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Introduction _
« Ongoing efforts for health reform have resulted in rising interest in the Popu Iatlon U nder 65 POpU |ati0n U nder 65

location, economic status, and demographic composition of the uninsured

population. AI I I ncome Leve Is Livi n g at or Be I oW 1 380/0 Pove rty difference between metro and non-metro counties in 46 out of 48 states. Among those 46 states, 40 states had

« Forindividuals under 65 and working age adults at all income levels, we found that there is a statistically significant

higher rates of uninsured in non-metro areas.

* In 2010, 16.3% of Americans lived in non-metropolitan areas '. Among the
estimated 49.9 million uninsured Americans, nearly 15.6% live in non-
metropolitan communities 2.

«  We found that there is a statistically significant difference between metro and non-metro counties in 36 out of 48
states for children at all income levels. Among those 36 states, 35 states had higher rates of uninsured in non-metro

Prior studies at the national level have shown that t at 2010 Percent Uninsured 2010 Percent Uninsured areas.

" Triorstudies at the hatiohal Ievel have Shown that hon-metro popuiations .  Among populations under 65 and living at or below 138% poverty, 27 out of 48 states saw metro and non-metro
are less likely than m.etfo populatlons to have health nstrance c?c))_;/erage, o by Metro/Non-Metro County by Metro/Non Metro COunty counties that were statistically different. Among those 27 states, 22 states had higher rates of uninsured in metro
which may severely limit their access to needed health services °°. counties.

o State level studies have been inconsistent about the metro/non-metro

. . . « Among working age adults living at or below 138% poverty, 29 out of 48 states saw metro and non-metro counties
differences in health insurance coverage.

that were statistically different. Among those 29 states, 23 states had higher rates of uninsured in metro counties.

* Asresponsibility for the design of health policies shifts from the federal _ y y «  Among children living at or below 138% poverty, 25 out of 48 states saw metro and non-metro counties that were
government to the states, it is becoming increasingly important for state == . i | = - i statistically different. Among those 25 states, 16 states had higher rates of uninsured in metro counties.
health administrators to recognize the metro/non-metro differences in health N A s ‘ ] }
care insurance coverage and patterns within their states. feitan | | e | ol
: :E/ ~ Td V1
) ‘j@z N a5 if Eefcent |
Resea rCh QueStlon ~ , i let:}gﬁg:tEd o i b; II\I:Izltjr:)(-)lNon-metro
R by Metro/Non-metro . County . . . . . . .
. County ; | Metro Counties Our findings agree with previous studies that non-metro areas have higher uninsured rates. However, when the data is
1. Within each state, do metro and non-metro counties differ statistically in Metro Counties 1 79-150 controlled for income-level, the percentage of states with a significant difference between metro and non-metro areas
health insurance coverage? E 3.6-15.0 B 15.1-30.0 decreases and the uninsured are more likely to live in metro areas. We can infer from these results that income has
: 15.1-30.0 BN 30.1-450 more of an impact on health insurance status than metro/non-metro residence. An important aspect for the successful
2. Dothese results vary by age and income groups? ) = 221 222 . ) B 45.1-633 implementation of the Affordable Care Act will be an extensive outreach effort to provide health care coverage to the
o Non-Metro Countias e N%”‘:g: C:;";t'es uninsured. States have been delegated this responsibility by the federal government, with some latitude. To increase
o ]  49-15.0 D =1 151300 the impact, individual states need a clear understanding of the location, economic status and demographics of their
v - [ 15.1-30.0 o B 30.1-45.0 uninsured populations.
0 30.1-450 B 451-633
I 451-633

U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 Small Area Health Insurance Estimates (SAHIE)

« Model-based estimates of the number of people with and without Refe rences
health insurance coverage for every county in the United States by age
group, sex, and income group.

. _r . . . T . . 1.US.C B . (2010). 2010 C :
» The SAHIE sroaram models health instrance coverade by combinin States with Statistically Different Uninsured Rates States with Statistically Different Uninsured Rates 2105, Gensus Bureau, (2011). Gurrent Popaiation Survey, 2011 Annual Sodial Economic Supplement
Prog . . : ge by . 9 3.Bennett, K. J., Olatosi, B., & Probst, J. C. (2008). Health disparities: A rural-urban chartbook. South Carolina Rural Health Research
data from the American Community Survey with demographic Between Metro and Non-Metro Areas Between Metro and Non-Metro Areas Center.

