits; and

inadequate if it began in the third trimester or included four or fewer
visits.

The prenatal care index classification for women who gave birth at
other gestational age: appears in table 1.6.

Table 1.6: Institute of Medicine Prenatal

Care Index

Trimester in which Gestation
Index of care prenatal care began (weeks) No. of prenatal visits
Adequate First
(Within first 13 weeks) AND  18-21 and 3 or more
22-25 and 4 or mu.e
26-29 and 5 or more
30-31 and 6 ur more
32-33 and 7 or more
34-35 “nc 8 or more
36 or more and 9 or more
Inadequate Third
(28 weeks or iater) OR 14-21 and 0
22-29 and 1 or more
30-31 and 2 or more
32-33 and 3 or more
T 34 or more and 4 or more
Intermediate All combinations other than specified above

for purposas of our review, we classified inadequate and intermediate
categories as insufficient prenatal care, for two reasons:

Hinstitute of Medicine, “Infant Death: An Analysis by Maternal Risk and Hea'th Care,” Contrasts in
Health Status, Vol. 1., ed. by D. M. Kessner. (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1973,
p. 68-59.)
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Identifying Federal,
State, and Local
Programs to Improve
Access to Prenatal
Care

Intermediate care involves beginning prenatal care in the second trimes-
ter. ACOG recormmendations and health professiona’s generally consider
beginning care in the second trimester to be insufficient.

Intermediate care involves no more than 8 prenatal visits for
pregnancies or 36 or more weeks gestation. ACOG recommendations and
health professionals generally consider 8 or fewer visits for a pregnancy
of 36 weeks or more to be insufficient. For example, AcoG recommends
13 visits for a 40-week uncomplicated pregnancy. Ix a woman had only 8
visits during a 40-week uncomplicated pregnancy, she would have
received only 62 percent of recornmended visits.

In determining adequacy of care, we used only the factors relating to
number of prenatal visits and gestational age at the time of the first
visit. We did not use the third factor, type of ho.pital/physician delivery
service, te further classify acequacy. Investigators who use this prena-
tal care index also usually omit this third factor.

To identify federal, state, and local! programs to improve access to pre-
natal care, we

interviewed state health department, Medicaid, Maternal and Child
Health, and other state officials to obtain their views on the adequacy of
prenatal care in the state and to identify state and local prenatal care
programs;

interviewed local officials, such as local health department staft, hospi-
tal staff, welfare officials, physicians, and other officials familiar with
rrenatal care in the 32 communities visited to obtain further informa-
tion on state and local programs;

collected background data on coverage of prenatal care under the eight
states’ Medica.d programs; and

obtained descriptive data on selected state or local programs that
address difficulties of accessing prenatal care.

We did not attempt to independently evaluate the state and local pro-
grams to determine their impact on access to prenatal care, but obtained
copies of any evaluations done by others.

Also, we . _eld discussions with knowledgeable officials to broaden the
scope of information obtained. For example, we obtained the views of
organizations familiar with prenatal care issues, such as the American
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the Institute of Medicine, the
Alan Guttmacher Institute, and the Children’s Defense Fund. We also
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Objectives, .cope, and Methodology

spoke to federal officials in HHS, including HCFA and pHS’s Division of
Maternal and Child Health and Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Pre-
grams to obtain information on federal involvement in prenatal care
issues. Additionally, we reviswed selected laws, regulations, and records
at pertinent federal offices.

We did our work between July 1986 and June 1987. Interviews were
conducted between August 1986 and February 1987. Work was done in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards,
except that we did not, at the request of the su.committee, obtain
agency comments on a draft of this report.
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Appendix II

U.S. General Accounting Office Survey of
Recipients of Prenatal Care

A6. Birth weight (BABY 1):

PATIENT INFORMATION NN
grams
Al. Delivery date of baby: {CHECK ONE.)
1. [1024] Not low (Greater than 2500
Month/Date/Year grams)
22. Sestational age of baby: 2. [ 108] Low (1501 - 2500 grams)
weeks 3. [ 25] Very low (1500 grams or less)
A3. Mother's age at time of delivery: A7. Nunber of prior births:
(CHECK OME.)
years

1. [ 494] No prior births
Ad4. Mother's race: (CGHECK ONE.)
2. { 650] 1 or rore prior births
1. [386] Black
A8. 3irth outcome (3ABY 2): (CHECK ONE. )
2. [421] white (Nen-Hispanic)
1. [ 5] Full tem (37 weeks or greater
3. [333] Hispanic
2. [ 10] Premature (36 weeks or less)
4. [ 11] Asiar or Pacific Islander
3. [ 0] stillborn
5. [ 6] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)
A9. Pirth weight (BABY 2):

grams

(CHECK ONE. )

AS. Birth oitcame (BABY 1): (CHECK ONE.)

1. [1013] Full term (37 weeks or greater)
1. [ 3] Not low (Sreater than 2500
2. [ 131] pPremature (36 weeks or less) grams)

3. [ 6] 3tillbom 2. [ 7] Low (1501 - 2500 grams)

3. [ 5] Very 2w (1500 grams or less)

AlO. Mother's name:

All. Mother's insurance status at time of delivery: (CHBECK ONE.)
1. { 605] Received Medicaid

Medicaid Number:

2. [ 552] Uninsured
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Appendix I

U.S. General Accounting Office Survey of

Recipients of Prenatal Care

INTRODUCTION NN

I'm with
the U.S. General Acocounting Office, an
independent agency of the U.S. Congress. We
are interested wn talking to waner like you
around the country to leazn abou. your
experience in getting medical care during
your pregnancy. The Congress would like
this information to help them rmake decisions
about improving prenatai care.

We want to see if you had any problems
getting your pregnancy checkups during your
recent pregnancy. By checkups we mean any
prenatal visits you made tO any doctoi.,
midwife, nurse, or other medical person to
see how you and your baby were doing.

Your identity and that of jour baby w111 be
kept private-- GAO will not reveal your

names to the public or any government agency.

Do you have any questions?
First, I'm going to ask you a few
questions about the pregnancy checkups
that you received.

1. Did ycu vasit a doctor, nurse, or
madwife for pregnancy checkups befo.e
your delivery? (CHECK ONE.)

1. [1127] Yes (G TO QUESTION 2)

2. [ 30] M (0 TO QUESTION 12)
2. Now, I want to talk about ho~ many

visits for pregnancy checkups you
had before ycur recent delivery.

(PROBE, USE INSTRUCTTONS BELCHW)

A. [:d you use a calendar or appointment
cards to help remind you about your
pregnancy checkup appointments?

Do you have the (calendar), (cards) with
you?

— (IF SHE DOES) May I see 1t? Could
you show me on the calendar/cards which
dates you bhad your pregnancy checkups?

—— (IF SHE DOESN'T, CONTINUE)

f‘l

Date of Interview:

Di1d the medical person tell you about
tre pregnancy visit schedule you were
going to have? (PROBE FCR A TIMETABLE
OR &CHEDULE OF VISITS -- LOCKING FOR
SYSTEM LIKE ONCE A MONTH,TW.CE A MONTH,
ETC.,

Did you generally keep all your
appointments?

NEXT, SHON CALENDAR

Let's walk through thus. I'm going to
show vou a calendar with all the months
of the year on it. In which month did
you find out that you were pregnant?
Thiuk abyt the pregnancy checkips thao
you made. Can you show me on the

cal :ndar when you made your pregnancy
checkup visits? (GO BACK OVER EACH
MONTH AND ASK ABOUT THE NUMBER OF
VISITS,. IT MIGHT BE EASIER TO BEGIN
WITH THE FIRST VISIT AND GO THROUGH THE
PERIOD OF THE PREQWANCY. TRY TO USE
MENTAL CUES SUCH AS HOLIDAYS, VISITING
RELATIVES, WEATHER PATTERNS, SHOPFING
VISITS, EIC..

ATTACH CALENDAR TO QUESTIONNAIRE
IF THE CALENDAR DOESN'T WORK—

When you went for your pregnar.cy
checkups,; did you do cther things at the
same tume that might help you remember
about the times you went for pregnancy
checkups?

ENTER TOTAL MIMBER
OF VISITS

Is this the nunber of times that
you went for pregnancy checkups?

Based on our discussion, ycu said that
your f£irst pregnancy checkup was in

(READ BACK MONTH.) In what
month of your pregnancy was “hias?

(2nd, 3rd, . . 9th)

Q
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U.S. General Accounting Offive Survey of

Recipients of Prenatal Care

4.

When you got your pregnancy checkups,

did you go to the same place each time

or did you go to different places?

(READ.) (CHECK ONE.)

1. { 675] Went to same place

2. [ 452] went to different places

I 1 going to mention sad places where

yo1 could have gone for pregnancy

checkup vitits. Please tell me where
u went most of the time. (READ.)

%m ONE.

1. [ 289] Hospital clinic

<o [ 396] Incal health depart. clinic

3. [ 358] Doctor's office

4. [ 5] Midwife service

5. [ 21] Combination (SPECIFY.)

6. [ 55] Other (For example,
2dmission to a hospital--
any others?)

Would you have preferred to have gone to
scre place other than (ANSWER IN Q.5)
for your pregnancy checkups?

(CHECK ONE. )
1. 7 155] Yes (GO TO QUESTION 7)

(MUST BE PLACE NOT
MENTIONED IN QUESTION S.)
2. [ 971] No _ (GO TO WESTION 8)
Which place would you have preferred to
have gne most of tae time? (LISTEN.)
{CHECK ONE.

1. [ 20] Hospital clinic
2. [ 11] Local health depart. clinic
3. [ 107] Doctor's office

4. [ 1] Midwife service

5. [ 1] Combination (SPBECIFY.)

6. [ 17] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

vhat is (are) the name(s), address(es),
and location of all the place(s) where
vou got your preqnancy checkups? Also,
how many pregnancy checkup visits dad
you make to each place?

PLACE NUMBER OF
VISITS

TOTAL NUMBER OF ViSITS (MUST
EQUAL NIMBER IN QUESTION 2E.)

Most of the time, who gave your
pregnancy checkups when you were
pregnant? (LISTEN.) (CHECK ONE.)

1. [ 847] Doctor
2. [ 62] Mmidwafe
3. [ 157] Nurse

4. [ 55] Coarbination (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

5. [ 1] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

6. [ 5] pon't know
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Appendix I
U.S. General Accounting Office Survey of
Recipients of Prenatal Care

10. Would you have preferred scmeone other

than a (ANSWER IN Q.9) to have given you 4. [ 31] There are no local doctors.
your preimancy checkups? (CHECK ONE.) ndwives, Or nurses
1. [75] Yes (GO TO QUESTION 11) 5. [ 91] You could not get a doctor,
(MUST BE TYPE OF PROVIDER madwife, or nurse to see you
NOT MENTIONED IN
QUESTION 9.) 6. [ 103] You did not know where to go
p for care

2. [1052] No (G0 TO QUESTION 12)
You did not go earlier or more often

11. Who would you have preferred to have for a pregnancy checkup because . . .
given you your ] -egnanry checkups?
(LISTEN.) (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.) 7. [ 100] You felt the wait in the
doctor's office or clinic
1. 61] Doctor was too long

2. 5] Midwife 8. [ 60] You felt the office hours

were not convenient

9. [ 134] You could not get an
1] Combination (PLEASE SPECIFY.) appointment earlier in
your pregnancy

C
C

3. [ 1] Nurse
C

10. [ 207 Ycu can't speak English

5. [ 6] other (PLEASE SPECIVY.) very well and you could not
find anyone who spoke your
language

6. [ 1] Don't know 1. [ 79] You did not think it was
irportant to see a doctor,

12. I'm going to read a list of reasons why nurse, or another medical
some wormen do not go earlier or more person earlier or more often
often for pregnancy checkups. Same of

these reasons may or may not apply to 12. [ 124] You did not wart to think

you. When I read a reason that does about being pregnant

ly to , please tell me. (READ.)

CHECK ALL THAT APFLY.) 13. [ 96] You had too many other
problems to worry about

You did not go earlier or more often getting care

for a pregnancy checkup because -
You did not go earlier or rore often

1. [ 1023 You dic not have anycne for a pregnancy checkup because -
to take care of your other
children 14. [ 285] You did not know that you
we e pregnant
2. [ 64] Ycu could not miss work or
school 15. [ 82] You were not sure that you
wanted to have the baby so
3. [ 187] You did not have a way you didn't co to a doctor,
to get to the clinic or midwife, or nurse

doctor's office
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U.S. General Accounting Jffice Survey of
Recipients of Prenatal Care

16. [ 144] You knew what to do since
you had been pregnant before

17. [ 97] You were a little afraiug of
medical tests and examinations

18. [ 98] You were afraid to find out
you were pregnant

You did not go earlier or more often
for a pregnancy checkup because .

19. [ 89] You did not want to tell
your bab, s father, pareats
or other family members

20. [ 44] You did not like the doctor's
doctor's or nurse's attitudes

21. [ 12] You thouynt you migh'. have
problers with the Immicration
people

22. [ 259] You did not have encugh
money to pay for your visits

*%k

23. [ 57] You were not eligible for
Medicaid

24. [ 79] You had problems with
Medicaid

25. [ 51] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

26. | 34C] You had no problems in
gecting pregnancy checkups
(IF NO PROBLEM, & TO
QUESTION 14.)

13. Of all the reasons that applied to you,
 .AD BACK REASONS SHE GAVE) which one
was the most important in keeping you
from gettiny pregnancy checkups earlier
or more often? (ENTER NUMBER FROM
QUESTION 12.)

_____ ReasON

14. Were you on Medicaid at the time you
were to.d that you were pregnant?
(LISTEN. )

1. [ 335] Yes (G0 TO QUESTION 18)

2. [ 8211 M (GO TO QUESTION 15)

15. Did you ever try to get on Medicaid
during thas pregnancy? (CHECK ONE.)

1. [ 458] Yes (GO TO QUESTIw. 16)
2. [ 364] No (GO TO QUESTION 20)

16. I'm going to mention some problems that
some women have had in getting on
Medicaid. You might or might not have
experienced any of these problems. When
I read a problem that you have had with
getting on Medicaid, please tell me.
(READ.) (CHECK ALL TE ™ APPLY.)

1. [ 102] At first, you did not know
that you qualified for
Medicaid

2. [ 46] You ¢id not know who to see
about getting on Medicaid

3. [ 47] It toock a long time for you
to complete your Medicaid
forms. [IF CHECKED, READ (a)]

(a) Bow long did 1t take to
camplete your Medica.id
forms?

weeks

4. [ 120] After you turned in your
Medicaid forms, it took a
long time to receive your
Medicaid card [IF CHECKED,
READ (a)]

(a) Bow long did 1t taxe to
receive your Medicaid card?

weeks

5. [ 3] Your Medicaid application
was not approved hecause you
d1d not want to identify the
‘ather of your child
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Appendix I

11.S. General Accounting Office Survey of

Recipients of Prenatal Care

17.

18.

6. [ 106] You did not meet Medicaid
eligibility rejuirements

7. [ 17) The location of the Medicaid
office was not cctwvenmient

8. [ 62] You had other problems

qualifying for Medicaid
(PLEASE SP: TIFY.)

9. [ 158] You had no problems with
getting on Medicaid (IF NO
PROBLEM, GO TO QUESTION 18.)

Did any of these problems keep you from
going earlier or more often for
pregnancy checkups? (READ LIST IN
QUESTION 16 AGAIN. CHECK BOXES WHICH
PEPRESENT ITEMS WITH SAME NUMBER IN
QUESTION 16.)

1. [ 827 Yes (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

(12 [11] (7] (28]
1 2 3 4

fo) 311011 [17]
5 6 7 8

2. [ 218]) Mo

(IF INTERVIEWEE IS A MEDICAID RECIPIENT,
CONTINUE; IF NOT, GO TO QUESTION 20.)

I'm going to mention some additional
problems that scme people have had with
Medicaid. You might or might not have
experienced any of these problems. When
I read a problem that you have had

with Medicaid, please tell me. (READ.)
/"¥ECK ALL T:AAT APPLY.)

1. [ 29] You d1d not know that
Medicaid would vay for

pregnancy checkups

. [ 40] You did not have enough
money to pay for visits even
though you were on Medicaid

[\

19.

20.

3. [ 69] a doctor, nurse, or midwife
would not see Medicaid
patients

4. [ 43] You lost your Medicaid
coverage while you were
pregnant. [IF CHECKED,
READ (a)].

(a) Why did you lose your
Medicaid coverage?

5. [ 45] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

6. [ 457] You had no problems with
Medicaid (IF NO PROBLEM, GO
TO QUESTION 20.)

D1d any of these problems keep you from
going earlier or more often for
pregnancy checkups? (READ LIST IN
CQUESTION 18 AGAIN. CHECK BOXES WHICH
REPRESENT ITEMS WITH SAME NUMBER IN
QUESTION 18.)

1. [ 72] Yes  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)
(6] [18] [38] [16] [11]
1 2 3 4 5

2. [ 1103 Yo

Now, I'm going to ask you some other
questions related to our study.

What is the closest hospital to your home
where you oould have delivered your
baby? (" TSTEN.) (CHECK ONE. )

1. [ 641] Same as hospital where she
delivered

2. [ 467) Dafferent hospital than
where she delivered

3. [ 49] Doesn't know

ERIC
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US. General Accounting Office Survey of
Recipients of Prenatal Care

21. Could you tell me why you delivered your
baby at hospital? 9. [ 8] Alcchol or drug related
{name of ) prob. Ms

8. [ 13] Overweight
| -
| (LISTEN.) (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.]

\

10. [ 213] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

“xuby at this hospital

2. [ 317] Your Goctor, midwife, or 24. D1d you participate in any special
nurse to.d you to came to programs during your pregnancy that were
this hospital intended to help you get pregnancy

checkups earlier or more often?

3. [ 107] oOther hospitels required (LISTEN.)
you to pay a deposit or
a higher deposit before 1. [ 109] Yes (PLEASE .IST.)
getting into the hospital (IF YEF: QONFIRM. PROBE—

'Was tnis program intended to

4. [ 72] This was the only hospital help you get pregnancy checkups

that would take you earlier or more often?')

5. [ 85] This was the only hospital
in the area

6. [ 135] Other (PLEASE SPECIFY.)

1. [ 632] You wanted to deliver your

(LISTEN.) (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

3. [ 17] lightly ingportant
1. [ 41] piabetes

4. [ 5] Not inportant
2. [ 55] High blood pressure

4. [ 965] Mo
22. Did you have any medical problems just
before or during your pregnancy that 25. In your opinion, how inportant or
caused you to have more pregnancy unimportant is getting pregnancy
checkups? (CHECK ONE.) checkups? (READ.) (CHECK ONE.)
1. [ 373] Yes (GO TO QUESTICN 23) Is it . . .
} 2. [ 784] No (GO TO QUESTION 24) 1. [1067] Very important
23. What medical problem(s) did you huve? 2. [ 72] Considerably important

"Mat month of pregnancy do you think is

| 3. [ 34] Bleeding out the right time for someone to
.art seeing a doctor, midwife, or nurse
4. [ 49] Anemia .o pregnancy checkups? (LISTEN.)
(PROBE FCR MONTH. )
5. [ 8] Toxemia
month (2nd, 3rd, . . .%th)
6. [ 44] Bladder infection (O=as soon as she finds out
she 1s pregnant)
7. [ 3] Heart disease
[ 155] Don't know
|
34
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Appendix I
U.S. General Accounting Office Survey of

Recipients of Prenatal Care
27. wnat is the highest level of 28. This conpletes our interview with you.
education that you have had? Do you have any comments about the
(READ.) (CHECK ONE.) questions we are asxing or about the
study in general? (WRITE COMMENTS
1. [ 155] 1 ~ 8 grades BELOW OR ON BACK OF PAGE. SEE
PROTOOOL. FOR CODE. ) o
2. [ 410] same high school
3. [ 345] Graduated fram high school or NOTE: IF INTERVIEWEE ASKS FOR A COPY OF
G.E.D. THE REPCRT, PLEASE ASK FOR HER
NAME AND ADDRESS. WE WILL SEND
4. [ 211] Same college or technical school HER A COPY. (ENTER CODE.)
5. [ 29] Graduated from college
6. [ 7] No schooling
COMMENTS
Qs
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Appendix III

Patient Consent to Participate in GAO Study

Patient’s Name:

The United States General Accounting Office (GAO) is an independent
agency that helps the Congress understand how certain programs are
working. People from GAO are doing a study to determire the amount of
medical care receiv °d by pregnant women and to fizui out what expe-
riences pregnant women have had in getting pregnancy checiups before
giving birth.

