medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Assessing Population-level Accessibility to Medical College Hospitals in India: A

Geospatial Modeling Study

Short title: Medical College Hospitals Accessibility India

Harsh Thakkar', Chaitanya Reddy'?+, Varun Raj Passi' +, Aamir Miyajiwala', Sahil Kale',

Ankit Raj', Siddhesh Zadey'***

1 Association for Socially Applicable Research (ASAR), Pune, Maharashtra, India
2 Smt. Bhikhiben Kanjibhai Shah Medical Institute and Research Center, Vadodara,
Gujarat, India
3 Global Emergency Medicine Innovation and Implementation (GEMINI) Research
Center, Duke University School of Medicine, Durham North Carolina USA
4 Dr. D. Y. Patil Dental College and Hospital, Dr. D. Y. Patil Vidyapeeth, Pune,
Maharashtra, India

5 Columbia University Mailman School of Public Health, NYC New York USA

+ Contributed equally

Corresponding author:
Siddhesh Zadey BSMS, MScGH;
ASAR Office Address: D2 Sai Heritage, New DP Road, Aundh, Pune, Maharashtra, India

411007

Email: sidzadey@asarforindia.org; Ph. No.: +1-919-699-9557

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


mailto:sidzadey@asarforindia.org
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Article Type: Original Article

Word count: 8239

No. of figures: 24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

ABSTRACT

Background: While studies have investigated the availability of Medical College Hospitals
(MCHs) in India, data on geographical accessibility is limited. Our study looks at the current
geographical accessibility to these MCHs across 36 states and union territories (UTs) and 735

districts.

Methods and Findings: We provided and validated the MCH data acquired from the
National Health Profile Report 2022. We took motorized and walking travel-time friction
surface rasters from the Malaria Atlas Project 2019 and high-resolution population estimates
from WorldPop 2020. Using these, we examined the density of MCHs per million population
and the median travel time to the nearest MCH. We assessed the Access Population Coverage
(APC), defined as the proportion of the population within 30, 60, 90, and 120 minutes by

motorized transport and within 30 and 60 minutes from the nearest MCH by walking.

In 2022, India had an average density of 0.47 MCHs per million. The median travel time to
the nearest MCH was 67.94 minutes by motorized transport and 589.82 minutes by walking.
71.76% of the population could access the nearest MCH by motorized transport within 60
minutes (range across districts: 0-100%). 4.22% of the population could access the nearest
MCH by walking within 30 minutes (range across districts: 0-71.86%). The APC was
62.20% within 60 minutes by motorized transport in rural vs. 92.34% in urban areas. The
APC within 60 minutes by motorized transport for public MCHs was 63.62%, while that for
private was 45.95%. These estimates do not account for resource availability at the hospitals

or vehicular ownership in the population.

Conclusions: Median travel time and APC are useful for assessing geographical accessibility.
Our study found a wide disparity in MCH access across Indian states and rural vs. urban

areas. These analyses can guide the optimal placement of new MCHs.
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1. Introduction
Medical college hospitals (MCH) play an important role in healthcare systems worldwide.
They provide hands-on clinical training to medical students, act as centers of research setting
standards of care, [1] and offer specialized clinical care to patients. In lower-middle-income
countries (LMICs) MCHs often act as the last points of referral, providing the highest level of

specialized care available. Patients in LMICs also tend to utilize MCHs more for

non-emergency services, bypassing primary healthcare services. [2]

India was estimated to have a total of 648 MCHs in 2022. [3] MCHs are essential in
providing subsidized or free tertiary care services as a large proportion of them (estimated to
be 53.39% in 2022) are publicly owned. Additionally, privately owned MCHs are also often
legally required to provide subsidized care to a proportion of their patients, instead of the
concessions they receive from the government. In emergency conditions related to trauma,
maternal and newborn care, and non-communicable diseases, MCHs are crucial in offering
life-saving care as the capacity to provide such services is limited in existing tertiary care
centers (i.e. public sector district hospitals and nursing homes). [4] MCHs also improve local
primary health care in their surrounding region by providing outreach services. [4] Therefore,
MCHs act as important stakeholders in the healthcare system of their geographical area.
Provinces with higher MCH density in India perform better in major health indicators such as
maternal mortality ratio (MMR), infant mortality rate (IMR), and percentage of institutional

delivery. [5]