population estimates, aggregated federal tax returns, participation . 4.Coburn, A. F,, Kilbreth, E. F,, Long, S. H., & Marquis, M. S. (1998). Urban-rural differences in employer-based health insurance coverage of
records for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, County | . workers. Medical Care Research and Review, 55(4), 484-496. | | o
Business Patterns, Medicaid and Children's Health Insurance Program 4 5.Lad|t.k'a, J. N, .I_.adltk.a, S.B,, & Probst, J. C. (?009). Hea.lth care acess in rgral areas: Evidence that hospitalization for ambulatory care-
o . sensitive conditions in the United States may increase with the level of ruality. Health & Place, 15, 761-770.
part|C|pat|on records and Census 2000 and 2010. 6.Lu, N., Samuels, M. E., Kletke, P. R., & Whitler, E. T. (2010). Rural-urban differences in health insurance coverage and patterns among
working-age adults in Kentucky. The Journal of Rural Health, 26, 129-138.
7.0rmond, B. A., Zuckerman , S., & Lhila, A. (2000). Rural/urban differences in health care are not uniform across states. Washington, D.C.:
Urban Institute.

Analytical Sample

« Metro/Non-Metro Classification: We used the Office of Management and
Budget’s definition of metro statistical area (MSA) as a core urban area
population of 50,000 or more. A county within an MSA is defined as a metro

county (N=1,099). All other counties are non-metro (N=2,042). Table 1: State Aggregate Percent Uninsured Table 2: State Aggregate Percent Uninsured
Among Metro and Non-metro Counties for all Among Metro and Non-metro Counties, At or
* IPR groups: Income groups are defined by the income-to-poverty ratio Incomes by Age Group Below 138% Poverty by Age Group

(IPR), the ratio of family income to the appropriate federal poverty
threshold. Estimates utilized in this research include two income groups: at

Number of Percent Uninsured Percent Uninsured Percent Uninsured
Counties 0-64 18-64 Under 19

Number of Percent Uninsured Percent Uninsured Percent Uninsured
Counties 0-64 18-64 Under 19