GAO representatives have asked
(hospital name) to ask you if you will agree to participate i» this study.
There are two parts to the study:

1. During the first part of this study, GAO representatives will be asking
you questions about your experience in getting medical care before your
baby was born.

2. During the second part of this stndy, GAO representatives will review
your hospital and other medical records. They will be interested in how
many visits you had to a doctor or nurse before your baby was born, the
date uf your first visit and other factors that may have affected the
amount of prenatal care you received.

The representatives of ¢a0 will tell you more about why they would like
to have this information. They will also tell you their p'ans for keeping
the information private.

If you are willing to parcicipate in this study, you are requested to sign
this form. If you sign this form, you will be agreeing to two things-

1. To talk to GAO representatives about this study and answer some
questions for them.

2. To have your (hospital
name) and any doctor’s, County public health department’s, or cther
medical records reviewed by GAO to determine informaticn such as the
number of times you visited the doctor or nuirse before your baby was
born, the date of your first visit and other facto:s that may have
affected the amount of prenatal care you received.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to refuse to
answer any questions. If, at any time, you decide you do not want to tutk
10 the GAO representatives any more or you de not want them to see
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Pat.ent Consent to Participate in GAO Study

your medical records, they will stop upon your request. This will not
atfect your care and treatment in any way.

Your identity and that of your baby will be kept private—Gao will not
reveal your names to the public.

You should feel free to ask questions of the hospital staff or of the rep-
resentatives from GAO.

I hereby agree to participate in the study to be conducted by GAcC.

I hereby authorize {hospital
name) and my doctor, County health department or any other person
providing pregnancy checkups o allow my medical records be reviewed
by the General Accourting Office.

This dayof __,1986.

Witness Patient
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Appendix IV

Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Wornen, by Hospital

The following tables show the results of our interviews at each partici-
pating hospital with respect to the adequacy, timing, and number of pre-
natal visits obtained.

Adequacy of Pre-atal Care Received by Medicsid Recipients
and Uninsdrod Women, By Hospital (1986-87)
Prenatal care index?®
Inadequate Iatermed: ate Adequate
Percent Percert Percent Totai
Sizte/hospital No. of total No. of totel No. of total no.
Totat 230 19,88 496 42.87 431 37.25 1157
Alabama
Cooper Green 4 11.43 16 45. 7 15 42.86 35
Huntsville 8 42.11 6 3t.58 5 26,32 19
Baptist Medical Center 6 27.27 12 54,595 4 18,18 22
Vaughen Regione! Medical Center 4 8.89 30 66.67 11 24.44 45
Edge Memoriai 3 12,50 13 54,17 8 33.33 24
Caltifornia
Los Angeles County=USC Medical Center 58 29.74 90 46.15 47 24.10 195
Memorial Medical Center 3 17.65 2} 47.06 6 35.29 17
Kern Medical Center 12 30.77 15 38.46 12 30.77 39
Sutter Cammunity 2 7.6S B 42.31 13 50.00 26
£l Centro Coammunity 4 21.05 6 31.58 9 47.37 19
Ukiah Generai 1 5.56 & 44.44 9 50.00 I8
Georgia
Grady Memorial 24 28.92 37 44.58 22 26.51 83
Georgia Beptist Modical Center ! 8.33 4 33.33 7 58,33 12
Madical Cente- (Columbus) 5 19.23 12 46.15 9 34.67 26
Memoriai Med.cal Center 6 26.09 12 52.17 5 21.74 23
Sunter Reg' -2} 6 26.09 5 21.74 12 52.17 23
Glynn-Brunswick Memorial 5 20.83 14 58,33 5 20.83 24
11tinois
Cook Tounty 13 21,31 30 49.18 18 29.51 61
Ingalls Mamorial 2 50.00 2 50.00 B . 4
5t. Francis Medical Center 3 21.43 5 35.M 6 42.86 14
Mothodist Medica! Center . . . . 5 100.00 5
Rockford Mamorial 6 17.05 9 26.47 19 55.88 34
Memorial Hospital (Carbondale) 5 13.16 13 34,23 20 52.63 3y
Sara Bush Lincoin Health Center 1 5.88 7 41.18 9 52.94 17
Q Fage 97 9 R GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care
~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix IV
Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid
Reciplents and Uninsured Women,
by Hospital
Prenstal cary index?
Inadequate Iatermedi ate Adequate
Percent Percent Percant Total
Sfafg/hosglfal No. of total Koo of totai No. of total no.
Maine
Kennehec Yallev Madical Center 1 . 1 1.0 7 77.78 9
Eastern Maine Mesdical Center . . 4 40.00 6 60,00 10
Mussachusetts
Brighan and Amen's 2 S.7 12 34.29 2) 60.00 35
Boston City 3 18.75 8 50.00 5 31,25 16
New Tork
Har lem Hospital Center 15 34,88 19 44,19 9 20.93 43
Colunbia-Presbyter 1an Madical Center 7 17.07 23 5€.10 " 26,83 41
Crouse=-Irving Memoral . . 2 25.00 6 75.00 8
St. Josepn's 1 12.50 3 37.50 4 50.00 8
Cnildren's 5 31.2% 5 31.25 6 37.50 16
Senedictine . . 2 14.29 12 85. M 14
Auburn Memorial . . [ 37.50 10 62.50 16
west Vlrslﬂla
Char leston Ares Medical Center 8 21,05 17 44.74 13 34.21 38
Cabal | Huntlngton . . 6 24.00 19 76.00 25
Bluefleld Community 4 10.26 16 41,03 19 48.72 39
United Hospital Center 2 12,50 7 43,75 7 43,75 i6
3Each category includes pregnancies with self-reported medical complications. Specificaily, (nadequate
ncludes 50 such cases, intermediate includes 149 such cases, and adequate inciudes '74 such cases.
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Appendix IV
Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Hospital
Timing of Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid Recipls 'ts
and Uninsured Women, by Hospitsi (1986-87)
Trimester
First Second Third No cere Total
State/hospital N_o_ Percent No. Percent &._ Percent N_o‘ Percent No.
Total 522 45.12 479 41,40 126 10.89 30 2,59 1157
Alsbana
Cooper Green 16 45.71 16 45.7M 3 8.57 . . 35
Huntsville 6 31.58 6 31.58 5 26,32 2 10,53 19
Baptist Medical Center 5 22.73 15 68.18 1 4.55 ! 4..5 22
Yaughan Regionat Madicalt 18 40.00 24 53.33 3 6.67 . . 45
Center
Edge Mamorial 12 50.00 10 41,67 1 4.17 1 4.17 24
California
Los Angeles County= 66 33.85 88 45,13 30 15.38 B 5.64 195
USC Medical Center
Memorial Medical Center 6 35.29 9 52,94 . . 2 11,76 17
Kern Medical Center 14 35.90 18 46.15 5 12.82 2 5.13 39
Sutter Cammunity 14 53.85 10 38.46 2 7.69 . . 26
€1 Centro Commuriity 9 41.37 6 31.58 4 21.05 . . 19
Uk i sh Geners| 10 55.56 7 38.89 1 5.56 . . 8
Goorgie
Grady Memorial 34 40.96 36 43.37 113,25 2 2.4 83
Georgia Boptist Medical 8 66.67 3 25.00 1 8,33 . . 12
Center
Madical Center (Co'unbus) 9 34.62 15 57.69 1 3.85 1 3.85 26
Mamorial Medical Center 8 34.78 9 39.13 5 21.74 1 4.35 23
Sunter Regional 13 56,52 4 17.39 6 26.09 . . 23
Glynn-Brunswick Mamorial 6 25.00 15 62.50 1 4.7 2 8.33 24
Iltinols
Ccok County 23 371.70 29 47.54 9 14.75 . . 61
Ingalls Mamorial 1 25.00 2 50.00 1 25.00 . . 4
St. Francis Medical Center 9 64.29 3 21,43 2 14,2 . . 14
Methodist Medical Center 5 100.00 . . . . . . 5
Rockford Memoriat 20 58.82 9 26.47 5 14.7 . . 34
Mamorial Hospital 22 57.89 13 34.21 3 7.89 . . 38
(Carbondale)
Sers Bush Lincoln Hestth 11 64,7 5 29.41 1 5.88 . . 17
Center
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Prenstal Care Ohtained by Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women,
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Trimester
First Second Third No core Total
State/hospital No. Percunt  No. Porcent No. Percent No. Percent No.
Maine
Kennebec Yal ley Medical 7 77.78 Podtat 1 1n.n . . 9
Center
Eastern Maine Medical 8 80.00 2 20.00 . . . B 10
Center
Massachusatts
Brighan and wamen's 25 11,43 3 25.1 b 2.8 . . 35
Boston City 6 37.50 8 50.00 2 12,50 . . 16
New York
Har len Hospital Center 11 25.58 23 53.49 7 16.28 2 4.65 43
Columbia~Presbyterian 15 36,59 22 53.66 2 4.88 2 4.88 43
Madical Center
Crouse~Irving Mamorial 7 87.5. 1 12.50 . . . . 8
St. Joseph's 5 62,50 3 37.50 . . . . 8
Chitdren®s 6 37.50 7 43.75 2 12.50 1 6.25 16
Benedictine 12 85.M 2 14.29 . . . . 14
Auburn Memorial 1A 68.75 5 31.45 . . . . 16
West Virgmia
Cherleston Area Medical 15 39.47 13 47.37 5 13.16 . . 38
Center
Cabe!| Huntington 19 76.00 6 24.00 . . . . 25
Biluetield Cammunity 23 58.97 12 30.77 4 10.26 . . 39
Unlted Hospital Center 7 43,75 50,00 1 6.25 . . 16
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Appendix IV
Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Hospital
Table 1.3
Prenatal Vislts Made by Medicaid Recipient~ and
Uninsured Women, by Hospita! (1986-87)
No. and percent of visits®
0 1-4 5-8 9-12 13+ _ Total
State/hospital No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Perceat no. Mean Meanb
Total 30 2.59 144 12,45 277 23.94 376 32.50 330 25.52 1157 9.86 8.87
Alapama
Cooper Green . . 2 5.1 6 17.14 9 25.M 18 51.43 35 12,97 11.55
Huntsville 2 10.53 3 15.79 3 15.79 7 36.84 4 21.05 19 8.68 7.86
Baptist Medical
Conter 1 4.55 6 27.27 9 40.9 2 9.09 4 18.18 22 7.18 6.94
Yaughan Regional
Medical Center . . 2 4.44 17 37.78 17 37.78 9 20.00 45 9,73 9.53
Edge Memorial 1 4.17 i 4.17 10 41.67 10 41.67 2 8.33 24 8,58 7.20
Catlfornia
Los Angeles
County=-USC
Madical
Center 11 5.64 36 18.46 54 27.69 26 28.72 38 19.49 195 8.09 7.63
Hamorial Medicat
Center 2 11.76 2 11,76 2 11.76 7 41.18 4 2.53 17 9.06 9.00
Kern Madical
Center 2 5.13 8 20.51 7 17.95 7 17.95 15  38.46 39 5.92 7.88
Sutter Cammunity . . 1 3.85 9 34.62 10 38.46 6 23.08 26 9.96 10.19
£t Centro
Canmmunity . . > 15.19 1 5.26 4 21.05 1" 57.89 1913,00 12,75
Ukiah General . . 1 5.56 2 t.h1 2 11.11 13 72,22 8 14,33 13.1
Goorgla
Grady Memorial 2 2.4 18 21.69 25  30.12 24 28,92 14 16.87 83 7.88 7.28
Gaorgla Boptist
Modical Center . . . . 2 16.67 9 75.00 1 8.32 12 9.58 8.89
Madical Coenter
(Co lumbus) 1 3.85 4 15,38 2 7.69 1Al 42.31 8 30.77 26 9.81 9.36
Mamorial Medical
Center 1 4.35 3 13,04 8 34.78 10 43.48 ! 4.35 23 1.74 6.73
Sunter Roglonal . . 1 4.35% 7 30.43 4 172.39 11 47.83 23 11.96  10.19
Glynn=-Brunswick
Memorial 2 8.33 312,50 7 29.17 7 29.17 5 20.83 24 8.63 8.94
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Appendix IV

Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Hospital

N¢. and percent of visits?
0 1-4 5-8 9-12 13+ Tota!
State/hospital Ko,  Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent n~0. Meon Mﬁ
I1linols
Cook County . . 9 14,75 16 26.23 7 27.87 19 31.15 61 9.90 8.24
Ingalls Mamorial . . 2 50.00 2 50.00 . . . . 4 5.00 4.67
St. Francls Medical
Center . . 3 21.43 4 28.57 4  28.57 3 21.43 14 8.50 1.60
Method|st Medical
Center . . . . . . 2 40.00 3 60.00 5 12.40 12.00
Rockford Memorlal . . 3 8.82 7 20.59 132,35 '3 38.24 34 11.91 11.26
Memorial Hospital
(Carbondale) . . 3 7.89 8 21.05 14 36.84 13 34.21 38 10.84 9.00
Sara Bush Linco!n
Haalth Center . . 1 5.88 6 35.29 8 41.06 2 1.7 179,29 7.67
Malne
Kennebec Yalley
Medical Center . . . . . . 5 55.56 4 44.44 9 13,2z 12.00
Eastern Meine
Medical Center . . . . 4 40.00 2 20.00 4 40.00 10 10.80 11.17
Massachusatts
Brighan and
Wamen's . . 1 2.86 8 22.86 13 51.43 8 22.86 35 10.77 10.57
Boston City . . 3 18.75 5  31.25 6 37.50 2 12,50 16 8.44 9,00
New York
Har lem Hospital
Center 2 4.65 1 25.58 14 32.56 12 27.9 4 ¢ 30 43 6.95 5.75
Coiumbl =
Presbyterian
Medlical Center 2 4.88 H 7.32 5 12,20 24 58.54 7 17.07 4 9,93 9.79
Crouse=-irving
Nemor sy . . . 4 50.00 . . 4 50.00 8 12.63 8.07
St. Joseph's . . 12,50 1 12.50 4 50,00 2 25.00 8 1i.38 9.86
Childron's 1 6.25 4 25.00 . . 5  31.25 6 37.50 16 10.81 8.63
Benedictine . . . . 1 7.14 4 28.57 9 64.29 14 14.43 11.00
Auburn Memorial . . . . 1 6.25 5 31.25 10 62,50 1 13,25 11.63
Wost Vlrglnla
Chorleston Ares
Modical Center . . 4 10.53 6 15.79 10 26.32 18 47.37 38 11.84 9.35
Cabel| Huntlington . . . . . . 9  36.00 16 64.00 25 14.08 12.50
Bivefiold
Communi ty . . 1 2.56 1 28,2t 15 38.46 12 36.77 39 10.92 10.37
United Hospital
Center . . i 6.25 3 18.75 3 31.25 7 43.75 16 11.56 11.09
®Each range Includes pregnancios with self-reported medical camp,ications. Specifically, 1-4 Includes 28 such
cases, 5-8 Includes 63 such cases, 9-12 Inciudes 123 such coases, and }3+ includes 157 such cases.
bThis mesn was caiculated to exclude camplicated pregnancies because thls Is how the privately insured women's
mean was developed, and Including such pregnancles would Incresse the mean.
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Appendix IV

Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid
Recipients ani Uninsured Women,
by Hospital

Prenata!l Visits “ade by Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured wmen ¥ho Began Care

in First Trimester, by Hospital (1986-87)

No. and percent of visits®

1-4 5-8 9-12 13+ Total
State/hospital No. Percent No. Percent  No. Percent _‘Jg_ Percent no. Moan Mean®
Totais 23 4.41 8t 15.52 181 34.67 237 45.40 522 12.19 11,08
Alabmma
Coocer Green 1 6.25 1 6.25 3 18,75 11 68,75 16 15.38 14,30
Huntsviile . . 1 16.67 3  50.00 2 33.33 6 12.0011.20
Baptist Megical Center 1 20.00 . . 1 20.00 3 60,00 5 10.80 10.25
Vaughan Regional
Medical Center . . 7  38.89 5 27.78 6 33.23 13 10,56 10.36
Edge Memoriai . . 4 33,33 7 £8.33 1 8.33 12 9.8 7.40
California
Los Angeies County~=
USC Madical Center 6 9.09 14 23.21 25  37.88 21 31.82 66 10,29 10.28
Mmortal Msdical Center . . . . 4 66.67 2 33.33 S 11.83 1.00
Kern Modical Cernter 1 7.14 1 7.14 1 7.14 " 78.57 14 14,79 13,11
Sutter Cammunity . . 3 21,43 6  42.86 5 35.71 14 11,79 12,22
El Centro Community . . . . 1 1.1 8 88,89 9 17.3315,33
Ukiah Generat . . | 10.00 . . 9 90.00 10 16,50 16,00
Georgia
Grady Memorial 4 11,76 9 26.47 10 29.41 H 32,35 34 10.C9 9.65
Georgia Baptist Medicai
Conter . . 1 12.% -] 75.00 1 12,50 8 10,00 9.17
Medicai Center (Coiumbus) . . . . 3 33.33 6  66.67 9 12.89 12.71
Memorial Msdical Center . . 4 50.00 3 37.50 1 12,50 8 9.0 9.80
Sunter Regional . . ! 7.69 2 15.38 10 76.92 13 15,23 13.7%
Glynn=-Brunswick Mamorial . . V16,67 . . 5 83.33 6 14.33 13,60
if1linois
Cook County ! 4.35 4 17,35 8 34.78 10 43.4¢ 23 11.83 9.93
ingalls Mmmorial . . 1 100.00 . . . . 1 7.00 7.00
St. Francis Medical Canter 1 1.1 2 22.22 4 44,44 2 22,22 9 9.22 8.00
Methodist Madgical Center . . . . 2 40.00 3 60.00 5 12.40 12,00
Rockford Memorial 1 5.00 3 15.00 6 30.00 10 50.00 20 13.30 13,25
Memor®a. Hospital
(Carbondale) . . 3 13.04 8 36.3 11 50.00 22 13,05 11,00
Sera Bush Lincoin Healty
Center . . 2 18.18 7 63.64 2 18.18 11 10,91 3.€0
- \ ]
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Appendix IV
Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicald
Recipients and Uninsured Women,

by Hospital
No. and percent of visits®
1-4 5-8 9-12 134 Total
S1ate/hospital No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no. Maan Maan®
Maine
Kennebec Yalley Medical
Center . . . . 3 42.86 4 57.14 7 14.00 13.00
Eastern Meine Medical
Center . . 2 25.00 2 25.00 4 50.00 8 11.75 11.80
Mossachusetts
8righan and Women's . . 5 20.00 14 56,00 6 24.00 25 11.36 11.12
Boston City . . 1 16.67 3 50.00 2 33.33 6 11.50 11.50
New York
Her lem Hospital Cenler 1 9.9 | 9.09 5 45.45 4  16.36 11 10.55 9.80
Columbi a-Presbyterian
Madicet Center 3 20,00 1 6.67 9 60.00 2 13.33 15 9.80 9.46
Crouse~Irving Memorial . . 3 42.86 . . 4 57.14 7 13.29 8.00
St. Joseph's I 20.00 . . 3 60.00 1 20.00 5 11.80 9.25
Benadictine . . . . 2 33.33 4  66.67 6 15.67 13.00
Chiidren's . . . . 4  33.33 8 ©6.67 12 15.08 12.50
Auburn Mmoriel . . 1 9.09 2 18.18 8 72.73 113,55 11.50
west Virginia
Cherleston Ares Medicel
Coenter 2 13.33 . . 3 20.9%0 10 65.67 15 13.73 9.20
Cebell Huntington . . . . 5 26.32 14 73.68 19 14.74 13.09
Bluefieid Canmunity - . 4 17.39 10 43.48 9  39.13 23 12.09 11.17
Unlited Hospital Center . . . . 114,29 6 857 7 14.4314.20
®Each roenge includes pregrencies with self-reported medical canplications. Specifically, 1-4 includes 6 such
ceses, 5-8 includes 18 such cases, 9-12 includes 50 such ceses. and 13+ includes 116 such cases.
DThis mean was calculoted to exclude comp | icated pregnancies because this is how the privately insured women's
mean was developed, and including such pregnancies would increase the mean.
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Appendix V

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtairied by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women, by
Selected Demographics

As shown in table V.1, the adequacy of the prenatal care obtained by
Medicaid recipients and uninsured women varied by such factors as age,
race, and location, but serious problems of insufficient care existed in
each group. Women were most likely to obtain insufficient prenatal care
if they were uninsured, poorly educated, black or Hispanic, teen-agers,
or from the largest urban areas.
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Appendix V

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by

Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Adequacy or Prenatal Care Obtained by Medicaid Recipients

and Umnsured Women, by Selected Demographics (1986-87)

Demographac

factor

Totals

Insurance status

Medicaid
Uninsured

Community type

Largest urban
Other urban
Raral

Maternal age

17 and under
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35 amd over

Race

white
Black
Hispanic
Other

Education

0-8 grades

Scame high school

Sraduated hagh
school

College

Place of most care

Hospital clinic
Local health dept.
Doctor 's of fice
Midwife service
Combination/other

Birth weight
Not low (over

2500 grams)
Very low or low

3gach categorv includes pregnancies with self-reported medical complications.