Given the importance of MCHs in India’s public health system, it is important to study their
growth and distribution in the country. There has been a rapid growth in the total number of

MCHs in India in the last few decades. An important feature of this growth is the increasing
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involvement of the private sector in the medical education sector. [4] However, the
distribution and growth of MCHs is not even. MCHs are heavily clustered in provincial
capitals and major cities that already have established and well-functioning MCHs. Out of
207 newly established MCHs between 2009 and 2019, 139 (67.15%) were located within
50km of an old MCH. This unequal distribution in MCHs is starker in the case of private
MCHs, with 60.6% of all private MCHs in the country being located in a handful of

provinces in the southern part of India, i.e., Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, Telangana,

Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, and Puducherry. [5]

Availability refers to the extent to which resources are available to meet the needs of patients.
The number of health facilities in terms of a defined population size is referred to as the
density of health facilities and is a measure of the availability of care. Geographical
accessibility refers to geographical proximity to care with an element of time, delineating
how easily patients can reach the provider’s location. [6] While studies have mapped the
distribution and density of MCHs in India, [4,5] geographical accessibility in terms of time
and the population covered remains to be studied. Timely access to tertiary healthcare
services is necessary for optimal outcomes, particularly in time-sensitive emergencies such as
stroke, [7] acute coronary syndromes, [8] surgical, and maternal and child health
emergencies. Poor accessibility to specialized care also increases additional costs due to
travel and longer loss of wages. [9—11] Consequently, geographical accessibility to MCHs

constitutes an important component of moral capital in the country. [12]

We aimed to assess the multiple measures of geographic accessibility to MCHs including
density per million people, travel time to the nearest MCH, and the access population

coverage (APC). We provide accessibility estimates by different modes of transport for 735
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districts in 36 Indian states and union territories (UTs). Further, we also assessed the access

disparities for people living in rural and urban areas and those seeking care in public vs.

private hospitals.

2. Methods

2.1 Data Sources

To comprehensively map the densities of MCHs and their travel times, the study necessitated
the collection, extraction, and collation of data from the National Health Profile Report 2022
published by the Central Bureau of Health Intelligence. [3] The report provides addresses of
active MCHs along with their health sector ownership, beds, and training intake. This study
classified the government-owned MCHs and those jointly run by non-profit societies/trusts
with the government as public. While others were classified as private. We obtained
high-resolution (1 km?) United Nations (UN) projection-adjusted population counts for India
from the 2020 WorldPop. [13] The motorized and walking friction rasters for each square
kilometer (1 km2) were obtained using Malaria Atlas Project data for 2019. Mapping the
worldwide response to malaria is the primary goal of the Malaria Atlas Project (MAP), an
international scientific effort. [14] Friction rasters are informational maps that show how
much it costs to go through them, usually expressed in time units. [15] These friction rasters
account for several physical and environmental variables that may impede or prolong travel.
The administrative borders of India were drawn from the publicly available shapefile. [4,16]
A global raster with ordinal catchment area (CA) categories based on population densities
and proximity to high-density urban areas provided standardized rural-urban regions. [17] We

classified CA categories >7 as rural.

2.2 Outcomes


https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=11609956&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=16629641&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10874983&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=16661285&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=4738665,16656666&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10689688&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
It is made available under a ggtg?(tﬂilt}é-ND 4.0 International license .