or below 138 percent and all incomes. The 138 percent IPR group was Statistically Different Areas Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
) i i Statis ticaIIy Different Areas Higher Uni 4 Rat in Metro A : metro  Metro metro Metro metro Metro metro Metro : metro Metro metro Metro metro Metro metro Metro
included for analysis because of its relevance to the Affordable Care Act. e B Higher Uninsured Rates in Metro Areas United siates | 2042 1099 | 184 176 223 214 s 84 United Statos | 2042 1099 | 291 31.4 00 424 10 128
i i i i i i - abama . . . ) ) . . . . . . .
Higher Uninsured Rate in Metro Areas ‘ P Nzt ;Ilg:e:.UnIlrs;r.:f Rattezln Non-Metro Areas Alaska 2% 3 258 193 304* 226 1532 12.0 Alaska 26 3 37.0 35.1 50.3* 459 15.6 17.8
° . H H : H Higher Uninsured Rate in Non-Metro Areas ’ o atistically vifreren reas Arizona 8 7 19.6 19.3 231* 221 12.9 13.1 Arizona 8 7 24.6 31.5% 32.9 40.0* 13.3 18.8*
Age groups. Children and worklng age adults have different health proflles, Not St ? Gically Diff ‘A ] Arkansas 55 20 215 19.9 27.3* 252 7.7 7.5 Arkansas 55 20 316 33.7* 46.1 48.6* 8.7 10.1*
i I ili I i i ot Statistically Dirrerent Areas California 21 37 19.3  20.7* 23.0 254* 9.2 9.5 California 21 37 27.3 33.2* 35.4 45.1* 11.3 13.7*
needs and insurance avallablllty' Thus we tested the difference first with ] Colorado 47 17 21.8*  17.1 246* 200 14.6* 10.0 Colorado 47 17 35.9* 33.6 44 5* 427 20.3* 17.6
i i i . Connecticut 2 6 9.6 10.5* 11.8  13.3* 3.2 3.2 Connecticut 2 6 19.0 21.1* 26.0 29.1* 5.2 6.0
the under age 65 pOPUIatlon’ then children (0'18) and worklng age adults Note: NeW Jersey and RhOde |S|and have no non-metro CountleS Delaware 1 2 14.7*  10.8 17.4*  13.0 7.1* 5.2 Delaware 1 2 225 20.5 32.0 28.2 8.1 7.4
(1 8-6 4) separatel Florida 28 39 247 254 289  29.8* 135 13.4 Florida 28 39 345 40.6* 45.9 52.2* 14.8 18.7*
P y. Georgia 89 70 232* 216 28.6* 265 10.5 10.3 Georgia 89 70 33.7 38.3* 46.9 52.5* 12.4 15.8*
Hawaii 31 11.2* 7.9 13.4* 96 5.2* 3.6 Hawaii 3 1 18.2* 15.6 24 6* 20.9 7.1 5.4
Idaho 32 12 22.9* 189 27.6* 232 13.0* 10.2 Idaho 32 12 35.3 34.4 46.0 46.3 17.7 16.5
lllinois 65 37 136  15.9* 171 20.3* 43 5.0* lllinois 65 37 223 29.0* 315 42.3* 5.4 7.3*
. . i . Indiana 46 46 18.3*  16.6 215 199 11.0* 86 Indiana 46 46 31.0 30.5 42.3 41.3 14.5* 12.7
The Difference Between State Metro and Non-Metro Uninsured Rates The Difference Between State Metro and Non-Metro Uninsured Rates lowa 79 20 11.5*  10.2 145*  12.8 46* 36 lowa 79 20 | 230 22.4 326*  30.2 7.2 6.9
. T . . gn . Kansas 85 20 17.9*  14.8 21.5*  18.1 9.7 7.4 Kansas 85 20 30.7 31.2 41.8 41.9 13.8 13.8
: et : H : Kentucky 85 35 19.2*  16.4 23.8* 204 7.2* 6.3 Kentucky 85 35 29.3 30.8* 40.6 42.9* 8.2 9.4*
Data Anal S is States Wlth StatIStlca"y Slgnlflcant leferences States Wlth StatlStlca"y Slgnlflcant leferences Louisiana 35 29 21.1* 203 275 259 6.5* 6.4 Louisiana 35 29 29.5 31.8* 441 46.4* 6.9 7.9*
Maine 1 5 13.4* 113 16.2* 13.8 5.0* 4.1 Maine 11 5 20.0 19.5 26.9 25.7* 6.2 6.5
y Maryland 7 17 130 127 158 155 6.0* 5.3 Maryland 7 17 22.4 25.1* 315 34.5* 7.7 8.2
MA CT VT HI IA MN WI ND NY ME PA IL NH DE NE SD MI OH TN WY MO VA KS IN AL WV KY WA CA UT NC LA OR AR SC MT MS CO ID GA OK NM NV FL AK TX MA HI CT MN NY IL MD ND AZ TN MO CA VA KY LA MS AR SC NC OR NM GA OK FL CO MT TX Massachusetts 2 12 8.2* 5.1 9.7* 6.4 3.2¢ 1.7 Massachusetts 2 12 14 .9* 10.1 18.8* 13.5 4.9* 29
Michigan 57 26 15.4* 141 19.4*  18.0 5.1* 4.4 Michigan 57 26 25.1 246 35.1 35.0 6.4 6.3
i I 41.7% Minnesota 64 23 11.6*  10.0 13.2* 115 7.9 6.3 Minnesota 64 23 19.6 21.4* 25.0 26.4* 11.2 12.4*
For the test of metro vs. non-metro differences for a given state, we Mississippi 65 17 218" 20.1 273" 250 92' 89 Mississippi 65 17 | 303 331 | 434 471 100 119
. . . I Missouri 79 36 17.8* 145 21.8* 179 8.1* 6.1 Missouri 79 36 26.7 28.8* 37.2 39.9* 9.3 9.4