Institute of Medicine (Kessner) classificationd

Inadequate Intermediate Adequate Total
No.  Percent No.  Percent No. Percent no.
230 20 496 43 431 37 1157

93 15 264 44 248 41 605
137 25 232 42 183 33 552
128 25 233 46 146 29 507

66 19 135 39 147 42 348

36 12 128 42 138 46 302

29 24 7 47 35 29 121

37 21 84 47 59 33 180

79 18 182 42 B2 40 432

49 19 114 45 93 36 256

24 20 38 32 56 47 118

12 24 21 42 17 34 50

53 13 153 36 215 51 421
88 23 183 47 115 30 386
87 26 151 45 95 29 333

2 12 9 53 6 35 17

44 27 75 46 43 27 162
95 23 178 43 137 33 410
54 16 153 44 138 40 345
37 15 90 38 113 47 240
50 17 129 45 110 38 289
67 17 190 48 138 35 395
58 16 146 41 153 43 357

. . 4 80 1 20 5

25 31 27 33 29 36 81
193 19 438 43 393 38 1024

37 28 58 44 38 29 133

Specifically, inadequate includes 50 such cases, intermediate includes 149 such
cases, and adequate includes 174 such cases.
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Appendix VI

Timing of First Visit by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women, by Selected Demographics

As shown in table V1.1, the percentage of women who started their pre-
natal care in their first, secord, or third trimester, or wiio received no
care, varied by such factors as age, race, and location, but problems
existed in each group. Women were most likely to begin prenatal care
late or receive no care if they lived in the largest urban areas. were 17
years ola or under or 35 years old or over, were black or Hispanic, had
an eighth-grade or lower education, obtained their care at the local
health department, or were uninsued.
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Appendix VI

Timing of First Visit by Medicaid Reciplents
and Uninsured Womer, by

Selected Demograg-hics

Table Vi.l:
Timling of First Visit by Medicald Reciplents
and Uninsured Women, by Selected Demographics (1966-87)
Trimestor®
First Second _ Trird No care® Total
D-gtghlc foctor No.  Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No.
Totals 522 45 479 41 126 " 30 3 157
Insurance stotus
Medicald 30 30 244 40 54 9 6 1 60%
! Unlnsured 2 w0 238 3 72 13 24 ‘ 552
Community typo
Largest urban 195 38 229 45 64 13 19 4 507
Other urban 166 48 138 40 36 10 8 2 348
Rural 161 33 "2 37 26 9 3 1 302
Maternal age
17 and under 43 36 58 48 16 13 4 3 21
18=19 69 18 87 48 20 1 4 2 180
20-24 212 49 168 39 41 9 " 3 432
25-29 ns 45 107 42 30 12 4 2 256
30=34 65 55 35 30 13 n 5 4 18
35 and over 18 36 rid 48 6 12 2 4 50
Race
white 238 57 143 34 34 8 6 1 21
8lack 154 4 m 46 45 12 10 386
Hispaalc 121 36 152 46 46 14 14 4 333
Other 9 33 7 41 1 6 . . 17
Educetion
0-8 grades 60 37 73 45 2% 13 4 162
Same M Jh school 169 41 176 43 31 12 14 3 410
Gradua*ed high schoo: 168 49 141 41 28 8 8 ’ 345
College 125 52 39 37 22 9 4 240
Plece of aost prenatsl
care
Hospltal clinlc 13 45 127 4" 32 1" . . 289
Local hoalth cept. 163 4, 184 47 48 12 . . 395
Doctor's oftice 188 53 136 38 33 9 . . 357
Midwlfe service 1 20 4 80 . . . . 5
Comdinstion/other 40 49 28 35 13 16 . . b1
8irth velignt
Not low (over 2500 gross) 468 46 417 41 s 11 24 2 1024
Yery low or iow 54 41 62 47 n 8 6 5 133
(2500 grems or less)
SEach range (ncludes pregnancioes with seif-reported medical camplications. Specifically, first trimester
Includes 190 such cases, second trimester Inciudes 137 such cases, third trimes . InCludes 34 such cases,
and no care InCludes 2 such cases.
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Appendix VII

Number of Prenatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics

As shown in tables VII.1-VIL5, the percentage of women who obtained
differing numbers of prenatal visits or no care varied by such ractors as
age, race, length of the pregnancy, and location, and problems existed in
each group. Women who were most likely to have four or fewer visits
were uninsured, from the largest urban areas, teenagers, black or His-
panic, or had an eighth grade or lower education.

2
et
O

Q Page 109 “ GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Appendix VII
Number of Prenatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics

Tanle VII.1:
Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Selected Deographics (1986-87)
No. and percent of women by range of visitgd
0 14 5-8 9~12 13+ Total
Demographic factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percemt No. Percent no. Mean tean®
Totals 30 3 144 12 277 24 376 32 330 29 1157 10 9
Insurance status
Medi caid 6 1 62 10 153 25 197 33 187 31 605 10 9
Uninsured 24 4 82 15 324 22 179 32 143 26 552 9 8
Comumity type
Largest urban 19 4 85 17 133 26 173 34 97 19 507 9 8
Other urben 8 2 42 12 70 20 103 30 125 36 248 11 9
Rural 3 1 17 6 74 25 100 33 108 36 302 11 10
Matermal age
17 amd under 4 3 17 14 28 23 40 33 32 26 121 9 9
18~-19 4 2 27 15 41 23 59 33 49 27 180 10 9
20~24 11 3 49 11 104 24 142 33 126 29 432 10 9
25-29 4 2 36 14 65 25 73 29 78 30 256 10 9
30-34 5 4 9 8 30 25 45 38 29 25 118 10 9
35 ard over 2 4 [ 12 9 18 17 34 16 32 S0 10 9
Race
white 6 1 25 6 73 17 154 37 163 39 421 11 10
Black 10 3 62 16 117 30 111 29 66 22 386 9 8
Hispanic 14 4 55 17 81 24 106 32 77 23 333 9 8
Other . . 2 12 6 35 S 29 ¢ 24 17 9 9
Educet ion
0-8 grades 4 2 28 17 49 30 46 28 35 22 162 9 8
Same hagh scheol 14 3 59 14 99 24 126 31 112 27 410 10 8
Graduated high
school 8 2 37 11 80 23 110 32 110 32 345 10 9
College 4 2 20 8 49 20 94 39 73 30 240 11 9
Place of most care
Hospital clinic . . 33 11 0 22 100 35 93 32 289 J1 9
Local health dept. . . 47 12 1 26 127 32 120 30 395 10 9
Doctor's office . . 42 12 96 27 123 34 96 27 357 10 9
Midwife eervice . . . . 3 60 1 20 1 20 S 10 7
Conbinat 10n/other . . 22 27 14 17 25 31 20 25 81 9 8
Burth weight
Not low (over 2500
grans) 24 2 114 11 231 23 345 34 2 30 1024 10 9
Very low or low 6 S 30 23 46 35 31 23 20 15 133 8 6
3Each range includes pregnancies with sel f-reported medical complications. Specifically. no visits includes 2 such
cases, 1-4 includes 28 such cases, 5-8 includes 63 such cases, 9-12 includes 123 such cases, and 13+ 1~ludes 157
such cases.
bhis mean was calculated to exclude conplicated pregnancies because this 1s how the privately insured womern's mean
wag developed. and excluding such pregnancies decreases the mean.
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Appendix VI
Number of Prenatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics

|
|
|
|
\
|
|
Table VII.2:
Prenatal Vigits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and minsure Women Who Began Care in the First
Trunester, by Selected Demographics (1986-87)
No. and yercent of women by range of vasits®
1-4 5-8 9-12 13+ Total
Detrographic factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percemt No. Percent no. Mean Mear®
Totals 23 4 81 16 181 35 237 45 522 12 11
Insurance status
Medicaid 11 4 S0 17 99 33 141 47 301 12 11
Uransured 12 S 31 14 82 37 96 43 221 12 11
Community type
Largest urban 15 8 37 19 84 43 59 30 195 11 10
Other urban 8 S 20 12 47 28 91 55 166 13 12
Rural . . 24 15 50 31 87 54 161 13 12
Maternal age
17 and under 1 2 9 21 14 33 19 44 43 12 11
18-19 3 4 10 14 26 38 30 42 €9 12 11
20-24 11 S 34 16 71 33 96 45 212 12 11
25-29 S 4 17 15 34 30 59 S1 115 13 12
30~-34 2 3 11 17 28 43 24 37 65 12 12
35 and cver 1 6 . . 8 44 9 S0 18 13 13
Race
White 7 2 23 10 33 35 125 53 238 13 12
Biack 8 S 36 23 47 31 63 41 154 11 11
Hienanic 7 ] 20 17 48 40 46 38 121 12 11
vther * 11 2 22 3 33 3 33 9 10 11
Education
0-8 grades ] 10 11 18 20 33 23 38 60 11 10
Some high scrool 8 ] 28 17 56 33 77 46 169 12 11
Graduated high school ] a4 29 17 52 31 81 48 168 12 11
College 3 2 13 10 53 42 56 45 125 13 11
Place of most care
Hospital climic 6 S 15 12 49 38 60 46 130 1 11
Local health dept. 3 2 25 15 S0 31 85 52 163 13 12
Doctor's office 7 4 37 20 68 36 76 40 188 12 11
Midwife service . . . . . . 1 100 1 2 .
Conbination/other 7 17 4 10 14 35 15 38 40 11 10 |
Birth weight |
Not low (over 2500 grams) 17 4 58 12 167 36 226 48 468 13 11
Very low or low ] 11 23 43 14 26 11 20 54 9 7
3ach range 1ncluder preguancies with self-reported medical Cconplications. Specifically, 1=4 includes 6 such
cases, 5-8 includes 18 such cases, 9-12 i1ncludes SO such cases, and 13+ includes 116 such cases.
bhis mean was calculated to exciude ooplicated pregnancies because this is how the privately insured wumen's
mean was developed, and including such Pregnancies increases the mean.
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Appendix VII
Number of Prenatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics

Demoqraphic factor
Totals

Insurance status

Medicaid
Uninsured

Qormunity type

Largest urban
Other urban
Rural

Maternal age

17 and under
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35 ard over

Race

White
Black
Hispanic
Other
Education

0~-8 grades

Same high school

Graduated high
school

Oollege

Place of care

Hospital clinic
Local health dept.
Doctor's office
Midvife service
Conbination/other

Birth weight

Not low (over 2500

grams)
Very low or low

Table VII.3:

Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women With

Pregnancies of 3638 Weeks (1986-87)

No. and percent of
14

wamen by range of visits?
8

9-12

[

N

.55

.77
.23

.19

®:

2.35

Percent No.

16
24

12
13

32
8

13.
17.

18.
11,
14,

13.
26.
.09
24,
.45

19.
17.

15
17

18
59

33
67

53

.14
20.
18.
28,

25
18
57

51
35

.86

.28
.11

.33

02
78

71

37
34

20
17

10
27
15

17
31
21

10
30

19
12

16
30
22

53
18

fo.

27.52 82 31.78
31.62 37 31.62
24.11 45 31.91
25.76 47 35.61
28.99 19 27.54
29.82 16 28,07
30.00 9 30.00
22.22 14 31.11
30.68 29 32,95
28.30 12 22.64
25.81 16 51,61
18.18 2 18.18
20.24 28  33.33
39.24 20 25,32
23.86 32 36.36
28,57 2 28,57
24,39 14 34.15
30.61 29 29.59
25.68 23 31.08
26,67 16 35.56
28,07 16 28.07
29.41 35 34.3
28,95 25 32.89
66.67 1 33.33

6.67 5 33.33
24.88 73 34.27
40.00 9 20.00

2Each range includes pregnancies with self-reported medical complications.

Specifically, 1-4 includes 2 such cases,,
5-8 includes 14 such cases, 9-12 includes 34 such cases, and 13+ includes 38 such cases.

Percent No. Percent

60

26
34

24
20
16

—N
EN o IS N ]

32
12
15

19
13

18
25
16

50
10

Total
no.

258

117
141

i32
69
57

30
45

53
31
11

41
98

74
45

57
102
76

15

213
45

[

9.14

.46
8.87

S
2Ry

Somwsw
8884

11,12

8.11
8.27
7.71

8.63
8.95

9.05

10.13

10.09

9.47
9.21
8.00
6.13

9.25
8.58

® =~ OO
(o)
W

8.24

8.39

8.16
8.52

8.00

7.99
6.0

brhis mean was calculated to exclude complicated pregnancies because this is how the pravately insured women's mean
was developed, and including such pregnancies would increase the mean.
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Appendix VII
Number of Prenatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics

Domographic factor
Totals

Insurance status

Medicaid
Uninsured

Community type

Largest urban
Other urban
Rural

Maternal age

17 and under
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35 and over

HRace

White
Black
Hispanic
Other

Education

0-8 grades
Scme high school

Graduated high school

College
Place of care

Hospital clinic
Local health dept.
Doctor's office
Midwife service
Combination/other

Birth weight

Not 1w (over 2500
grams)
Very low or low

3gach range includes pregnancles with self-reported medical conplications. Specifically, 1-4 inclides 7 such cases,

Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients

Table VII.4:

and Uninsured Women With Pregnancies of 39-40 Weeks (1986-87)

No. and percent of women by range of vigits?

0 14 5-8 9-12 13+ Total
No. Percent No. Percemt No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
13 2.33 53 9.50 129 23.12 202 36.20 161 28.85 558
3 1.01 10 5.39 71 23.91 110 37.04 97  32.66 297
10 3.83 37 14.18 58 22 22 92  35.25 64  24.52 261
6 2.56 31 13.25 69 29.49 86 36.75 42 17.95 234
5 2.96 17 10.06 23 13.61 54 31.95 70 41.42 169
2 1.29 5 3.23 37 23.87 62  40.00 49 3l.6l 155
3 5.77 6 11.54 9 17.31 20 38.46 14 26.92 52
. . 9 10.71 18  21.43 32 36.10 25 29.76 &
6 2.76 22 10.14 53 24.42 71 32.72 65 29.95 217
2 1.49 11 8.21 37 27.61 47 35.07 37  27.61 134
2 4.0 3 6.00 9 18.00 22 44.00 14 28.00 50
. . 2 9.52 3 14.29 10 47.62 6 28,57 21
3 1.46 8 3.88 34 16.50 87 42.23 74 35.92 206
5 2.92 19 11.11 48  28.07 55 32.16 44  25.73 171
5 2.87 26 14.94 44  25.29 58 33.33 41 23.56 174
. . . . 3 42.86 2 28.57 2 28,57 7
. . 11 14.47 23 30.26 27  35.53 15 19.74 76
7 3.60 20 10.87 45  24.46 58 31.52 54 29.35 184
2 1.14 12 6.82 40  22.73 62 35.23 60 34.09 176
4 3.28 10 8.20 21 17.21 55 45.08 32 26.23 122
. 14 3.79 30 20.98 57  39.86 42 29.37 143
. 20 10.93 46  25.14 63 34.43 54 29.51 183
. 14 7.87 41 23.03 67 37.64 56 31.46 178
. . . . o . 1 100.00 1
5 12.50 12 30.00 15 37.50 8 20.00 40
12 2.21 53 9.74 126  23.16 196  36.03 157 28.86 544
1 7.14 . 3 21.43 6 42.86 4 28,57 14

5-8 includes 26 such cases, 9-12 includes 60 such cases, ard 13+ includes 67 such cases.

binis mean was calculated to exclude complicated pregnancies because this 1s how the privately insured women's mean

was developed, ard including such pregnancies would increase the mean.

10.17 9.26

10.82 10.13
9.42 8.43

8.74 8.33
11,28 9.73
11.10 10.36

9.62 9.2
10.62 9.5
10.05 9.1
10.17 9.1
10.36 9.7
10.52 9

11.33 10.16
9.66 8.86
9.31 8.73
9.71 9.17

8.89 8
9.91 8.
10.86 9
10.35 9

10.65 9.65
10.13 9.20
16.72 9.98
20.00

9.25 9.46

10.16 9.25
10.43 9.60
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Appendix VII

Number of Preaatal Visits, by
Selected Demographics
Table VII.S:
Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Wamen With
Pregnancies of 41—43 Weeks (1986-87)
No. and percent of women by range of visits?
0 14 5-8 9-12 13+ Total
Derographic_factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no. Mean Meand
Totals 5 2.02 22 8.91 49 19.84 71 28.74 100 40.49 247 11.20 10.14
Insurance status
Medicaid 1 0.70 11 7.75 30 21.13 43 30.28 57 40.14 142 11.45 10.35
Unainsvred 4 3.81 11 10.48 19 18.10 28 26.67 43 40.95 105 10.86 9.88
Community type
largest urban 5 4.95 16 15.84 20 19.80 32 31.68 28 27.72 101 9.49 8.49
Cther urban . . 4 5.63 14 19.72 21 29.58 32 45.07 71 12.28 11.48
Rural . 2 2.67 15 20.00 18 24.00 40 53.33 75 12.48 11.12
Maternal age
17 and under . . 2 8.00 6 24.00 7 28.00 10 40.00 25 11.20 10.06
18-19 1 2.94 1 2.94 7 20.59 10 29.41 15 44.12 34 11.65 10.86
20-24 3 3.13 8 8.33 16 16.67 33 34.38 36 37.50 96 10.99 9.59
25-29 . . 7 12.50 11 19.64 12 21.43 26 46.43 56 11.82 10.97
30-34 1 4.17 3 12.50 6 25.00 5 20.83 9 37.50 24 10.33 8.71
35 and over . . 1 8.33 3 25.00 4 33.33 4 33.33 12 10.42 11.00
Race
White 1 1.00 6 6.00 9 9.00 28 28.00 56 56.00 100 12.93 11.71
Black 2 2.20 8 8.79 26 28.57 31 34.07 24 26.37 91 9.90 9.21
Hispanic 2 3.77 8 15.09 13 24.53 11 20.75 19 35.85 53 10.15 9.10
Other . . . . 1 33.33 1 33.33 1 33.33 3 11.33 12.7%
Education
0-8 grades 1 2.78 6 16.67 14 38.89 3 8.33 12 33.33 36 9.31 8.08
Scme high school 3 3.45 9 10.34 15 17.24 28 32.18 32 36.78 87 10.82 9.59
Graduated high
school 1 1.43 6 8.57 11 15.71 22 31.43 30 42.86 70 11.57 11.04
College . . 1 1.85 9 16.67 18  33.33 2 48.15 54 12.59 11.47
Place of care
Hospatal clanic . . 4 6.06 10 15.15 21 31.82 31 46.97 66 12.73 11.43
Local health depth . . 8 9.41 19 22.35 22 25.88 36  42.35 85 11.01 10.43
Doctor's office . . 7 9.33 20 26.67 25 33.33 23 30.67 75 10.56 9.87
Combination/other 3 18.75 . . 3 18.75 10 62.50 16 12.38 10.00
Birth weight
Nt low (over 2500
grams) 5 2.03 22 8.94 49  19.92 71 28.86 99  40.24 246 11.17 10.14
Very low or low . . . . . . . 1 100.00 1 19.00
2Each range includes pregnancies with szlf-reported medical complications. Specificall’, 1-4 1ucludes 5 such cases,
5-8 includes 10 such cases, 9~12 includes 18 such cases, and 13+ 1includes 45 such cases.
Prmis mean was calculated to exclude oonplicated pregiancies because this 1s how the privately insured women's .nean
was developed, and including such pregnancies would increase the mean.
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Wornen, by
Selected Demographics

The following tables provide ‘‘double demographics” on the 1,157
women interviewed. For example, table VIII.1, profiles the care obtained
by the 605 Medicaid recipients interviewed by community, maternal age,
race, education, place of care, and birth weight.