We had three primary outcomes. We first determined the MCH density as the number of
MCHs per million people to understand the geographic distribution of MCHs relative to the
underlying population. The second outcome was travel time to the nearest MCH. Using the
granular estimates of travel time for each 1 km? pixel or grid cell, we report the median and
interquartile range (IQR) values at aggregate group levels. Lastly, Access Population
Coverage (APC) was defined as the percentage of the population with timely access to the
nearest MCH. We categorized timely access thresholds by modes of transportation. For
motorized transport, we considered timely access as within 30, 60, 90, and 120 minutes. For

walking, timely access was defined as within 30 and 60 minutes. APC combined the

population and timeliness aspects of access.

2.3 Analysis

Before the geocoding of MCH locations, addresses were manually cleaned to increase
machine readability. This process included standardizing the format and correcting
discrepancies. For geocoding, we used the Google Maps Application Programming Interface
(API). When multiple sets of coordinates were produced for a single address, the coordinates
that best matched the address string were selected. Lastly, as a sanity check, geo-coordinates
were used to detect and eliminate duplicates and implausible locations beyond the

geographical boundaries of India.

We analyzed the Worldpop 2020 and the rural-urban CA rasters to derive area-specific
populations at different geographic levels. First, the global multi-category CA raster (1 km?
resolution at the equator, pixel = agglomeration category label value) was reduced to the
Indian national boundary (admin level-0) to estimate the area-specific populations. Next, the

raster was divided into two layers: rural (CA agglomeration labels >7) and urban (CA
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agglomeration labels <= 7). The WorldPop 2020 Indian population counts raster (1 km?2
resolution at the equator, pixel = population count) was superimposed with the binarized
rural-urban CA rasters for India. To match the extent and resolution of the population raster
and to align the origin, the CA raster was resampled. Population counts per pixel were
multiplied by the category value (1 for rural regions in the rural raster) to determine the rural
population at each pixel. Put differently, the rural raster weighted the urban CAs by 'NA' (not
applicable). Similarly, the urban raster had rural CAs weighted by ‘NA’. The total population
was obtained as the sum of rural and urban populations. For denominators of density and
APC values, we aggregated total, rural, and urban populations at the national, state (admin

level-1), and district (admin level-2) levels based on the administrative boundaries in the

shapefiles.

For travel times, we used the Dijkstra algorithm to determine the shortest time needed to
move across the MAP friction surface between each 1 km? pixel (grid cell) and the location
of the MCH. We generated two accessibility rasters based on the friction surfaces from MAP
for walking only and motorized transport that gave travel times in minutes assuming optimal
speeds. Median and interquartile range (IQR) values of the travel time distributions were

estimated at different geographic levels.

For APCs, we used 30, 60, 90, and 120 minutes as the timely access thresholds for motorized
accessibility raster and 30 and 60 minutes as the thresholds for walking-only raster. These
thresholds were used to dichotomize the accessibility rasters with 1s for pixels below the
threshold and ‘NA’ for those beyond the time threshold. Next, this raster was extent-matched

and superimposed on the population raster to extract the population count with timely access
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at each pixel. Finally, population proportions with timely access were calculated by dividing

these numbers by the total population.

Figure 1 describes the analysis pipeline. We have previously discussed the details elsewhere

and used it for investigating access to surgical facilities in India. [18, 19]

3. Results

3.1 MCH density in India

As per NHP 2022, India had 648 MCHs. Tamil Nadu had the highest number of MCHs (71),
followed by Karnataka (67) and Uttar Pradesh (67) while Nagaland, Ladakh, and
Lakshadweep had no MCHs. The national density was 0.47 MCHs per million people. MCH
in 23 states/union territories (UTs) exceeded the national value. Among states/UTs with a
functional MCH, the UT of Puducherry had the highest density (6.47) while the state of Bihar
had the lowest density (0.16) (Figure 2A). Of the 735 districts, 359 did not have an MCH.
Among districts, Puducherry had the highest density of 7.35 MCHs per million people. About
14.14% of the districts (104 out of 735) had a density greater than one. A total of 264

(35.91%) districts exceeded the national density value (Figure 2B).