aggregated the uninsured population estimates of metro (or non-metro) 2504 ., Montana 52 4 21.7* 188 248 22.0 140* 103 Montana 52 4 | 367 346 460 433 200 16.2
. N L i Nebraska 84 9 14.9* 124 18.3* 155 7.0* 5.1 Nebraska 84 9 26.7 26.4 376 365 98 91
counties to form the numerator of the aggregate rate. Then, we aggregated ] s 7% | ssax ' Nevada 13 4 238 252" 261 285 | 188 177 Nevada 13 4 | 415 421 507 525 269 254
i L 2% B4% g o 1325 saag 33.7% 336% 33.8% ! I New Hampshire 7 3 14.5% 122 17.3* 149 5.9 4.8 New Hampshire 7 3 27.3 28.8 35.6 38.1 8.9 9.4
the estimates for the total number within the stated IPR of metro (or non- | 370 l : ., srene| New Jersey 0 21 - 150 - 185 - 63 New Jersey 0 21 | - 29.2 - 40.0 : 106
. . 2o B2 " I %% 31.8% 31.0% 30.8% I 33.49% 7% 33.6% “ewl\\(ﬂefco gg 26 fg; %; fg-g %-8 (1512-2 ;069 New Mexico 26 7 33.4 35.7* 47.4 49.5* 13.2 14.6
2| 207% 207%| 218% 218% B 6% 319 31:9% 321% ew Yor : 8" : 9 2" : New York 26 36 20.6 21.3* 27.5 28.9* 8.8* 7.3
metro) counties to form the denominator of the aggregate rate. Standard L ammmas s ] l s ? I & e s New vork 26 30 132 138 159, Jegr | ez 50 New York 6 % | 208 23 | 25 B89 B8 73
I I : : 216% - 29.3% 29.5% North Dakota 49 4 12.50* 10.3 14.5* 124 7.6* 4.5 North Dakota 49 4 24 1% 21.6 31.2% 26.6 12.2* 9.2
errors for these aggregates are calculated assuming zero correlation between e 1 I l ] ZOIW | . EIES nort e a0 sy lo7 173 .- Nort o 4| By 28 N 8 w22
: : : 183y 186% 186% @ 109% 100% % el PP a% 267% 273 Oklah 60 17 23.4* 210 28.4* 258 11.8* 9.9 * *
counties. The aggregate uninsured rates is then calculated as the s 177 785 178 UK I [ ] ] 1536 ] o a3 18% 103 I . @ Oregon 25 11 214+ 193 256 232 104* 88 8222?1% 2% 1| 321 e 42 464 24 138
270 24.6% - : : ) : " . . . . . .
v H 09 I o 21.4% 21.3% Pennsylvania 35 32 13.4* 11.8 16.1* 14.3 6.3* 5.3 P I i 35 32 225 223 30.5 298 8.6 8.5
aggregate numerator divided by the denominator, and the standard error I l [ l i T G e I Rhode Island o 5 - 13.8 S 467 - 6.0 Ry e o . P _ A _ ot
. . . 5% =" - - T 1s% ) I . ) 21.6% South Carolina 25 21 21.7* 19.9 26.4* 239 10.0 9.8 South Caroli 25 21 316 33.6* 43.7 45.2* 113 1;3 6*
calculated using a Taylor approximation. T-tests were used to test the iy l I l AR South Dakota 59 7 153 124 18.0° 150 03 66 South Dakots. 55 7 | o271 288 %2 375 140 136
.5% 1% 14.1% ° .0% . . . . . .
. . N i L% Tennessee 57 38 17.5*  16.3 22.0* 204 5.7 5.6 : 4* : A% : 2
dlﬁerence between agg regate unlnsured rates for metro and non-metro 11.2% 1L5% 11.6% | 1L7% 13.2% I I 122% 12.4% 12.4% 14.9% I Tean 177 77 28 0* 261 33 3* 31 4 16 8* 151 $2)rzgsssee ?;7 ?g ggg i? é* gzg gg ;* ?866 ?928*
0k o % 1245% : . . . . . . _ . . . . .
: 0 A 102% % 15.6% Utah 19 10 195  16.4 233* 196 13.1* 10.6 Utah 19 10 315 31.2 42.0 40.1 18.2 18.5
counties of the state at the 90% significance level. Two states—New Jersey 1 [ | b o o oah IS oo e 11 o i v O A B 35 s
C L . . 2% | 9 % Virginia 54 80 17.8* 143 21.4* 173 8.0* 6.8 Virginia 54 80 27.8 31.0* 38.1 41.7* 8.9 11.3*
and Rhode Island—and the District of Columbia do not contain non-metro Washington 22 17 193 157 235 19.2 84 65 Washington 22 17 | 202 302 397 414 97 103
t' 7.9% 10.1% West Virginia 34 21 18.6* 16.5 23.1* 205 5.3 4.8 West Virginia 34 21 29.4 29.4 40.4 39.8 6.4 7.0
counties. o Non-Metro __® Metro e Non-Metro e Metro Wisconsin 47 25 11.7* 105 13.7*  12.8 6.7* 4.8 Wisconsin 47 25 21.6 21.4 28.3 28.9 10.7* 8.4
5.1% Wyoming 21 2 17.7* 164 212 203 9.0* 6.7 Wyoming 21 2 32.5 30.9 42.4 43.4 13.8* 9.7
* Indicates the difference between metro and non-metro areas is significant at the 90 percent confidence level; asterisk (*) is placed next to the higher value. * Indicates the difference between metro and non-metro areas is significant at the 90 percent confidence level; asterisk (*) is placed next to the higher value.
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