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid
Recipients, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequatead Intermdiated Adequate?d Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Trtals 93 15.37 264 43.64 248 40.99 605
Community type
Largest urban 42 21.32 94 47.72 61 30.96 197
Other urban 30 15,15 81 40,91 87 43,94 198
Rural 21 10.00 89 42,38 100 47.62 210
Maternal age
17 and under 11 19.64 28 50.00 17 30.36 56
18-19 13 13.13 51 51.52 35 35,35 99
20-24 35 14,83 95 40,25 106 44,92 236
25-29 24 17.52 60 43.80 53 38.69 137
30-34 6 10.17 21 35.59 32 54,24 59
35 and over 4 22.22 9 50.00 5 27.78 18
Race
White 25 10.37 81 33,61 135 56.02 241
Black 55 20.83 130 49.24 79 29,92 264
Hispanic 11 12.22 46 51.11 33 36.67 90
Other 2 20,00 7 70.00 1 10.00 10
Education
0--8 grades 6 18.75 16 50.00 10 31.25 32
Some high school 50 20.49 110 45,08 84 34.43 244
Graduated high school 24 11,88 90 44,55 88 43.56 202
College 13 10.24 48 37.80 66 51.97 127
Place of care
Hospital clinic 24 13.95 79 45,93 69 40.12 172
Local health dept. 17 12,23 63 45,32 59 42,45 139
Doctor’s office 28 11.81 106 44.73 103 43,46 237
Midwife service . . 1 50.00 1 50.00 2
Combination/other 18 36.73 15 30.61 16 32.65 49
Birth vei ght
Not low (over 2500 grams) 74 13.86 234 43,82 226 42,32 534
Very low or low 19 26.76 30 42.25 22 30.99 71

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical complications.

Specifically, inadequate includes 29 such cases, intermediate includes 85 such cases,
and adequate includes 116 such cases,

b
U
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Demographic
factor

Totals

Community type

Largest urban
Other urban
Rural

Maternal age

17 and under
18-19
20~-24
25-29
30~ 34
35 and over

Race

White

Black
Hispanic
Other

Education

0-8 grades

Some high school
Graduated high school
College

Place of care

Hospital clinic

Local heelth dept.
Dec ¢’s office
Midwife ¢ >rvice
Combinat.on/other

Birth wei-hnt

Table VIII.2:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Uninsured

Women, by Demographics (1986-87)

Not low (over 2500 grams) 119

Very low or low

Inadequated Interrediated Adequate?
Ho. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

137 24,82 232 42,03 183 33.15
86 27.74 139 44,84 85 27.42
36 24,00 54 36.00 60 40.00
15 16.30 39 42439 38 41.30
18 27.69 29 44.62 18 27.69
24 29.63 33 40,74 24 29.63
44 22.45 87 44,39 65 33.16
25 21.01 S4 45.38 40 33.61
18 30.51 17 28.81 24 40.68
8 25.00 12 37.50 12 37.50
28 15.56 72 40.00 80 44,44
33 27.05 53 43.44 36 29,51
76 31.28 105 43,21 62 25.51
2 28.57 5 71.43
38 29.23 59 45.38 33 25.38
45 27.11 68 40.96 53 31.93
30 20.98 63 44.06 50 34.97
24 21.24 42 37.17 47 41.59
26 22,22 50 42.74 41 35.04
50 19.53 127 49,61 79 30.86
30 25.00 40 33,33 50 41.67
. . 3 100.00 . .
7 21.88 12 37.50 13 40.63
24.29 204 41.63 167 34.08

18 29.03 28 45.16 16 25.81

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical complications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 21 such cases, intermediate includes 64 such cases,
and adequate includes 58 such cases.

Total
no.

552

310

150
92

65
81
196
119
59
32

180

122
243

130
166
143
113

117

256
120

32

490
62

O
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Appendix VIR

Adequcry of Prenawal Care Obtained by
Medicuid Recipicuts and Untiusurcd Women,
by Selected Demugraphics

Table VIII.3:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipients and

] W Larg L Areas,8 by Demographics (1986-87)
Demographic Inadequated Interrediate® Adequate? Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. _Percent L.
Totals 128 25.25 233 45.96 146 28.80 507

Insurance status

Medicaid 42 21.32 94 47.72 61 30.96 197
Uninsured 86 27.74 139 44.84 85 27.42 310

Maternal age

17 and under 13 26.00 25 50.09 12 24.00 50
18-19 17 25.00 33 48.53 18 26.47 68
20-24 42 24.14 86 49.43 46 26.44 174
25-29 30 23.81 64 50.79 32 25.40 126
30-34 18 28.13 17 26.56 29 45.31 64
35 and over 8 32.00 8 32.00 9 36.00 25
Race
White 11 21.00 23 41.82 21 38.18 55
Black 41 25.31 72 vb4.b4 49 30.25 162
Hispanic 76 26.76 135 47.%4 73 25.70 284
Other . . 3 50.00 3 50.00 6
Education
0-8 grades 36 29.51 59 48.36 27 22.13 122
*  Some high school 46 28.22 74 45.40 43 26.38 163
Graduated high school 26 20.97 59 47.58 39 31.45 124
College 20 20. 41 41 41.84 37 37.76 98

Place of care

Hospital clinic 42 22.70 86 46.49 57 30.81 185
Local health dept. 44 19.73 113 50.67 66 29.60 223
Doctor’s office 17 31.48 20 37.04 17 31.48 54
Midwife service . . 4 8C.00 1 20.00 5
Combination/other 6 28.57 10 47.62 5 23.81 21
3irth weight
Not low (over 2500 grams) 112 24.78 203 44.91 137 30.31 452
Very low or low 16 29.09 30 54.55 9 16.36 55

3Each category includes pregnancies with self-reported medical comp lications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 26 such cases, intermediate includes 71 such cases,
and adequate includes 45 such cases.
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Appendix VIII -
Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Table VIII.4:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsnured Women in Other Urban Areas,® by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Incermediated Adequate?d Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Totals 66 18.97 135 38.79 147 42.24 348

Ingurance status

Medicaid 30 15.15 81 40.91 87 43.94 198
Uninsured 36 24,00 54 36.00 60 40.00 150

Materngl age

17 and under 11 31.43 16 45,71 8 22.86 35
18-19 12 21.05 29 50.88 16 28.07 57
20-24 27 18.75 48 33.33 69 47.92 144
25-29 11 17.19 21 32.81 32 50.00 64
30-34 4 11.11 15 41,67 17 47.22 36
35 and over 1 8.33 6 50.00 5 41,67 12
Race
White 30 15.54 67 34.72 96 49,74 193
Black 27 22.69 54 45,38 38 31.93 119
Hispanic 8 28.57 9 32.14 11 39.29 28
Other 1 12.50 5 62.50 2 25.00 8
Education
0-8 grades 6  23.08 8  30.77 12 46.15 26
Some high school 31 25.00 50 40.32 43 34.68 124
Graduated high school 15 13.04 51 44 35 49 42.61 115
College 14 16.87 26 31.33 43 51.81 83

Place of most care

Hospital clinic 8 9.30 34 39.53 44 51.16 86

Local h’ ,1th dept. 10 10. 42 47 48,96 39 40.63 96

Doctor‘s office 28 21.21 49 37.12 55 41.67 132

Combination/other 12 46.15 5 19.23 9 34.62 26
Birth weight

Not low (over 2500 grams) 50 16.89 117 39.53 129 43.58 296

Very low or low 16 30.77 18 34.62 18 34.62 52

8Each category includes pregnancies with self-reported medical complications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 14 such cases, intermediate includes 48 such cases,
and adequate includes 63 such cases.

Page 118 GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care

(SN
ot
)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Table VIII.5:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women
in Rural Areas, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Intermediated Adequate? Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Totals 36 11.92 128 42.38 138 45.70 302

Insurance status

Medicaid 21 13.00 89 42,38 100 47.62 210
Uninsured 15 16.30 39 42,39 38 41.30 92

Maternal age

17 and under 5 13.89 16 44,44 15 41,67 36
18-19 8 14,55 22 40,00 25 45,45 55
20-24 10 8,77 48 42.11 56 49,12 114
25-29 8 12.12 29 43.94 29 43,94 66
30-34 2 11.11 6 33.33 10 55.56 18
35 and over 3 23.08 7 53.85 3 23.08 13
Race
White 12 6.94 63 36.42 98 56.65 173
Black 20 19.05 57 54.29 28 26.67 105
Hispanic 3 14,29 7 33.33 11 52.38 21
Other 1 33.33 1 33,53 1 33.33 3
Education
0-8 grades 2 14,29 8 57.14 4 28,57 14
Some high school 18 14.63 54 43,90 51 41,46 123
Graduated high school 13 12.26 43 40,57 50 47.17 106
College 3 5.08 23 38,98 33 55.93 59
Place of most care
Hospital clinic . . 9 50.00 9 50.00 18
Local health dept. 13 17.11 30 39.47 33 43,42 76
Doctor’s office 13 7.60 77 45,03 81 47.37 171
Coubination/other 7 20.59 12 35.29 15 464,12 34
Birth weight
Not low {(c.er 2500 grams) 31 11.23 118 42.75 127 46.01 276
Very low or low 5 19,23 10 38.46 11 42,31 26

8Each category includes pregnancies with self ~reported medical complications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 10 such cases, intermediate includes 30 such cases,
and adequate includes 66 such cases.
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Appendix VIl

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demograghics

Table VIII.6:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for White Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Intermdiated Adequated Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Totals 53 12.59 153 36.34 215 51.07 421

Insurance status

Medicaid 25 10.37 81 33.61 135 56.02 241

Uninsured 28 15.56 72 40,00 80 4b. b4 180
Community type

Largest urban 11 20.00 23 41,82 21 38.18 55

Other urban 30 15. 54 67 34.72 96 49,74 192

Rural 12 6.94 63 36.42 98 56.65 173

Maternal age

17 and under 6 13.95 19 44,19 18 41.86 43
18-19 9 12.16 35 47.30 30 40,54 74
20-24 21 12.14 58 33.53 94 54.34 173
25-29 8 9.41 29 34.12 48 56.47 85
30-34 S 17.24 7 24.14 17 58.62 29
35 and over 4 23.53 5 29. 41 8 47.06 17
Education
0-8 grades 2 8.70 12 52.17 9 39.13 23
Some high school 26 16.15 62 38.51 73 45.34 161
Graduated high school 15 10.87 53 38.41 70 50.72 138
College 10 10.10 26 26.26 63 63. 64 99
Place of most care
Hospital clinic 9 9.18 39 39.80 50 51.02 98
Local health dept. 7 7.29 38 39.58 51 53.17 96
Doctor’s office 21 11.54 63 34.62 98 53.85 182
Midwife service . . 1 100.00 . . 1
Combination/other 10 26.32 12 31.58 16 42,11 38
Birth weight
Not low (over 2500 grams) 46 12.17 134 35.45 198 52.38 378
Very low or low 7 16.28 19 44.19 17 39.53 43

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical complications.
Specifically, inadequate includes l4 such cases, intermediate includes 47 such cases,
and adequate includes 100 such cases.
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Wo.nen,
by Selected Demographics

Table VIII.7:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Black Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Intermediated __Auequated _ Total
factor No. Percent Ne¢.  Perceat No. Percent no.
Totals 88 22.80 183 47.41 115 + 29.79 386

Insurance status

Medicaid 55 20.82 130 49.24 79 29.92 264

Uninsured 33 27.05 53 43,44 36 29.51 122
Community type

Largest urban 41 25.31 72 44,44 49 30.25 162

Other urban 27 22,69 54 45.38 38 31.93 119

Rural 20 19.05 57 54 .29 28 26.67 105

Maternal age

17 and under 16 30.19 26 49.06 11 20.75 53
18-19 11 18.97 30 51.72 17 29.31 58
20-24 32 21.92 67 45.89 47 32.19 146
25-29 21 27.27 36 46.75 20 25.97 77
30-34 6 15.38 15 38.46 18 46,15 39
35 and over 2 15.38 9 69.23 2 15.38 13
Education
0-8 grades . . 7 70.00 3 30.00 10
Some high school 45 31.91 65 46,10 31 21.99 141
Graduated high school 29 19.86 68 46.58 49 33.56 146
College 14 15.73 43 48.31 32 35.96 89

Place of most care

Hospital clinic 23 21.70 46 43.40 37 34.91 106
Local health dept. 25 18.38 72 52.94 39 28.68 136
Doctor’s office 20 17.86 57 50.89 35 31.25 112
Midwife gervice . . 2 66.67 1 33.33 3
Combination/other 10 52.63 6 31.58 3 15.79 19

Birth weight

Not low (over 2500 grams) 66 20.50 156 48.45 100 31.06 322
Very low or low 22 34.38 27 42.19 15 23.44 64

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical comp lications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 18 guch cases, intermediate includes 54 such cases,
and adequate inciudes 46 such cases.
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Adequacy of Prenatal Zare for Hispanic Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured 'lomen, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Intervediated Adequate?d Tota:
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Totals 87 26.13 151 45.35 95 28.53 333

Ingurance status

Medicaid 11 12.22 46 51.11 33 36.67 90
Uninsured 76 31.28 105 43.21 62 25.51 243

Community type

Largest urban 76 26.76 135 47.54 73 25,70 284
Other urban 8 28.57 9 32.14 11 39.29 28
Rural 3 14.29 7 33.33 11 52.38 21
Maternal age
17 and under 7 28.00 12 48.00 6 24,00 25
18-19 17 35.17 19 40,43 11 23.40 47
20-24 25 23.58 52 49,06 29 27.36 106
25-29 19 21.59 46 52.27 23 26,14 88
30-34 13 27.66 15 31.91 19 40,43 47
35 and over 6 30.00 7 35.00 7 35.00 20
Education
0~8 grades 41 32.28 55 43,31 31 24,41 127
Sone high scnool 24 22,64 49 46,23 33 31.13 106
Graduated high school 9 16.36 30 54,55 16 29.09 55
College 13 28.89 17 37.78 15 33,33 45
Place of mogt care
Hospital clinir 18 21.95 43 52,44 21 25.6° 82
Local healt! .pt. 35 21,74 79 49.07 47 29.19 161
Doctor’s office 16 30.77 19 36,54 17 32.69 52
Midwife gervice . . 1 100,00 . . 1
Combination/other 4 17.39 9 39,13 10 43,48 23
Birth weight
Not low (over 2500 grams) 80 25.81 139 44.84 91 29.35 310
Very low or low 7 30.43 12 52.17 4 17.39 23

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical complications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 17 such cases, iutermrdiate includes 45 such cases,
and adequate includes 28 such cases.
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Appe iix VIO

Adeqnacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Table VIII.O:

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured

Women Receiving Most of Their Care
at a Hospital Clinic, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Inadequated Intermediated Adequated Total
factor No. Percent No. Percenc No. Percent no.
Totals 50 17.30 129 44,64 110 38.06 289

Insurs: ¥ status

Medicaid 24 13.95 79 45.93 69 40.12 172
Un insured 26 22,22 50 42.74 41 35.04 117

Community type

Largest urban 42 22.70 86 46.49 57 30.81 185
Other urban 5 9.30 34 39.53 44 51.16 86
Rural . . 9 50.00 9 50.00 18
Maternal age
17 and under 7 20.00 17 48.57 11 31.43 35
18-19 5 10. 87 26 56.52 15 32.61 46
20-74 19 17.92 48 45,28 39 36.79 106
25-29 11 1%.30 24 42,11 22 38. 60 57
30-34 3 12.00 7 28.00 15 60.00 25
35 and over 5 25.00 7 35.00 8 40.00 20
Race
White 9 9.18 39 39.80 50 51.02 98
Black 23 21,70 46 43.40 37 34.91 106
Hispanic 18 21.95 43 52.44 21 25.61 82
Other . . 1 33.33 2 66.67 3
Educativa
0-8 grades 9 29.03 13 41.94 9 29.03 31
Some high schoo 23 20.72 55 49,55 33 29.73 111
Graduated high scnool 11 13.58 39 48,15 31 38.27 81
College 7 23,61 22 33.33 37 56.06 66
Birth weight
Not low {(over 2500 grams) 44 16,73 115 43,73 104 39.54 263
Very low or low 6 23.08 14 53.85 6 23.08 26

“Each category includes pregnancies with gelf-reported medicsl complications,
Specifically, inadequate includes 16 such cases, intermediate {includes 47 such cases,
and adequate includes 51 such cases.
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipi.nts and Uninsured

Women Receiving Most of Their Care at a Local
Health Department Clinic, by Demographics (1986-87)

Demographic Tnadeyated Intermediate? Adequated Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent  No. Percent  mo.
Totals 67 16.92 19¢ 47.98 139 35.10 396

Insurance status

Medicaid 17 12.23 63 45.32 59 42.45 139
Uninsured 50 19.46 127 49,42 80 31.13 257

Community type

Largest urtan 44 19.73 113 50.67 66 29.60 223
Other urban 10 10. 42 47 48.96 39 40.63 96
Rural 13 16.88 30 38.96 34 44416 77

Maternal age

17 and under 8 19.05 23 54.76 11 26.19 42
18-19 12 21.82 26 47.27 17 30.91 55
20-24 20 14.18 64 45,39 57 40,43 141
25-29 15 15. 15 51 51.52 33 33.33 99
30-34 9 20.45 18 40.91 17 38.64 44
35 and over 3 20.00 8 53.33 4 26.67 15
Race
White 7 7.22 38 39.18 52 53.61 97
Black 25 18.38 72 52.94 39 28.68 136
Hispanic 35 21.74 79 49.07 47 29.19 161
Other . . 1 50.00 1 50.00 2
Education
0-8 grades 16 19.28 46 55.42 21 25.30 83
Some high school 25 18.12 59 42.75 54 39.13 138
Graduated high school 14 12.28 57 50.00 43 37.72 114
College 12 19.67 28 45.90 21 34.43 61

Birth weight

Not low (over 2500 grams) 61 17.18 166 46.76 128 36.06 355
Very low or low 6 14.63 24 58.54 11 26,83 41

8cach category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical comp lications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 10 such cases, intermediate 1iwcludes 49 such cases,
and auequate includes 49 such cases.
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Appendix VIII

Adequacy of Prenatal Care Obtained by
Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured Women,
by Selected Demographics

Table VIII.I1I

Adequacy of Prenatal Care for Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured
Women Receiving Most of Their Care

at a Doctor’s Office, by Demographics (1986-87)

Lemographic Inadequate? Intermediated Adequated Total
factor No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent no.
Totals 59 16.48 146 40.76 153 42.74 358

Insurance sta.us

Medicaid 28 11.81 106 44.73 103 43.46 237
Uningsured 31 25.62 40 33.06 50 41.32 121

Community tyoe

Largest urban 18 32.73 20 36.36 17 30.91 55
Other urban 28 21.21 49 37.12 55 41.67 132
Rural 13 7.60 77 45.03 81 47.37 171

Maternal age

17 and under 7 23.33 15 50.00 8 26.67 30
18-19 9 16.07 24 42. 86 23 4).07 56
20-24 20 14,29 57 40.71 63 45.00 140
25-29 14 17.07 34 41.46 34 41.46 82
30-34 6 15.79 11 28.95 21 55.26 38
35 and over 3 25.00 5 41.67 4 33.33 12
Race
White 22 12.02 63 34.43 98 53.55 183
Black 20 17. 86 57 50.89 35 31.25 112
Hispanic 16 30,77 19 36.54 17 32.69 52
Other 1 9.09 7 63. 64 3 27.27 11
Education
0-8 grades 13 39.39 13 39.39 7 21.21 33
Some high school 19 16. 96 51 45,54 42 37.50 112
Graduated high school 13 11.30 47 40,87 55 47.83 115
College 14 14.29 35 35.71 49 50.00 98
Birth weight
Not low (over 2500 grams) 48 15.34 130 41.53 135 43.13 313
Very low or low 11 24,44 16 35.56 18 40.0vu 45

8Each category includes pregnancies with self -reported medical cowmplications.
Specifically, inadequate includes 16 such cases, intermediate includes 4l such cases,
and adequate includes 63 such cases.
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Appendix IX

Characteristics of Women Who Obtained No

Prenatal Care

Of the 1,157 women we interviewed, 30 or 3 percent obtained no prena-
tal care. Generally, these women were uninsured, minorities, and from
the largest urban areas. For example, 11 of the 30 women who obtained
no prenatal care were interviewed at the Los Angeles County-USC Medi-
cal Center. Of these 11 women, 10 were Hispanic and all 11 were unin-
sured. The remaining 19 women, who obtained no care, came from 12
different hospitals with no hospital having more than 2 women who
received nc caie.

Six (20 percent) of the wornen we interviewed who had no prenatal care
had low birth-weignt babies, This is consistent with the National Center
for Health Statistics study e discussed in chapter 1, which states that
babies born to women who obtain no prenatal care are about 3 times
more lik_iy to be of low birth weight than babies born to women who
obtain early care. In addition, of the 30 women who obtained no care:

24 were uninsured, while 6 were Medicaid rec:pients;

19 were from the largest urban areas, 8 were from other urban areas,
and 3 were from rural areas;

11 were between the ages of 20-24, while the other age groups each had
5 or fewer women,;

14 were Hispanic, 10 were black, and 6 were white; and

14 had some high school, 8 had graduated from high school, 4 had some
coliege experience, and 4 had 8 years of education or less.
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Appendix X

Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Month of First Visit

The number of prenatal visits made by the Medicaid recipients and unin-
sured women interviewed are shown in tables X.1 through X.4 according
to the month of the first visit. Table X.1 includes only Medicaid recipi-
ents and uninsured women who obtained insufficient prenatal care.
Table X.2 includes all 1,157 women interviewed, while table X.3
includes only the 784 women without medical complications. For com-
parison with table X.3, table X.4 includes the 4,047 privately insured
women.
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Appendix X

Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Month of

First Visit

Table X.1:

Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid
Recipients and Uninsured Women Obtaining
Insufficient Care, by Month of First Visit (1986-87)

No. of No. of women making first visit in Total
prenatal No lst-3rd 4th 5th-6th 7th-9th no, of
visits care rnonth month month month women?@

0 30 0 0 0 0 30
(4)

1-4 0 23 19 36 66 144
(20)

5-8 0 68 51 101 44 264
(36)

9-12 0 0 83 97 15 1935
(27)

13+ 0 0 60 32 1 93
— - —_ N _ (13)

Totals 30 91 213 266 126 726
Percents 4 13 29 37 17 (100)

3Figures in parentheses are percents.
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Appendix X
Prenatal Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Month of
First Visit
Table X.2:
Prenatal Visits Made by Medicald Reciplents and Uninsured
Wemen, by Month of First Visit (1986-87)
No. ot Prenatal csre began in
prenatal Al 1st=3rd month 4th month 5th=-6th month 7th-9th month No prenatal care
visits births _No_ Percent No.  Percent N_o_ Parcent _No_ Percent No; Percent
Totals 1,157 522 45.12 23 18.41 266 22.99 126 10.89 30 2.59
None 30 . . . . . . . . 30 100.00
1-2 69 10 14.49 5 7.25 17 24.64 37 53.62 . .
3-4 75 13 17.33 14 18.67 19 25.33 29 38.67 . .
5-6 120 4 20.00 24 20.00 46 38.33 26 21.67 . .
7-8 157 57 36.31 27 17.20 55 35.03 18 11.46 . .
9-10 195 85 43.59 41 21.03 59 30.26 10 5.13 . .
11-12 181 96 53.04 42 23.20 38 20.99 5 2.76 . .
13-14 139 93 66.91 29 20.86 17 12.23 . . . .
15=-16 91 55 71.43 14 15.38 1" 12.09 1 1.10 . .
17-18 43 33 76.74 8 18.60 2 4.65 . . . .
19 or more 57 46 80.70 9 15.79 2 3.51 . . .
Q Page 129 I GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care
30




Appendix X

Prenatal Visits Made by M~dicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Month of

First Visit

Table X.3:
Prenatal Vislts Made by Medicaid Racipients and Uninsured ¥cmen
With Uncamplicated Pregnancies, by Month of First Visit (l986-8]_)_

No. of Prenatal care begon in

prenatal Al Ist-3rd month 4th month 5th-6th month 7th-9th month No prenatal care
visits births No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No.  Percent No. Percent

Totals 784 332 42,35 150 19,13 182 23,21 92 11.73 28 3.57

None 28 . . . . . . . . 28 100.00
1-2 56 9 16,07 4 7.14 15 26,79 28 50,00 . .

3-4 60 8 13.33 10 16.67 18 30.00 24 40,00 . .

5-6 93 21 22,58 19 20.43 36 38.7 17 18,28 . .

7-8 123 42 34,71 23 19.01 41 33.88 15 12.40 . .
9-10 134 60 44,78 31 23.13 36 26.87 7 5422 . .
1=-12 19 n 59.66 26 21,85 22 18.49 . . . .
13-14 92 63 68.48 22 23.91 7 1ol . . . .
15-16 50 35 70,00 8 16.00 6 12.00 1 2.00 . .
17-18 20 15 75.00 4 20.00 t 5.00 . . . .

19 or more " 8 72.73 3 27.27 . . . . . .

T 1
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Appendix X

Prenatat Visits Made by Medicaid Recipients
and Uninsured Women, by Month of

First Visit

Table X.4:

P,enatal Vislits Made by Privately insured
Women With Uncomplicated Pregnanclies, by Month of First Visit (1986-87)

No. of Prensiat care began in
prenatal All 1st-3rd month 4th month Sth=6th month 7th=9th month
visits births N_g_ Percent N_o_ Percent No; Percent No_. Parcent
Totals 4,047 3,387 83.69 332 8.20 244 6.03 84 2.08
None [ 0 0.00 [ 0.00 0 0.00 [ 0.00
1=2 7 0 0.00 1 14.29 1 14.29 5 71.42
3-4 26 2 7.69 2 7.69 8 30.77 14 53.85
5-6 n 19 26.76 7 9.86 24 33.80 21 25.58
7-8 225 106 47.11 39 17.33 57 25.34 23 10.22
9-10 626 458 73.16 74 11.82 79 12.62 15 2.40
11-12 1,043 873 83.70 120 11.91 46 4.4 4 .38
13-14 1,16 1,030 92.29 61 5.47 23 2.06 2 .18
15-16 652 626 96.01 2% 3.22 5 77 [ 0.00
17-18 185 181 97.84 4 2.16 0 0.00 0 0.00
19 or more 96 $2? 95.83 3 3.13 1 1.04 [ 0.00
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Comparisons of Prenatai Care for Privat ly
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and Uninsured
Women With Uncomplicated Pregnancies,

by Community

Prenatal care obtained by privately insured women is compared with
that for Medicaid recipients and uninsured women by community for
adequacy, timing, and number of prenatal visits in tables X1.1 through
XI1.3.
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Appendix XI
Comparisons of Prenatal Care for Privately
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated
Pregnancies, by Community

Tobte Xi.l:
Adequacy of Prenatatl Cere, by insurance Status and
Community (1986-87)
Adecuacy of care (percent of cammunity totals)
tnadaquate lutermediate Adequate Totat nor. of women®
State/ Privately mediceid/ Privately Medicald/ Privately Medicaid/ Privetely Medicald/
ccnmunlfi Insured unlinsured insured wuninsured Insured uninsured insured uninsured
Totats 2 20 17 46 81 34 4,047 756
Alabane
Birmingham 0 9 " 45 89 45 83 22
Huntsvitla 5 33 13 33 83 33 103 12
Mon tgamery 3 29 18 53 79 18 97 17
Sotma 0 1" 25 67 75 22 24 36
Troy 0 7 100 86 0 7 4 14
California
Los Angetes 3 24 18 48 79 28 702 140
Bakersfieid 2 38 20 33 78 29 103 24
Sacraranto 2 Q 30 50 68 50 155 16
Ei Centro 6 17 31 33 63 50 32 12
Ukiah 1 0 21 67 78 33 72 9
Georgie
Atianta 4 28 15 44 80 28 485 n
Co tumbus 8 14 24 52 68 33 76 21
Savannah Q 36 16 43 84 2 76 14
Aner icus Q 38 04 25 96 38 24 16
Brunswick v 12 04 65 95 24 24 17
Itlinols
thicage 4 N 19 49 76 20 504 45
Pooria 1 21 6 29 94 50 109 14
Rock ford 0 26 18 32 82 42 84 19
Carbondate 3 17 31 39 66 43 35 23
Mattoon c 11 23 56 n 33 35 9
Maine
Augusta 2 25 1" 0 87 75 93 4
Bangor 0 4 33 96 67 25 6
Massachusotts
Boston 1 " 12 35 88 54 181 37
. T 0 4
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Appendix XI

Compariscns of Prenatal Care for Privately
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated
Pregnancies, by Community

Adequacy of cere (percent of comunity totals)

Inadequate Intermed]ate Adequate Total nos. of women®
State/ Privately Madicald/ Privately Medicaid/ Privately Medicald/ Privately Medicald/
canmunity insured unlinsured insured uninsured insured uninsured Insured uninsured
New York
New York [¢] 21 14 55 85 5 205 53
Syracuse ! 8 8 42 92 50 153 12
Butfalo o] 38 13 25 86 38 209 8
Kingston 3 [¢] 24 20 73 80 67 5
Auburn o] [¢] 15 38 85 63 48 8
Weost Vlrglnla
Char leston 4 29 14 53 81 18 70 17
HuntIngton 1 0 12 21 87 79 69 14
8luefleld o] 7 22 47 78 47 32 30
Clarksburg 4 32 45 63 45 68 i

Note: Percents may not total due to rounding.

8includes only warnen with uncomplicated pregnancies.
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Appendix XI

Comparisons of Prenatal Care for Privately
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated

Pregnancies, by Community
Table X1.2:
Timing of First Prenatal Yisit, by Insurance Status and
Cammuni ty CIM
Tr imester of first visit (percent of community totals)
st 2nd 3rd Total nos. of women®
State/ Privately Medicald/ Privately Medicald/ Privately Medicald/ Privately Medicaid/
carmunlty Insured wuninsured insured wuninsured Insured wuninsured Iinsurad unlinsured
Totals 84 44 14 44 2 12 4,047 756
Alabana
8irm ingham 90 45 10 45 0 9 83 22
Huntsvilte 83 42 13 33 5 25 103 12
Montgamery 80 24 16 n 3 6 97 17
Selma 83 39 17 53 0 8 24 36
Troy 0 36 100 64 0 0 4 14
California
Los Angeles 82 39 16 44 3 17 702 140
Bakersfield 81 38 17 46 2 17 103 24
Sacr amento 75 56 23 44 2 0 155 16
€l Centro 66 50 28 33 6 17 32 12
Wk iah 81 33 18 67 i 0 72 9
Georgla
Atlanta 83 45 14 42 3 13 485 n
Co lumbus 72 33 21 67 7 0 76 21
Savannah 89 36 1" 29 0 36 76 14
Aner | cus 96 44 4 19 0 38 24 16
Brunswick 96 29 4 n 0 0 24 17
11iinols
Chicago 81 33 16 47 3 20 504 45
Peoria 94 n 6 14 1 14 109 14
Rock ford 88 42 12 32 0 26 84 19
Carbondate 69 43 29 48 3 9 395 23
Mattoon 77 56 23 33 0 " 35 9
Malne
Augusta 87 75 " 0 2 25 93 4
Bangor 100 83 0 17 0 0 25 6
Massachusetts
Boston 92 62 8 32 1 5 181 37
\ f:; 8
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Appendix XI

C~mparisons of Prenatal Care for Privately
wwsured and Medicaid Reciplents and

Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated
Pregnancies, by Community

Trimester of first visit (percent of conmunity totals)

15t 2nd 3rd Tota! nos. of women®
State/ Privetely Msdicald/ Privately Msdicald/ Privately Msdicald/ Privately Medicaid/
comunity insured uninsured insured uninsured Insured unlnsurng Insured unlinsured
v Vork
New York 89 34 10 57 0 9 205 53
Syracuse 92 67 9 33 0 0 153 12
Buffaio 91 18 9 38 0 25 209 8
Kingston 84 80 15 20 1 0 67 5
Auburn 85 75 15 25 0 0 48 8
Xest Virginia
Char leston 87 29 9 59 4 12 70 V7
Huntingtan 88 79 10 21 ! 0 69 14
Bluefie J 81 60 19 33 0 7 32 30
Clarksburg 66 45 31 55 3 0 68 11
Note: Percents may not total due to rounding.
3inciudes only women with uncamplicated preganacias.
7T
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Appendix XI

Comparisons of Prenatal Care for Privately
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated

Pregnancies, by Community
Prenatal Visits, by Insurance Status
and Community (1986-87)
No. of prenatal visits
(percent of community totals) Average no.
State/ 1-4 5-8 9-12 13+ of wvisaits
community PIa M/U3 PI /U PI M/U PI M/U PI /U
Totals 1 15 7 28 41 33 51 23 12.5 9.2
Alabana
Bi rmingham 0 0 1 232 41 36 58 41 13.2 11.6
Huntsville 0 25 7 17 38 33 55 25 12.7 9.2
Montgomery 1 35 6 35 45 12 47 18 12.2 7.4
Selma (o] 6 13 42 29 36 58 17 12.7 9.5
Troy (o] 7 25 64 50 21 25 7 10.3 7.7
California
Los Angeles 1 19 7 31 33 31 59 19 13.1 8.5
Bakersfield 0 33 5 17 45 13 50 38 12.6 8.5
Sacramento 0 0 11 38 43 44 46 19 12.5 10.2
El Centro o 17 22 (o] 22 17 56 67 12.3 12.8
Ukiah 1 0 7 11 249 22 68 67 13.4 13.1
Georgia
Atlanta 1 24 8 30 40 31 51 15 12.5 7.7
Coliumbus 4 14 11 10 34 52 51 24 11.8 9.8
Savannah o 21 8 43 37 29 55 7 12.8 7.2
Americus 0 6 4 44 8 13 88 38 14.5 10.2
Brunswick o 12 0 35 4 29 96 24 16.3 9.5
Illinois
Chicago 2 24 12 33 42 27 44 16 11.8 8.0
Peoria 0 21 2 21 40 29 58 29 13.0 8.9
Rockford 0o 11 7 21 50 32 43 37 12.1 11.3
Carbondale 0 13 9 22 31 52 60 13 12.3 9.0
Mattoon o 11 6 56 66 33 29 (o] 11.3 7.7
70
. 198
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Appendix XI

Comparisons of Prenatal Care for Privately
Insured and Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women With Uncomplicated
Pregnancies, by Community

!
No. of prenatal visits
(percent of community total) Average no.
State/ 1-4 5-8 9~12 13+ of visits
community gla MZUE PI MZU PI M/U PI M/U PI MZU
Maine
Augusta 0 0 1 ] 43 75 56 25 13.0 12.0
Bangor y (o] 4 33 64 17 32 50 11.4 11.2
Massachusetts
Boston ] 8 6 19 49 57 46 16 12.4 10.0
New York
New York o 17 6 26 46 43 48 13 12.6 8.7
Syracuse 1 8 1 42 39 33 59 17 13.2 9.1
Buffalo 0 38 6 ] 52 50 43 13 12.1 8.6
Kingston 1 0 15 20 58 40 25 40 10.9 11.0
Auburn ] (o] 4 13 52 38 44 50 12.4 11.6
Vast Virginia
Charleston 1 18 11 23 49 24 39 29 11.8 9.4
Huntington 0 0 3 ] 43 57 54 43 12.6 12.5
Bluefield ] 3 13 33 69 33 19 30 11.0 10.4
Clarksburg 2 9 7 27 47 18 43 45 12.1 11.1
apI -~ Privately insured women
M/U - Medicaid recipients or uninsured women
Note: Includes only women with uncomplicated pregnancies.
Lay)
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Appendix XII

Batriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and

Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

The following tables provide details on the barriers to earlier or more
frequent care cited by the Medicaid recipients and uninsured women
interviewed at the 32 hospitals participating in our study. Table XII.1
includes all barriers cited by the 1,157 women interviewed; table XII.2,
all barriers cited by women who obtained insufficient care; and table
XIL3, the barriers the women who obtained insufficient care cited as
being most important.
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Appendix X1
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals
Table XIl.1:
Barrlers to Prenatal Care Clted By Medicald Recipients and Unlinsured Women, by Particlpating Hosplitais (1986-87)
Total Barrlers clted® (percent)
State/ Community no. of Logistical/health services
hospl tal_ type Mo I 2 3 & 5 & I & 9 1o 2
Totals 1,157 8.82 5.53 16.16 2.68 7.87 8.9 8.64 5,19 11.58 1.73 1.04
Al sbams
Coopar Green Mldslze 35 8.57 5.7% 20.00 « 2.86 « B.57 8.57 2,86 . .
Huntsvl e Mldslze 19 . e 15.79 10.53 21.05 . . « 1053 . .
Bapt st Medlcal
Center Midslze 22 18.18 4.55 36.36 9.09 45.45 « 9.09 9.09 18.18 . .
Yaughan Reglonal
Medical Center Rural 45 11.11 6.67 28.89 11.1% 2.22 « 11.11 8.89 6.67 . .
Edge Memcr [al Rural 24 12.50 4.7 37.50 16.67 8.33 « 25.00 8.33 12.50 . .
Call fornla
Los Angeles County-
USC Medlcal
Centor Urban 195 10,26 7.69 13.85 2.56 8.21 17.95 9.74 8.72 17.44 3.59  3.08
Memcr |81 Medical
Center Urban 17 e 5.88 17.65 . . 5.88 5.88 . 5.88 5.88 .
Kern Medicar Center Mldslze 39 S.l. . 30.77 o 5413 7.69 12.82 2.56 10.26 . .
Sutter Community Midslze 26 7.69 . 23.08 . 3.85 7.69 . 385 7.69 . .
El Centro Community Rural 19 5.26 21.05 15.79 o 5426 21.05 5.26 10.53 5.26 « 10.53
Ukish General Rurai 18 . 5.56 27.78 « 16.67 5.56 11.11 . 5.56 . .
Georgia
Gredy Memor |al Urban 83 13.25 7.23 19.28 . 7.23 4.82 9.64 6.02 3.61 . .
Gexrgla Baptlst Medical
Center Urban 12 8.33 «  B8.33 » 16,67  8.33  8.33 8,33 16.67 .
Medlcal Center
(Col umbus) Mldsize 26 7.69 3.85 3.85 . 3.8% 3.85 7.69 o« 19.23 . -
Momar lal Medical
Centor Mldslze 23 8.70 . 17.39 . 13,04 » 4,35 « 17.39 . .
Sumter Reglonal Rurasl 23 8,70 4.35 4,35 « 4,35 . « 4,35 4.35 . .
Glynn—=Brunswick
Menmor 13l Rural 24 12.50 4.17 4.7 « 20.83 12,50 . . 8.33 . .
111Inois
(.ok County Urban 61 16,39 4.92 11.48 4.92 1.64 11.48 13.11 8.20 18.03 13.1% 1.64
Ingalls Memorial Urban 4 . . . . . « 25.00 . 25.0C . .
St. Francls Medical
Center Midsize 14 . . o . . . . o T4 . .
Mathodist Medlical
Centor Midsize 5 . . . . . . . . . . .
Rockford Memer isl Mldsize 34 « 5.88 11.76 2.94 11.76 8.82 5.88 2.94 5.88 . .
Masor fal Hospital
(Carbondale) Rural 38 5,26 5.26 18.42 7.89 18.42 21.05 . o 18.42 . .
Sers Bush Lincoln
Health Center Rural 17 5.88 5.88 17.65 « 11.76 5,88 11.76 . 5,88 . .
A
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Appendix XII

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Womenq at Participating Hospitals
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Berrlers cited® (percent)

Women's attitudes, bellefs, and experiences financing No
Loz Bl B 18 1 2 2 3 % Otherproen
6483 10,72 8.30 24.63 7.09 12.45 B8.38 8.47 7,69 3.80 22.39 4.93 6.83 4.41 29,39
2.86  5.71  2.86 25.71  2.86 8.57 2.86 2.86 11.43 2.86 8.57 . . .« 45.7
5.26 21.05 5.26 36.84 10.53 5.26 5.26 10.5% 15.79 « 42,11 10.53 o 5.26 36,84
4.55 . o 9.09 o 4,55 4,55 4,55 4,55 9.09 40.91 18.18 31.82 13.64 9,09

o 4444 4044 26,67  6.67 444 6.67 11.11 13.33  6.67 17./8 8,89 4.44 .« 37.78
. o 4.7 20.83 o 47 407 4407 12.50 447 20.83 . o 407 41,67
11.79  8.21 7418 26.15  6.15 14.87 11,79 7.69 4.10 3,59 36.41 2,56 5.13  7.18 20.5
11,76 5.88 5.88 23.53 17.65 23,53 11.76 . . o 41,18 5.88 29,41 17.65 11.76
15,38 12.82 15.38 23.08 5.13 28.21 7.69  T7.69  5.13 "3 35,90 5.13 17.95 15.38 17.%
3.85 . . .77 . .« 7.69 . o 3.85 7.69 o 7.69 .« 34.62
15.79 10,53 21.05 26,32 5.26 264,32 21.05 5,26 10,53 10.53 36.84 10.53 e 10,53 31.58
11.11 16.67 5,56 16.67 5.56 16.67 e 22,22 11,11 11411 33,33 e 22,22 11.1F 33,33
6,02  8.43  9.64 22.89 7.23 10.86 1.20 3.5 4.82  2.41 16,87 12.05 6.02 3.61 33,73
o 8,33 . . « 16.67 . . . o« 16,67 . o« 16,67 41.67
o 7469 11.54 11,54 7.69 i1.54 3.85 15.38 11.54 o 7.69 . o 7.69 38.46
o 21074 17,39 21,74 8.7 17.39 o 17.39 13.04 o« 13.04 . B8.70 . 26,09
o 34,78 13.04 34,78 13.04 13.04 4.35 30.43 21.74 o 17.39 o 8,70 4.35 30.43
4.17 8,33 8.33 1A.6” 8,33 12,50 o B33 4417 8,33 54417 8,33 16467 o 333
9.84 16,39 16,39 45.70 8,20 21.31 19.67 3.1 8,20  1.64 31,15 4.92 6.56 3.28 9,84
o 25.00 e 25.00 50.00 . . ¢ .« 25.00 . . . o 25.00
. o 14,29 . . . o T.14 14,29 ° 14,29 o T4 7.14 57.14
. . . 20.00 . . . . . . . . . .« 80.00
o 14,7 8.82 29.41 8.82 8.82 8.82 14.71 11.76 « 1471 M.76 0 2.94 2 94 29.41
7.89 10.53  2.63 36.84 2.63 5.26 2.63 10.53 13.16 2.63 15.7S 2.63 . . 23.68
5.88 11.76 5.88 17.65 5.88 5,98 « 5.88 5,88 o« 11.76 . .« 5.88 29.41
7
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Appendix XIT
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uuinsured Women at Participating Hospitals

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

o

s

ERIC

ot al Barriers cited® (percent)
State/ Community no. of Logistical/health services
hospital type Women 1_ _2_ 3 5_ _5_ 6 _7_ _8_ 9_ m 21
Maine
Kennebec Yalley
Madical Center Rurat Q . « el . « 1N . . . . .
Eastern Maine Medical
Center Midsize 10 . . . . . « 10.00 . . . .
Massachusetts
Brigham and Women's Urban 35 8,57 2.86 17.14 2.86 14.29 8,57 2.86 2.86 17.14 2.86 .
Boston City Urban 16 12.50 12.5C 6.25 . 625 « 37.50 31.25 12.50 . .
New York
Hariem Hosg I tal
Center Urban 43 4,65 16,28 9,30 2.33  2.33 16.28 9.30 o 13,95 6.98 4.65
Columb ta~Presby terian
Medical Ceater Urben 41 2.44 2.44 2.44 . « 4.88 14.63 7.32 . o 2.44
Crouse=lrving
Momor i al Midsize 8 25.00 o 12,50 . . s 37.50 25.00 12.50 . .
St. Joseph's Midsize 8§ 12.50 o 12.50 . . « 12,50 « 25.00 . .
Children's Midsize 16 12.50 6.25 25.00 . 12,50 6.25 12.50 18.75  6.25 . .
Benedictine hural 14 . 7414 . . . 28.57 . . 14.29 . .
Auburn Memorial Rural 16 6.25 12.50 18.75 .20 . o 18.75 . 12.50 . .
wost Virginia
Cherleston Area
Medica! Center Midsize 38 15.79 o 15,79 2.63 13.16 10.53 7.89 » 23.68 . .
Cabell Huntington Midsize 25 12.00 « 16,00 4.00 4.00 . . o« 12,00 . .
Btuefield Community Rural 39 7.69 5.13 23.08 2.56 5.13 17.82 s 2,56 5.13 . .
United Hospital
Center Rural 16 12,50 12.50 31.25 o 6425 12.50 6.25 . 12.50 . .
«
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Appendix X1I

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsvred Women at Participating Hospitals

Barie s clted® (perceat)

Women's attitudes, beliets and e yerlences Financing
L2 B 4 B 08 B o oz B

No

24 Other problem

o 1.1 . 22,22 o 1.1, . . . o 33,33 Wil . .« 22.22

« 10.00 . 30.00 . o 20,00 10.00 10.00 « 20,00 10,00 20.00 . 40.00

o 2.86 11,43 17,14 5,71 5.71 11.43  2.86 2.86 8.57 8.57 5.71 11.43 2.86 34.29
6.25 6425 o 6.25 12.50 37.50 12,50 o 6425 12,50  6.25 6.25 12,50 . 18,75
9.30 18.60 13.95 25.58 18.60 13.95 9.30 6.98 6.98 4.65 20,93 o 6,98 o 23,26
4.88 24.39 17,07 12,20 19.51 17.07 17.07 14.63 4.88 7.32 ©.76 7.32 7.32 4.88 46.34
32.50 37,50 » 25,00 12,50 25.00 62.50 25.00 . . . . .« 25,00 25.00
12,50 12,50 e 12,50 o 25,00 12.50 12.50 12.50 . . . . . 50.00
12,50 12.50  6.25 25.00 6.25 18.75 18.75 12,50 6.25 12.50 18.75 .« 6425 o 31,25
7.14  7.14 o 1429 7.4 7.14 . . . . B . . . 42,86
12,50 25.00 6,25 43,75 12,50 25.00 12.50 25.00 18,75 6.25 31.25 12.50 12,50 .« 18.75
2,63 7.89  7.89 28.95 2.63 5.26 2.63 5.26 5.26 « 7.89 5.26 5.26 . 26,32
8.00 4.00 8.00 12.00 4.00 4.00 « 4,00 8.00 « 12,00 4.0 4,00 o 44,00
5613 7,69 5.13 33.33 5,13 5,13 7.69  7.69 12,62 5.13 12.82 10.26 5.13 2.56 41.03
12,50 12.50 12.50 18 75 25 12,50 18,75 « 18,75  6.25 37.50 e 6425 .« 25.00
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Appendix XII

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Pa.ticipating Hospitals

3ey to barriers cited by women:

ie

2.

3.

4,

Se

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

12,

Did not have anyone to take care oi other
children.

Could not miss work or school.

Did not have a way to get clinlc or doctor's
of fice.

No local doctors, midwives, or nurses.

Could not get a doctor, midwife, or nurse to
see them.

Did not know where to go for care.

Felt the walt In the doctor's office or
clinic was too iong.

Feit the office hours were not convenlient.

Coulc not get an appointment earlier in
pregnancy.

Cannct speak English very well and could not
find anyone who spoke thelr language.

Did not think It was Importent to see o
doctor, nurse, or another medical person

earller o more often.

Did not want to think about being pregnant.

13,

16.

20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

Had too many other problems to worry about
gotting care.

Did not know that they were pregnant.

Not sure that they wanted to have the baby so
didn't go to a doctor, midwife, or nurse.

Knew what to do since they had been pregnant
vefore.

Were a little afraid of medical tests and
examinations.

Were afraid to find out they were pregnant.

Did not want .o tell baby's father, parents,
or other famlfy members.

Did not like the doctor's or nurse's
attitudes.

Thought they might have problems with the
Immigration people.

Did not have enwugh money to pay for ‘isits.
Not eligible for Medicaid.

Had problems with Medicaid.

. ERIC
o
S?i:‘ ‘o

s..i;%ﬁ%«.
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Appendix XII

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals
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Appendix XII

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Toble XIi1.2;

Barrlers to Prenatat Care, Clted by Women Who Recelved Insufficlient Care,
by Partlicipating Hospital (1986-87)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Total Barr lers clted? (percent)
State/ Community no. of Logistical/health services
ospital oo e Lz 3 4 3 & L & 9 1@zt
Totals 726 1.7t 6.75 20.25 3.86 9.50 11.16 11,57 6.34 13,50 2,20 1.24
Algbame
Cooper Green Midsize 20  10.00 10.00 25.00 . . . 15.00 10.00 . . .
Huntsville Midslze 14 . o 21.43 14,29 21.43 . . o T.14 . .
Beptist Medical

Centor Midsize 18 22.22 5.56 38.89 11.11 44.44 o 1111 1.1 22,22 . .
Yaughan Reglona!

Modical Center Rural 34 4.7 5.88 32.35 11.76 2.%4 « 1471 11./6  8.82 . .
Edge Memorial Ruratl 16 18,75 6.25> %6.25 18.75 . o 31.25  6.25 12.5C . .

Caltfornlia
Los Angeies County-

USC medical Center Urban 148 12.84 8.11 17,57 3,38 10.81 22,30 11.49 9,46 21.62 /.05 2.7
Momar[al Medical Center Urban 1 . . . . «  9.09 9.09 «  9.09 9.09 .
Kern Medical Center Midsize 27 3.7 o 40.74 o« 7441 11411 18,52 3.7 14.81 . .
Sutter Commun ity Midsize 13 . .« 25.08 . .« 15.38 . 1.69 . . .
El Centro Communlty Rural 10 10.00 30.00 10.00 . 10.00 40,00 10.00 20.00 . .« 20.00
Wk iah Genera) Rural 9 o 1.1 44,44 o 22,22 1.1 22.22 . . . .

Georgia
Grady Memor lal Urban 61 18.03 9.84 24.59 . 9.84 4.92 9.84 6.56 1.64 . .
nenm=ts Baptist Medical

Center Urban 5 20.00 .« 20.00 . 40.00 20.00 20.00 ¢ 20,00 o .
Medical Center

(Col umbus) Midsize 17 1.76 5.88 5.88 « 5.88 5.88 11.76 « 17.65 . .
Memar [al Medical

Coenter Midsize 18 5.56 o 16467 « 1ol . 5.56 . 22,22 . .
Sumter Reglonal Rurat 1 9.09 9.09 9.09 . 9.09 . . 9.09 9.09 . .
Glynn-Brunswick

Merror 1al Rurat 19 15,79 5.26 5.26 o« 26.32 15.79 . « 10,53 . .

I1tinols
Ceok County Urban 43 23,26 4.65 16.28  6.98 2,33 11,63 13.95 9.30 18.60 13.95 2.33
ingalls Memorial Urban 4 . . . . . . 25.00 . 25.00 . .
St. Francis Medlical

Center Mldsize 8 . . . . . . . . 12,50 . .
Rockford Memorlal Mldsize 15 o 13.33 20,00 6.67 6.67 13.33 13.37  6.67 13.33 . .
Memor lal Hospltal

(Carbondaie) Rurat 18 11.11 5.56 22.22 16.67 27.78 22.22 . o« 33,33 . .
Sara Bush Liicoin Health

Conter Rural 8 . . 25.0C . 12,50 .« 12.50 . . . .

Page 146 GAO/HRD-87-137 Prena’ ~1 Care

147




3

Appendix XTI

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenstal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Berrlers cited? (percent)

Women's sttitudes, bellefs, and experlences Financing No
Loz B3 M le 1L 18 19 20z B A ther provlem

8.68 13.64 11.29 28.37 8.82 16.25 10.19 10.19 10.33 5.51 28,37 5.37 8.82 5.23 17.63

5.00 10.00 5.00 40.00 5.00 15.00 5.00 5.00 20.00 5.00 5.00 . . . 25,00
7.14 28,57  7.'4 42.86 14.29  7.14  7.14 14.29 21.43 . 50.00 14.29 o 7.14 28,57
5.56 . o« i1 e 5.56 5,56 5.56 5.56 11.1t 38,89 22.22 27.78 16.67 5.56
o 2,94 5.88 35.29 5.88 5.88 8.82 8.82 11.76 8.82 20.59 8.82 5.88 . 26447
. o 6,25 25,00 o 6.25 K,25 6,25 18,75 6.25 25.00 . e 6,25 31.25

13,51 8.78 8,78 29.05 6.76 14.86 13.51 8.78 4.73 4.73 43.24 2.03 6.08 6.08 10.81

18,18 9.09 o 27.27 27.27 27.27 18.18 . . . 63.64 9,09 45.45 18.18 9.09
22,22 18,52 22,22 25.93  7.41 40.74 11.11 11,51 7.41  T.41 48,15  7.41 22,22 14.81 7.41

7.69 . . 38.46 . . 15.38 . . . . o 7469 .« 15,38
20,00 20.00 40.00 30.00 10.00 40.00 30.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 50.00 20.00 « 20.00 10,00
22,22 22,22 ML 1.0 130 1.0 o 22,22 22.22 22.22 44.44 . 33.33 22,22 1.1

6.56  8.20 13,11 22,95 8,20 14.75 1.64 4.92 4.92 1.64 19.67 14.75 6.56 4.92 27.87

. . . . . 20,00 . . . + 40.00 . + 20,00 20.00
o 11,76 11,76 17.65 5.88 11.76 o 17.65 17.65 . 11.76 . o 11,76 35.29
o 27,78 22,22 27.78 11.11 22,22 o 22,22 16,67 . 16.67 o 5.56 o« 16,67
o 54,55 18,18 54.55 18.18 27.27 .09 45.45 45.45 . 18,18 . 18.18 9.09 .
5,26 10.53 10.53 21.05 10.53 15.79 o« 10.53 5.26 10.53 68.42 10.53 21.05 o 15,79

11,63 20.93 20.93 44.19 11.63 30.23 18.60 13,95 11.63 2,33 30.23 6.98 9.30 2.33 9.30

.« 25.00 « 25.00 30,00 . . . .« 25.00 . . . « 25.00
. . 25.00 . . . « 12,50 25.00 . 25.00 . 12,50 . 37.50
o 26,67 20.00 46.67 20,00 13.33 13.33 26.67 26.67 « 20.00 13.33 . 6.67 6.67
16.67 22,22 5.56 38.89 5.56 o 556 11.31 11,1t 5.56 27.78 5.5 . . 5.56
12.50 12.50 « 12,50 « 12.50 « 12.50 12.50 .« 12.50 . o 12,50 37.50
Q Page 147 1 4 8 GAO/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care
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Appendix XII
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Totet Barrlers clited® (percent)
State/ Community no. of Loglisticel/health services
hospitel hee Mee I 2 3 4 3 s L & 9 w2
Maine
Kennobec Veliey Medicel
Canter Rureil 2 . . . . . . . . . . .
Eestern Moine Medice!
Center Midsize 4 . . . . . . . . . . .
Massachusetts
Brighom and Women's Urban 14 7.14 o 21,43 .« 14,29 . . o 21.43 . .
Boston City Urben 11 18.18 18.18 9,09 . 9.09 . 45.45 36,36 . . .
Nev York
Harlem Hosplte! Center Urban 34 5.88 17,65 11.76 2.94 2.94 17.65 11.76 o 14,71 8.8 2.%4
Col umb je-Presby terien
Medicel Center Urben 30 3,33 3.33 3.33 . e 6.67 20.00 3.33 . o 3.33
Crouse~irving Memcrisl N.dsize 2 50.00 . . . . . 50.00 50.00 50.00 . .
St. Josaph's Midsize 4 . . . . . . 25.00 o 25.00 . .
Children's Midsize 10 10.00 .« 30.00 o« 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 . .
Benedictine Rurel 2 . . . . « 50.00 . . . . .
Auburn Memariel Rurel 6  16.67 16.67 50.00 16.67 . o« 16.67 . . . .
West Virginie
Cherieston Ares Medicel
Cen ar Midsize 25 16.00 e 16,00 4.00 8.00 12.00 8.00 « 20.00 . .
Cabeil Huntlington Mldsize 6 16.67 . o 16,67 16.67 . . s 33.33 . .
8luvefleld Community Rure! 20 15.00 5.00 35.00 5.00 5.00 20.00 o 5.00 10.00 . .
United Hospitel Center Rurel 9 22.22 22.22 33.33 < M e nln o Mol . .
~ -
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Appendix XII
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals
Barriers cited® (por ent)
Women's attltudes, belietfs, and experlences Financing ©
L 3 B3 1316 17 1 20 2 2 24 Qther problea
. 50,00 . . . . . . . . . . . . 50,00
. 25.00 . 50,00 . . 25.00 25.00 25.00 . 25.00 . 25.00 . 25,00
. . 14,29 28.57 . . 14.29 . . 14.29 14,29 T.14 21,43 7.4 14.29
9.09 9.09 . 9.09 18.18 54.55 18.18 . 9.09 18.18 . . 9.09 . 9.09
8.82 14.71 14,71 26.47 17.65 17.65 11.76 8.82 8.82 5,88 23.53 . 8.8 .14
6.67 33.33 20.00 13.33 23.33 20.00 16.67 16,67 6.67 10,00 13.33 6.67 6.67 5.67 36.67
100,00 100.00 . « 50,00 100,00 100.00 . . . . . . . .
25.00 25.00 . . . 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 . . . . . 50,00
10,00 20,00 10.00 40.00 . 30,00 20,00 20.00 . 20.00 30.00 . 10,00 . 10,00
50.00 . . 50.00 . . . . . . . . . . .
16,67 33.33 16,67 33.33 16.67 33.33 16.67 16.67 16.67 16,67 50.00 16.67 16.67 . .
. 12,00 8.00 40.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 8.00 8.00 . 400 4.00 8.00 . 16,00
. . 16,67 . . 16,67 . . 16467 . 33.33 . 16.67 . 33.33
. 5.00 5.00 35,00 . 5.00 5.00 5.00 15.00 5. 5.00 . 5.00 5.00 30.00
T 1101 1000 1101 1.1 22,22 22.22 o 33033 11,11 44.48 .1 .o22.22
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Appendix XII
Barriers to Earlier or More Fre juent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

ey

1.

2.

3e

4.

5.

6.

7.

f.

9.

10.

11,

12.

to barriers cited by women:

Did not have snyone to tehe care of other
chlidrn.

Could not mlss work or school.

Did not have a way to get clinic or doctor's
offlce.

No local doctors, mldwives, or nurses.

Could not get a doctor, midwife, or nurse to
see them.

Did not knew where to go for care.

Felt the walt in the doctor's office or
clinlc was too leng.

Felt the office hours were not conven'ant.

Could not get an appointment earller in
pregnancy.

Cannot spesk English very weil and could not
find anyone who spoke their language.

Did not think it was Important to see a
doctor, nurse, or another medical person

ear|ier o more often.

Did not wanT to think sbout being pregnant.

16.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Hed too many other probloms -
getting care.

. worry about

Did not know that they were pregnant.

Not sure that they wanted to have the bady so
didr't go to a doctor, midwife, or nurse.

Knew what to do since they had been pregnant

before.

Were 8 little afraid of mad!cal tests and
exarinations.

Were afraid to find out the: were pregnant.

Did not want to tell babv's father, parents,
or other famlly members.

Did not like the doctor's or nurse's
attitudes.

Thought they might have problems with the
Immigration peopie.

Did not have encugh money to pay for visits.
Not eligible for Medicaid.

Had problems with Medicaid.

Q
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Appendix XIX

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals
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Appendix XIT
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Tabie Xi1.3:

Most impartant Barrlers to Prenatal Cere fur Women Who Obtalned

lnsutticient Core, by Participating Hospltal (1986-87)

Tot at Barr lers clted? (percent)
State/ Commun Ity no. of Logistical/health services
hospital e Momeo T2 3 4 3 & 1 & 9 1o 2
Total 726 4.77 2.0/ 6.89 0.55 2.48 3,03 2.89 0.28 3.86 0.28 0.14
'
Al sbama
Cooper Green Midsize 20 10.00 10.00 15.00 . . . . . . . .
Huntsviile Midsize 14 . « 21.43 . . . . . . . .
Bapt Ist Medical
Centor Midsize 18  5.56 5.56 5.56 . 33,33 . . . 5.56 . .
Yaughan Regic sl
Madical Center  Rural A 8.82 2.94 8.80  2.94 . « 11,76 . 2,94 . .
Edge Memcrlal Rural 16 . . 37.50 . . . . . . . .
Callforaia
Los Angeles County-
USC Medical
Center Urban 148 4,73 1,35 4,73 0.68 3.38  6.76  1.35 o 9.46 0.68 0.68
Memcrial Medical
Center Urban 1 . . . . «  9.09 . . . . .
Kern Medlical
Center Midslze 27 . . 70 . . o 741 « 3.7 . .
Sutter Community Midsize 13 . . 08 . « 15.38 . . . . .
€l Centro
Community Rural 10 « 10.00 . « 10.00 20.00 . . . . .
Uk lah General Rural 9 . o 111 . . o 1le11 . . . .
Georg’a
Grady Memor lal Urban 61 6.56 1.64 6.56 « 1e64 3,28 1.64 1.64 .64 . .
gecrgla Baptlst
Medical Center Urban 5 . . . « 20.00 . . . . .
Medicel Center
(Cotumbus} Midsize 17 11.76 5.88 . . . « 5.88 « 5.88 . .
Center Midslze 18 5.56 . . « 5.56 « 5.56 « 5.56 . .
“umter Reglonat Rural 1" . . . . . . . . . . .
Glynn-Brunsw ¢k
Memor jal Rurat 19 . « 5.26 . . . . . . . .
Hlinols
e
Cook County Urban 43 11.63  2.33  4.65 . . e 233 2.33 o 233 N
Ingatlls Memorlal  Urban 4 . . . . . . . . . . .
Ste Francls
Medical Center Midslze 8 . . . . . . . o 12,50 . .
Rockford Memorial Midsize 15 « 6.67 13.33 . . . . o 6.67 . .
Mewor fal Hospltal
warbondaie} Qwrat i8 . « 556 5.56 1.1 . . . N .
Sara Bush Lincoin
Health Center Rural 8 . .« 12,50 . . o« 12,50 . . . .
oo
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Appendix XTI

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Borr lers cltod® (percent)

Women's ettitudos, bellefs and experiences Filnancing No
o2 Bou B 018 18 200 2 23 2 Other provlen
2.3 165 119 14,60  2.62  3.44  1.24  2.20  2.75  1.38 16,53 0.28 .93 2.8% 17.63

«  5.00 « 30.00 « 5.00 . . . . . . . 25.00
. . o T4 7024 . . . . . 28,57 . o 7.4 28,57
5.56 . o 5.56 o 5.56 . +  5.56 . 16467 . . + 5.56
o 2.9 « 147 . . . . . « 17.65 . . o 26,47
. . o 6.25 . . « 6425 . . 12,50 . o 6425 31.25
3.38 . « 10,81 o 2,03 2,70 2.03 1.35 . 27,03 o 2,03 4.05 10.81
9.09 . . . « 18.18 9.09 . . o 27027 o 9,09 9.09 9,09
7441 o 3,70 14.81 o Te41 . . . o 33,33 o 3,70 T4l 7048
. . « 38.46 . o 7.69 . . . . . . « 15,38
. . . o 10,00 . o 10,00 . .« 20,00 . o 10.00 10,00
. . « 1.1 11 o . . . o 3333 « 1.0 o 101
164 1.64 3,28 14.75 1.64 1.64 o 164 1,64 o 1301 1.4 o 4,92 27.87
. . . . o 20,00 . . . + 40.C0 . . . 20,00
. 5.88 o 11,76 . . . « 5.88 . . . o 11.76 35,29
« M 5.56 16.67 5.56 . . « 1.1 o 11,11 . . o« 16467
o 9.09 o 27427 9,09 9.09 «  9.09 18.18 o 9.09 . < 9.09 .
. . « 15.79  5.26 . . . . .« 52.63 - 5.26 o 15,79
. + 4,65 18,60 2,33 11.63 4.65 6.98 o 2,33 11.63 o 2,33 ¢ 9.30
o . o « 50.00 . o . « 25.00 . o o « 25.00
. o« 25,00 . . . . « 12,50 « 12,50 . . « 37.50
. o 6.67 26,67 6.67 . o 6,67 . o 13,33 . o 6,67  €.67
o« 11134 . 22,22 . . « 5,56 5,56 5.56 22.22 . . o 5.5%6
. . . . « 1250 . « 12,50 « 12,50 . . « 37.50
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. Appendix XH
Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

Total Larriers cited® (percent)
State/ Comrunity no. of toglstical/boalth services
hosp ital type  Women l__ Z_ i 1_ 2_ 6 1_ ﬁ_ 2_ _1_0_ _2_1_
Maine
Kennebec Yalley Medlical
Center Rural 2 . . . . . . . . . . .
Eastorn Malne Medical
Centor Mldslze 4 . . . . . . . . . . .
Massachusetts
Brighem and Women's Urban 14 7.14 . . . T.14 . . . 7.4 . .
8oston Clty Urben tt 18.18 . . . . . 18.18 . . . .
New York
Harlem Hospital Center Urben 34 2,34 11.76 2.%4 . . 5.88 . . 5.88 . .
Columblia-Presby ter lan
Modical Center Urben 30 . . . . o 3.33 10.00 . . . .
Crouse~|rving Memorial Midsize 2 50.00 . . . . . . . . . .
St. Joseph's Miagsize 4 . . . . . . . . . . .
Chlldren's Midsize 10 . . 10,00 . . . 10.00 . . . .
Bened|ctine Rural 2 . . . . . . . . . . .
Auburn Memcrial Rural 6 16.67 . . . . . . . . . .
Wost Virginie
Charleston Area Medical
Conter Midsize 25 . .« 12,00 . . 4,00 4.00 « 8.00 . .
Cabe| i Huntington Midsize 6 . . .« 16,67 . . . .« 16,67 . .
Biveflold Communlity Rural 20 . . 25,00 . « 5.00 . . . . .
United Hosplital Center Rurai 9 . o 1t.it . . . . . .

Q Page 154 155 GAO/HRD87.137 Prenatal Care




Appendix XIT

Barriers to Euarlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitalo

Berrlors cited® (percent)

Women's attitudes, beliefs, and experionces Financing

noor

. 50.00
9.09 .
5.88 .

. 6.67

50.00 .
25.00 .
10.00 .
50.00 .

13

7.14

“

25.00

14.29

14.71

13.33

30.00
50.00

36,00

25.00

15 16 17 13 19 20 22 23 24 Qther problem

. . . . . . . . . .
. . . o 25.00 . . .« 25.00 .
. . 7414 . . 14,29 o T4 2,14 7,14
9.09 18.18 . . . 18.18 . . . .
5.88  2.94 o 2.9 . 2,94 5.88 . 5.88 .
13.33 3,33 e 3.33 o 3.33  6.67 . . .
. . .« 25.00 . . . ‘ . .
. . o 10,00 . .« 20,00 . . .
. 3433 . o 16467 o 33.33 . . .
4.00 4.00 . . 8.00 . 4.0 . . .
. . . . . o 33403 . . .
. . . o 5.00 . . . 5,00 5.00
. . . o 3333 ey e .« H.i .

No

50.00

25.00

14.29
9.09

14.7

36.67

50,00
10.00

16.00
33.33
30.00
22,22
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Appendix XII

Barriers to Earlier or More Frequent Prenatal
Care Cited by Medicaid Recipients and
Uninsured Women at Participating Hospitals

to barriers cited by women:

Did not have anyone to take cere of other
children.

Could not miss work or school.

Did not have a way to get clinic or doctor's
office.

No lccal doctors, midwives, or nurses.

Cou!d not gst a doctor, midwife, or nurse to
see them.

Did not know where to go for care.

felt the wait In the doctor's office or
ctinlec was too long.

Felt the offlce hours were not convenient.

Could not get an appointment eariier in
pregnancy.

Cannot speak Engiish very well and could not
find anyone who spoke their language.

Old not think it was Important to see a
doctor, nurse, or another medical person

ammd Yo am mnpa alhaa
VAl I M HAND WilOle

Did not want to think zoout being pregnant.

16,

17.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Had too many other problems to worry sbout
gotting care.

Did not know that they were pregnant.

Not sure that they vanted to have the baby so
didn't go to a dector, midwife, or nurse.

Knew what to do since thsy had been pregnant
before.

Were a |ittle afraid of medical tests and
examinations.

Were afrald to find out they were pregnant.

Did not want to tell baby's father, parents,
or other family members.

Did not iike the doctor's or nurse's
attitudes.

Thought they might have probiems with the
immigration peopie.

Did not have enough money to pay for visits.
Not eliglble for Medicaide.

Had problems with Medicaid.
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Appendix XIII

Demographic Data on the Women Interviewed,
by Hospital

Data on the characteristics of women interviewed at each of the 39 hos-
pitals participating in the study are presented in tables XIII.1 and XIIL2.
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Appendix XIIT
Demographic Data on the Women
Interviewed, by Hospital

Toble Xill.1:

interviewed Womca by Insurence Status, Education, and Place

of Most Care for Each Participating Hospltal (1986~87)

Flgures, except In last column, aro percents.

Inswrence status Educeation
State/ Some high Graduated
hospltal Medicald Uninsured 0-8 years school hlgh school Col lege

Totais 52.29 47.1 14.00 35.44 29.82 20.74

Alaboma
Cooper Groen 14.29 85.71 14.29 22.86 42.86 20.00
Huntsville 26,32 73.68 5.26 3€.84 15.79 42.11
Baptist Medical Center 50.00 50.00 4.55 10.91 31.82 22.73
vaughan Ragional Meuical

Center 64,44 35.56 4.44 42,22 33.33 20.00
Edge Memorial 54.17 45.83 . 37.50 41,67 20.83
Los Angeles County-

USC Medical Center 5.64 94.36 42.56 24.62 17.95 14.87
Memor 1al Medical Center 70.59 29.41 . 23,53 47.06 29.41
Kern Medical Center 51.28 48.72 23.08 38.46 25.64 12.82
Sutter Community 96415 3.85 3.85 11.54 23,08 61.54
El Centro Community 73.68 26.32 15.79 36.84 26.32 21.05
Uklah General 100.00 . . 38.89 38.89 22,22

Goorgia
Grody Menorlal 6,24 39.76 2.4 39.76 32.53 25430
Georgia Baptist Medical

Center 16.67 83.33 . 16.67 33.33 50.00
Medical Center (Columbus) 42.31 57.69 3.85 42,31 38.46 15.38
Memor 1al Medical Center 78.26 21.74 8.70 56452 30.43 4.35
Sumter Regional 60.87 39.13 8.70 56.52 26.09 8.70
Glynn-Brunswick Memorfal 41.67 58.33 4.7 41,67 371,50 16.67

11linols
Cook County 27.87 72.13 37.70 37.70 18.03 6.56
Ingalls Memor|al 100.00 . . 25.00 50.00 25.00
St. Francls Medical Center 64.29 35.71 T.14 42.86 21.43 28.57
Mothod Ist Medical Center 80.00 20.00 40.00 20.00 . 40.00
Rockford Memor jal 55.88 44,12 . 47.06 29.41 23.53
Memor jal Hospital

(Carbondale) 89.47 10.53 2.63 42.1% 39.47 15.79
Sera Bush Lincolin Health

Center 76.47 23,53 . 35.29 35.29 29.41
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Appendix XIN1

Demographic Data on the Women

Interviewed, by Hospital

Ploce of most prenatal care

Hosplital Local health Doctor's Midwife Combination/ Total

.

fl

cilnic department office service other 0o,
24.98 34,14 30.86  0.43 7.00 157
2.86 88,57 5.71 . 2.86 35
. . 89.47 . . 19

. 50,00 45.45 . . 22

. 42,22 55.56 . 2.22 45

. 417 91.67 . . 2%

9. 74 68.21 11.28 0.5 4.62 195
5.88 . 76,47  5.88 . 17
33,33 2.56 30.77 . 28.21 39
3.85 . 92.31 . 3.85 26
. 5.26 94.74 . . 19

. . S4.44 . 5.56 18
56,63 31,33 6.02 . 3.61 83
75.00 8.33 16.67 . . 12
. 65.38 26.92 . 3.85 26
17.39 21,74 56.52 . . 23
. 95.65 4.35 . . 23

. 29.17 62.50 . . 24
44.26 36.07 6.56  1.64 11.48 61
25.00 . 75.00 . . ‘4
50,00 . 35.7 . 14,29 14
60.00 . 40.00 . . 5
35.29 8.82 50.00 . 5.88 34
5.26 2.63 23.68 . 68.42 38
. . 94.12 . 5.88 17

i60
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Appendix XIIX
Demographic Data on the Women
Interviewzd, by Hospital

Insurance status

Educat lon

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

State/ Some high Graduated
hospltal MedIcald Unlnsured 0-8 years school high school College
Totals
M_ilne
Kennebec Yalley Medical
¢ ater 55.56 44.44 . e 44.44 44.44
Eastern Malne Medlical
Center 90.00 10.00 . 20.00 70.00 10.00
Massachusetts
Brigham snd Women's 82.86 1714 20.00 34.29 20,00 25.1
Boston City 62.50 37.50 6.25 43,75 31.2% 18,75
New York
Harlem Hospltal Center 69.77 30.23 6.98 46451 30.23 16.28
Columblo-Prestyterian
Medical Center 78.05 21.95 7.32 3en 29.27 3.
Crouse=1rylng Memorial 100.00 . . 50,00 37.50 12.50
St. Joseph's 100.00 . 12,50 37.50 12.50 37.50
Chiidren's 93.75 6.25 6425 25.00 43,75 25.00
Benedictine 64.29 3%5.N . 57.14 28,57 14,29
Auburn Memor | at 87.50 12.50 6425 43.75 43.75 6.25
Wost Virginia
Charieston Area Medlical
Center 52.63 47.37 . 36.84 47.37 15.79
Cobel| Huntlington 44.00 56,00 4.00 32.00 32.00 32.00
8luefield Community 66.67 33,33 7.69 35.90 41,03 15.38
Unlted Hospital Center 68.75 3125 6.25 37.50 12.50 43.75
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i Appendix XJ1I
| Demographic Data on the Women
l Interviewed, by Hospital

Place of most prenatal care
Hospital Local health Doctor's Midwitfe Combination/ Total

clinic department oftice service other no.
1.1 33433 55.56 . . 9
10.00 30.00 60.00 . . 10
57.14 40,00 2.86 . . 35
50.00 37.50 .« 12,50 . 16
48.84 41.86 2.33 . 2.33 43
78.05 7.32 7.32 . 2.44 41
62.50 12,50 25.00 . . 8
75.00 12.50 . . 12.50 8
25.00 25.00 25.00 . 16475 16
35.7t 21.43 35.7 . 7.14 14

. 75.00 25.00 . . 16
68.42 1 .53 13.16 . 7.89 38
12.00 60.00 24.00 . 4,00 25
25.64 17.95 53485 . 2.56 39

. . 81.25 . 1875 16
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Appendix XIII

Demographic Data on the Women
Interviewed, by Hospital

Table Xili.2¢

Interviewed Women By Maternal Age, Race, and Birth Wolght for Each

Particlpating Hospltal (1986-87)

Figures, except for last column, are percents.

State/
hospital

Total

Alzoma

Cooper Green

Huntsville

Bapt st Medlcal Center

Yaughan Reglonal Modical
Center

Edge Mewor|al

California

Los Angeles County-
USC Medical Center
Memorial Medical Cenier
Kern Medical Center

Sutter Community
€1 Centro Commun |ty
Uklah General

Ceorgla

Gredy Memor lal

Georgla BaptIst Medical
Centor

Medical Center (Columbus)

Memor 1al Medlical Center

Sumter Reolonal

Glynn=Brunswick Memorial

1ilinols

ook County

ingalls Momorlal

St. Francls Medical Center

Mathodi<t Medical Center

Rockford Memorial

Momorlal Hospital
(Carbondale)

Sara Bush Lincoln Heaith
Centor

Maternal age

< 18 18-19  20-24 25-29 30-34 35+
10.46 15,56 37,34 22.13  10.20 4.32
8,57 8,57 48.57 25.71 8.57 .
10.53  26.32 47.37  10.53 5.26 .
9.09 13,64 27.27 22,73 13.64 13,64
15,56 22.22 31.01 17,78 6.67 6.67
20.83 8.33 16,67 37.50 12.50 4.17
7.18 11,79 30.77  29.74  14.87 5.64
o 17.65 35.29 23.53 23.53 .
7.69  10.26 41.03  30.77 5.13 5413
17.54 3.85 46,15  26.92 11.54 .
10.53 5.26 42.11 21,05 10.53 10.53
5.56 16,67 44.44 27.78 . 5.56
15.66 9.64 40.96 20.48 8.43 4.82
. 8,33  41.67 33.33 o 16467
23.08 7.69  46.15 7.69 11,54 3.85
21,74 13,04 30.43 8.70 17.39 .70
17.39 26,09 34.78 17.39 £.35 .
8.33  29.17  33.33 29417 . .
29.51 16,39 27.87  16.39 8.20 1.64
o 25,00 25.00 50.00 . .

o 42,86 28.57 7.14 14,29 7.14

o 20,00 20.00 40.00 20.00 .
8.82 26.47 41.18 14.7 8.82 .
13.16 23,68 44.74 10.53 5.26 2,63
5.88 29.41  41.18 17.65 5.88 .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix XITI
Demographic Data on the Women

Interviewed, by Hospitai
Race 8lrth welght
Not  Very iow
White Black Hispanic Othor low o low Total
36.39  33.36 28.78  1.47 88,50 11,50 1157
40.00  57.14 . 2.86 80.00 20.00 35
47.37 47,37 v 5,26 89.47 10,53 19
18.18  81.82 . . 81.82 18.18 22
13,33 86.67 . . 93,33 6.67 45
37,50 62.50 . . 100,00 . 24
2.05 5.3 90,77 2,05 90.77  9.23 195
52,94 17,65 29.4! . 70,59 29.41 17
23.08 12.82 61..4  2.56 92.31  7.69 39
69.23  7.69  3.85 19,23 80.77 19.23 26
. 5.26 94.74 . 100,00 . !
77.78 o 5.56 16,67 88.89 11.11 18
21,69 77,10 . 1,20 B7.95 1205 83
66,67  33.33 . . 100,00 . 12
46.15  53.85 . . 9231 7.69 26
17,39 18,26  4.35 . 78,26 21,74 23
13.04 82,61  4.35 . 91,30 8.7 23
58,23 41.67 . . 91.67  8.33 24
1.64 47,54 50,82 . 95.08  4.92 6!
. 100,00 . . 100,00 . 4
78,57  21.43 . . 1851 21.43 14
80,00  20.00 . . 100,00 . 5
64,71 32,35  2.94 + 76,47  23.53 34
71,05 28,95 . . 8421 15,79 38
82,24 11.76 . . 82,35 17.65 17
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Appendix X111
Demographic Data on the Women
Interviewed, by Hospital

Maternal age
State/
hosp i ral <18 18-19  20-.4  25-29 30-34 35¢
Maino
Kennebec Yalley Modlcal
Conter . o 33,33 33.33 . 33.33
Eastern Malne Medicatl
Center 10,62 10,00 50.00 10.00 20.00 .
Mossachusotts
Brighom and Women's . 17,14 42.86 14,29  22.36 2.86
Boston City 12,50 12,50 37.50 37.50 . .
New York
Harlwn Hospital Center 4.65 13,95  30.23  32.56 9.30 9.30
Columbla-Presbyterian
Modical Center 2.45  19.51 41,46 14,63 17,07 4.88
Crouse=trving Momorial 12-50 12,50 25.00 25.00 25.00 .
St. Joseph's . 12.50 62.50 12.50 « 12.50
Children's 12,50 18.75 18,75 3.25 18.75 .
Benedictine 714 21,43 2B.57  21.43 14,29 7.14
Aubu~n Memortial *ee50 12,50 37.5¢C  3.,.25 6.25 .
Charleston Area h.dlcal
Center 5.26 28.95 39.47 15.79 7.89 2.63
Cabel | HuntIngton 8.00 12.00 64.00 8.00 4,00 4.00
Bluetleld Community 12.82 7.69 56.41 15.38 5413 2.56
United Hospital Center 6.25 25.00 31.25 31.25 6.25 .
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Appendix XIII
Demographic Data on the Women
“aterviewed, by Hospital

Race Birth weight

Not Very tow
yhite Black Hispanic Other low o low Yotal

100.00 . . . 88.89 1.1 9
100.00 . . . 80,00 27.00 10
28,57 22.86 45.71 2.86  91.43 8.57 35
12,50 68.75 18,75 . 68,75 31.25 16
2,33 46,51 51.16 o 86,05 13.9 43
4.83  21.95  73.17 . 87.80 12.20 41
75.00  25.00 . e 62,50 37.50 8
100.00 . . « 100.00 . 8
25.00 68,75 6.25 .« 87.50 12,50 16
85.71 7.14 7.14 . 92.86 .14 [
100.00 . . . 93,75 6.25 16
89.47 10.53 . 89.47 10,53 38
96.00 4.00 . . 92,00 8.co 25
84.62 15.38 . . 92,31 7.69 39
93.75 6.75 . . 87.50 12.50 16
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Appendix XIV

State and Local Programs to Improve Access
to Care

Through various programs, states and localities we visited are attempt-
ing to address some of the barriers women face in cbtaining prenatal
care. The barriers most often cited by the women we interviewed
incl.ded financial obstacles, particularly alack of money to pay for pre-
natal care; educational and/oi attitudinal barriers, particularly not
knowing that they were preg ant; and logisticai problems, particularly
lack of transportation. Some programs being carried out to address
these barriers in the states we visited are discussed below. These pro-
grams represent only examples of programs in these states; they do not
represent all such programs being carried out. Furtber, we did not
attempt to evaluate any of the programs; therefore, » » make no judg-
ments as to whether any particular program is more effective than any

other.
Programs Providing
Comprehensive
Services That Address
Lack of Money
Illinois Prenatal Care The Illinois Department of Public Health provides subsidized prenatal
Projects care through a variety of programs, including prenatal care projects,

funded by state funds as weil as the MCH block grant. The projects serve
the medically indigent who are not eligible for Medicaid and provide
comprehensive prenatal care services including social and nutrition,
health 2ducation, outreach, and follow -up services. Providers are reim-
bursed at the same rate as Medicaid providers, but according to a
Department of Public Health official, the paperwork is less and the turn-
around time for reimbursement quicker, diminishing the reluctance of
providers to treat low-income women. During the 6-year life of this pro-
gram, statistics have shown the projects to be providing care to women
in need of subsidized prenatal care. The incidence of low birth weight
has decreased to 8 percent, which is low for this high-risk population;
missed prenatal appointments have steadily decreased from 15 percent
the first year to 11 percent the sixth year; and the percentage of women
beginning care in the first trimester has increased from 29 to 49.

167
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Appendix XIV
State and Local Programs to Improve Access
to Care

Illinois Families With a
Future

In Illinois, the objectse of Families with a Future is to reduce perinatal
risk by providing ccmprehensive and coordinated services in 31 areas
with high infant mortality throughout the state. The p ‘ogram includes
case management, outreach, education, and support services as well as
medical care.

Illinois Problem Pregnancy
Grants

Illinois authorizes problem pregnancy grants to provide and coordinate
medic:l, educational, and social services to women at risk of initial or
repeat problem pregnancies. All women with problem pregnancies are
eligible for services, with those ineligible for Medicaid given priority.
Services include prenatal care, nutrition and social services, employment
and vocational counseling, special s >rvices to enable pregnant teens to
continue their education, residential care for pregnant teens, outreach,
and follow-up.

Iliinois Parents Too Soon

Parents Too Soon, a coordinated statewide program in Illinois, is
designed to reduce teenage pregnancy and mitigate the health risks for
pregnant teens. Through 125 community-based projects, this program
addresses the medical and social needs of teenagers, including prenatal
care and awareness education. According to state evaluati .as, to date
the success of the program has been measured by a decrease in low birth
weight for its clients, a reduction in the incidence of infant mortality
among program participants, and a lower percentage of repeat teen
pregnancies.

Massachusetts Healthy
Start Program

Massachusetts operates a state-funded program that provides compre-
hensive prenatal care to lew-income women who (1) have no health
insurance, (2) are not eligible for Medicaid, and (3) have incomes no
greater than 185 percent of the federal poverty level. Healthy Start
pays for up to 14 prenatal visits, delivery, hospitalization for the mother
and the newborn, and one postpartum visit. In addition, it provides sup-
port services, including nutrition services, prenatal and parenting
classes, counseling, family planning, laboratory and pharmacy services
lated to pregnancy, and interpreter services.

New York Prenatal Care
and Nutrition Program

New York operates a state-funded program that provides comprehen-
sive prenatal care to low-income women who (1) have no health insur-
ance, (2) are not eligible for Medicaid, and (3) have incomes no greater
than 185 percent of the federal poverty level. Tke Prenatal Care and
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Appendix XIV

State and Local Programs to Improve Access
to Care

Nutrition Program pays for prenatal visits, laboratory work, diagnostic
testing, social services, nutritional and genetic counseling, and a post-
partum visit. In addition, providers are required to establish linkages
with local hospitals to ensure that a patiert has a prearranged site for
delivery.

New York Maternal and
Infant Care Projects

The Maternal and Infant Care Projects, operated only in New York City
and Erie County by the respective departments of health and funded by
the state through the mcH block grant, provide comprehensive pre- and
postnatal service to low-income women where low birth weight and
infant mortality rates are excessive. To be eligible for these projects,
women must have inco™ies e greacer than 185 percent of the poverty
level and be either uninsured or on Medicaid.

Georgia Certified Nurse-
Midwifery Program

Through the Certified Nurse-Midwifery Program, Georgia provides pre-
natal and obstetrical services for low-risk maternity patients in 7 of its
19 health districts. To qualify for the nurse-midwifery program, the
patient must be ineligible for Medicaid, be low risk, and have an income
of no more than 200 percent of the federal poverty level. Care is pro-
vided by about 20 nurse-midwives through local public health depart-
ments or through subcontract with local hospitals. The program, begun
in 1973, is funded entirely by the state.

Georgia Maternal High
Risk Pregnancy Program

In Georgia, the Maternal High Risk Pregnancy Program is a statewide,
state-funded orogram that offers care for medically indigent, high-risk
pregnant women who are not eligible for Medicaid. It offers a financial
assistance package for use by health districts in providing high-risk pre-
natal care, hospital delivery, and newborn care to women and their
infants who are at significant medical risk.

West Virgiria Maternity
Services Frogram

West Virginia's Maternity Services Progran serves low-income women,
incluaing some who are Medicaid-eligible. Through the use of MCH block
grant funds and state monies, 48 community-based providers offer pre-
natal care to uninsuréd women whose income is at or below 150 percent
of the federal poverty level. Where patient volume permits, this pro-
gram also serves Medicaid recipients in areas of the state where the
Medicaid card is not accepted for prenatal care. Prenatal care offered
through this program includes pregnancy testing and/or confirmation;
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Appendix IV
State anc Local Programs to Improve Access
to Care

clinical services such as the initial workup, laboratory testing and coun-
seling; prenatal education classes; delivery anu hospitalization; and fol-
low-up services, including a postpartum/family planning visit and
referral of the child for pediziric heaiih services. The prenatal care is
based on a prograr protocol that adheres to ACOG minimal standards of
obstetrical care.

California Community-
Based Comprehensive
Perinatal Services
Program

California’s statewide Community-Based Comprehensive Perinatal Ser-
vices Program, supported by the MCH block grant, is a community-based
system of coinprenensive perinatal care providing care and services to
under-served, low-income pregnant women and their infants. The pro-
gram is a result of a state-sponsored initiative—the OB Z.ccess Pilot Pro-
ject (see p. 60). The perinatal services funded under the program include
medical examinations nutritional counseling, health education,
psychosocial services for pregnant women, and some follow-up care for
the mother and infant. In addition, support is provided to contractors
for community education and outreach, consultation, evaluation, in-ser-
vice training for perinatal care staff, ana the e velcpment of local direc-
tories of available services for pregnant women.

Th+ program was operating in all five California counties that we visited
during cur review. Two of the program contractors—the Maternal and
Child Outreach Program and the American River Hospital Teen Clinic—
placed emphasis on a specific population, and one in El Centro offered
extensive outreach services.

The Maternal and Child Qutreach Program in Kern County, California,
which places prime -y emphasis on the identification and follow-ur >f
high-risk pregnancies and infants, uses a case manager approach for
monitoring individual care plans for all obstetric patients and provides
nutritional assessment and moni‘oring, as well as psychosocial assess-
ment and counseling. Daytime prenatal and parenting classes, an inte-
gral part of the Maternal and Child Outreach Program, are coordinated
with the patient’s prenatal visits to facilitate class attendance, and
classes are Feld in hoth English and Spanish. From the ince ption of the
program in 1978 to 1984, the average infant birth weight for Maternal
and Child Outreach Program patients rose from 6.9 to 7.8 pounds; the
average number of prenatal visits increased from 4 to 8.9; and the aver-
age week of first visit dropped from 22 to 16.5 gestation weeks.

The American River Hospital Teen Clinic in Sacramento County’, Califor-
nia, operates an Adolescent Maternity Project under a Community-
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Based Comprehensive Perinatal Services Program grant and provides a
complete program to teens seeking contraceptive services, as well as
prenatal and pustpartum care. The clinic provides van transportation to
appointments from the local schosls and has an on-site Special Supple-
mental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children. To enccourage
adolescents to seek early prenatal care, it maintains an outreach and
networking program in the community, which includes presentations at.
lecal schools and community agencies, attendance at local school health
fairs, and sponsorship of an annual teen health fair to promote teen
wellness and make teens and their families more aware of available
health and social services.

The Economic Opportunities Commission, the Community-Based Com-
prehensive Perinatal Services Program contractor in E1 Centro, not only
provides women in Imperial County with comprehensive perinatal ser-
vices, including medical, nutritional, psychosocial, and educational ser-
vices, but also operates the only prenatal outreach program in the
county. Outreach activities include (1) making presentations to commu-
nity groups regarding the services offered to pregnant women and the
importance of prenatal care and (2) participating in various local fairs,
at which bilingual literature and * ‘ochures describing the program’s ser-
vices are distributed.

Many of the Economic Opportunity Commission’s outreach activities
have been directed at the teenage population. For example, when partic-
ipating in high school health fairs during fiscal years 1984 and 19856, the
program presented skits dramatizing teenage pregnancy problems and
solutions and distributed a bilingual brochure containing information
about physical and medical conditions pertinent to teenagers, including
pregnancy, and listing phone numbers teens can call to get more infor-
mation. Before fiscal year 1984, statistics indicated that pregnant teen-
agers who went to Imperial County’s Economic Opportunity Commission
sought prenatal care for the first time at 23 weeks gestation. After the
fairs were completed, pregnant teenagers came for their first prenatal
visit at an average of 13 weeks gestation.

California Adolescent
Family Life Program

California’s Adolescent Family Life Program is a 3-year demonstration
of a case management/networking method for providing comprehensive
coordinated services to pregnant adolescents and teen parents. Funded
in part tnrough the MCH block grant program, the goals of the program
are to (1) reduce the rate or incidence of poor pregnancy outcomes in
women aged 17 and under, (2) improve the health, educatior, and
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employability of pregnant adolescents and school-age parents, and (3)
assure adequate health care for their babies. The service system, which
involves participation of school districts and public and private health
and social service providers, includes case management services and
outreach to pregnant adolescents, young fathers and fathers-to-be, and
their families. Services provided by the program include pregnancy test-
1ng; education on parenthood; primary and preventive medical services;
pediatric health care for infants and children of adolescent participants;
nutrition assessment and counseling; health education; psychosocial ser-
vices; infant and child care placement; and vocational, academic, and
educational counseling.

Charles Henderson Child The Charles Henderson Child Health Center in Troy, Alabama, operates

Health Center, Troy, two teenage pregnancy programs. To reduce the number of teen

Alabama, pregnancies in Pike County and ensure the best possible outcome for
mother and child when pregnancies occur, the Adolescent Family Life
program provides

« prenatal and child medical car¢, including familiarization with labor and
delivery, birth control, venereal disease. nutrition, ard child care, as
well as regularly . *heduled cxaminations at a weekly teenage pregnancy
clinic:

« educational and vocational services, with two school systems in: Pike
County participating in a program to help mothers obtain at least a high
school education; and

« counseling to help the teen in her relationships with parents and peers
and in preparation for dalivery.

Care and counseling continue after delivery with medical check-ups for
reother and child and in weekly teen/tot clinics that combine pediatric
care with cuatinued education in child development for the mother. The
program is funded through the federal adolescent family life demonstra-
tion projects and patient fees, which are based on a sliding scale. No one
is denied service because of inabiuty to pay.

Under the Rural Health Initiative Conscirtium, the Troy child health
center manages adolescent ciinics located in four Alabar 2 counties. The
program provides prenatal care through family practitioners at family
care centers and proeram physicians at public nealth maternity clinics.
.'urther, high-risk patients from sites within the consortium are referred
to an obstetrician. Fees for this program also are based upon a sliding
scale, with no one denied services because of inability to pay.

Q Page 171 i%7 2 GAOQ/HRD-87-137 Prenatal Care




Programs That
Provide Outreach,
Information, and
Support to Address
Educational and
Attitudinal Barriers to
Care

Appendix XIV
State and Local Programs to Improve Access
to Care

1llinois Service Directories

The Illinois Public Health Association published eight regional directo-
ries designed as guides to maternal and child health services. Distrib-
uted through the local health departments, the guides include such
information as the service provided, charges, areas served, and any
restrictions to the service.

Alabama Storkline Alabama operates the Storkline program, a toll-free telephone service to
orogram advise pregnant women in Alabama of available services in their locale.

New York City Pregnancy InFebruary 1985, the New York City Department of Health initiated the
Healthline Pregnancy Healthline, a city-wide telephone service that provides infor-

mation and referrals to callers on a wide range of reproductive health
issues, including prenatal cace. Its staff make direct appointments for
prenatal care at over 70 health cave facilities in New York City. Staff
follow up on callers who do not keep appointments to assist them in
overcoming barriers to obtaining prenatal care.

Perinatal Center at State
University of New York

The Perinatal Center at State University of New York Health Science
Center at Syracuse offers various prenatal services, includ.ng several
that provide educ ation and referral to pregnant women. The Ceuter
developed and published a directory of 88 services for pregnart women
in Orondaga County. Also, in association with the Onondaga County
Heaith Department, it operates the Pregnancy Confirmation Assessment
Referral Education Program (Pregnancy CARE Program). The purpose
of this program, established in 1984, is to reduce the incidence of low
birth-weight infants by (1) promoting early prenatal care and (2) inten-
sifying care for women found to be at risk of having a low birth-weight
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infant. The Pregnancy CARE Program has three satellite clinics in Syra-
cuse that (1) provide pregnancy testing and physical examinations: (2)
provide prenatal education; (3) make appointments for continuing preg-
nancy care; (4) transfer records from the satellite clinic to continuing
care sites; and (5) make referrals to public health nurses, the Special
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children, Medi-
caid, or other sources of funding.

California March of Dimes The March of Dimes launched a media campaign called Mommy Don't
nationwide and in Los Angeles in November 1986. Jts goal is to raise
public awareness on the ingportance of health during pregnancy.
Through media coverage und the distribution of brochures, the cam-
paign emphasizes the dangers of smoking or taking drugs and alcohol
while pregrant and the importance of prenatal care. In addition, in .0s
Angeles the Healthy Mothers, Healthy Babies Coalition, an informal
association of more than 30 professional, voluntary, and governmental
organizations convened by the March of Dimes, was established to foster
education efforts through collaborative activities and sharing of infor-
mation and resources. An example of a collaborative effort is the Parent
Education Program in the Hispanic Community to Improve Maternal/
Infant Health, which is jointly sponsored by the Healthy Mothers,
Healthy Babies Coalition, the Mexican-American Opportunity Founda-
tion, and the March of Dimes. The program’s purpose is to inform the
Hispanic community of the need for and the role of prenatal care in
preventing birth defects. It consists of staff and parent education at, the
Mexican-American Opportunity Foundation Child Care Cer *ers in Los
Angeles. Speakers are brought into the centers during scheduled parent
education sessions to provide infermation on prenatal care, nutrition,
alcohol and drugs during pregnancy, genetics, sexually transmitted dis-
eases, and newborn health. The project has reached 450 parents in the
last year.

Massachusetts Outreach In Massachusetts, the fiscal year 1986 budget provided $100,000 to

and Education program inform women about factors that produce healthy babies, particularly
the importance of early, continuous comprehensive prenatal czre. One of
the campaign’s primary objectives is to encourage pregnant women to
enroll in the Healthy Start Program (see p. 167). According to a state
official, all materials and strategies are being designed to ensure that
their message reaches high-risk groups, including mirorities and
adolescents.
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The Godparent Project

The Godparent project, sponsored by the Alabama Cooperative Exten-
sion Service in Auburn, is designed to link pregnant teenagers with
adults they can tirust to help the teenagers through their pregnancy and
into parenthood. The Ge dparent is responsible for helpi-ig the teenager
find and get to medical care during pregnancy, encouraging her to stay
in school and not have cdditional children, and acting as a supportive
friend and advisor during this crisis period.

The Rural Alabama Infant
Health Project

The Rural Alabama Infant Health Project, funded through a Ford Foun-
dation grant in cooperation with the University of Alabama and West
Alabama Health Services, Inc., is an outreach program offered to all
indigent expectant mothers living in Greene, Hale, and Sumter counties.
It provides complete health care for expectant mothers and infants,
assistance for expecting mothers in developing parenting and child
development skills, and a network of support using West Alabama Ser-
vices’ medical staff, other agencies, and home visitors. The prenatal care
program includes:

First-time mother entitlement to services of a home visitor and partici-
pation in a mothers’ support group. The home visitation component con-
sists of community women who help the pregnant women get into the
health care system and coursel them. Home visits are made every 2
weeks during pregnancy.

A tracking system and educational class series that are combined with
the patients’ regularly scheduled prenatal visits with the physician. This
program is devised so that clinical services such as nutrition, education,
family planning, social work, mental health, and dentistry are available
to the patient at one visit.

A system for referring women to the State Department of Health's Spe-
cial Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children by
using prearranged referral procedures.

The Maternal and Infant
Health Outreach Worker
Program

‘The Maternal and Infant Health Outreach Worker Program, a commu-
nity-based, health intervention programr administered by the Center for
Healtn Services at Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee, is being
carried out in five rural, economically disadvantaged communities, two
of them located in West Virginia. The project is designed to serve women
who are at risk for problem pregnancies because of low income, few
community resources, and high degrees of personal stress. Typical ser-
vice recipients are young women with low incomes, most of whon: have
less than high school educations and many of whom live in dilapidated
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Programs That
Address
Transportation
Barriers

housirg. Through the efforts of lay outreach workers, participants are
encouraged to obtain prenatal care and receive basic instruction about
health care during pregnancy. Participants are visited monthly in their
homes by these workers; through the visits, participants are provided
with information, emotional support and links to services. Preliminary
evaluation data ccllected in 1984, 2 years after the nrogram began, indi-
cate that participants are more likely than a compa:.sen group to
receive prenatal care, attend childbirth preparation classes, and ise pre-
natal vitamins. Specifically, 100 percent of the participants received
prenatal care compared with 92 percent of the comparison group. Simi-
larly, 98 percent of the participants used prenatal vitamins as opposed
to 90 percent of the comparison group. Further, while only slightly over
one fifth of the comparison group attended childbirth classes, over one
third of the program participants di ! so. While the sample size was not
large enough to develop statistically significant data on birth outcomes,
preliminary data showed slightly fewer stillbirths and low birth-weight
infants among the program participants in contrast to the comparison
group.

Sacramento County Public
Health Department

In 1978/79, the Sacramento County (Califorr ) Public Health Depart-
ment centralized its Asian refugee medical services at one clinic to main-
tain continuity of care for the refugee population. The clinic staff,
realizing that the primary health need of the Asian population it served
was prenatal care, established a referral service for pregnant Asian
wom 1 in the county. Working with a local obstetrician, the clinic
agreed to provide a translator and transportation for its pregnant
patients and referral to this local physician for prenatal care. The clinic
offered this service until March 1987, at which time it discontinued the
program because the need had decreased; other local obs“etricians had
begun seeing these Asian patients and had hired their own translators.
However, the clinic still provides transportation for refugees who are
new to the area on an as needed basis.
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Consolidated Tribal Health Another California program that addresses transportation barriers is

Project administered by the Lonsolidated Tribal Health Project, the largest
health care provider for Native Americans in Mendocino County. The
project receives funding from HHS’ Indian Health Services to cover med-
ical care for Native Americans who are not Medicaid beneficiaries. The
project does not provide prenatal care, but refers all its pregnant
patients to the Ukiah OB-GYN Medical Group for prenatal care. The pro-
ject provides transportation to and from prenatal visits, and its support
staff visit p:cgnant women at home to check on their health and
encourage therr to go to their prenatal care check-ups. In addition, the
project’s nutrit.onist visits pregnant women at their homes and dis-
penses prenatal vitamins.

Rural Pediatric Program A local initiative in the Bangor, Maine, area also addresses transporta-
tion barriers. The Rural Pediatric Program at Eastern Maine Medical
Center covers prenatal care and medical expenses for children in rural
areas within a 95-mile radius. Two vans, equinped as medical offices,
visit each site once a month. According to the center's medical director,
this program allows patients to receive care in a community setting,
regardless of their ability to pay. The program has established no eligi-
bility requirements and no one is denied care.
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