Two hundred and ten or 32.41% of MCHs were situated in rural areas. Seven (19.44%) states
had zero MCHs per million population in rural areas. Whereas eight (22.22%) states
exceeded the national density value. Puducherry had the highest MCH density in rural areas
at 9.91. Urban areas in three (8.33%) states had a density of zero MCH per million
population. Urban areas in twenty-nine (80.55%) states exceeded the national density value.

Sikkim had the highest density of MCHs in urban areas at 20.71.
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Of the 648 MCHs, 346 (53.40%) were public while 302 (46.60%) were private. The state of
Sikkim did not have even a single public MCH per million population whereas eleven
(30.55%) states exceeded the national density value. Andaman and Nicobar Islands had the
highest public MCH density at 2.76. Seven (19.44%) states had zero private MCHs per

million population whereas five (13.88%) states exceeded the national density value.

Puducherry had the highest private MCH density at 5.03.

3.2 Median travel time to the nearest MCH

3.2.1 Motorized transport

The national median (interquartile range) time to reach the nearest MCH by motorized
transport was 67.94 (41.32, 110.42) minutes. In comparison, 17 states/UTs had a shorter
travel time to access the nearest MCH (Figure 3A). The median travel time in the UT of
Lakshadweep could not be computed since it is a group of islands with no MCHs. The
median travel times were under 30 minutes in five states. The median travel time was under
60 minutes in 17 states. The UT of Ladakh had the longest median travel time of over 1800

minutes to the nearest MCH by motorized transport.

Four hundred and forty seven (60.81%) districts had a shorter travel time by motorized
transport to an MCH, and 285 (38.77%) districts had a longer travel time compared to the
national average (Figure 3B). The median travel time to MCHs by motorized transport for
three island districts, Lakshadweep, North and Middle Andaman, and Nicobars could not be
computed. The median time to reach an MCH by motorized transport was found to be shorter
than 30 minutes in 100 (13.60%) districts. The shortest median (IQR) travel time by

motorized transport to an MCH was in Mumbai in Maharashtra at 1.89 (1.16, 2.67) minutes
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and the longest travel time was in Anjaw in Arunachal Pradesh at 1576.80 (1136.23, 2054.06)

minutes.

In rural areas, the national median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH was 69.04 (42.54,
111.38) minutes by motorized transport (Figure 3C). In urban areas, the median (IQR) time
to reach the nearest MCH by motorized transport was determined to be 25.92 (8.79, 49.47)

minutes (Figure 3D).

By motorized transport, the median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH in rural areas
ranged from 7.81 (6.49, 10.57) minutes in Chandigarh to 1866.22 (1866.22, 1866.22) minutes
in Ladakh. The shortest time to travel in urban areas was noted in Sikkim at 3.51 (1.84,
18.35) minutes and the longest in Ladakh at 137.06 (136.80, 144.34) minutes (Figure 4A).
When compared with the national median time, rural areas in 17 (47.22%) states/UTs and
urban areas in 33 (91.66%) states/UTs had a lesser median travel time to reach the nearest

MCH by motorized transport.

The district-level analysis demonstrated that in rural areas, the shortest median (IQR) time
required to access the nearest MCH by motorized transport was reported in Puducherry at
6.93 (4.21, 10.97) minutes and longest in Anjaw in Arunachal Pradesh at 1574.58 (1132.43,
2050.78) minutes (Figure 4B). For urban areas, Mumbai in Maharashtra had the shortest
travel time by motorized transport at 1.59 (1.12, 2.20) minutes. South West Garo Hills in
Meghalaya had the longest travel time at 286.50 (285.88, 286.98) minutes (Figure 4C). In
comparison with the national median time, 446 (60.68%) districts had shorter median travel

times, and 287 (39.04%) districts had longer median times by motorized transport to access

11
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the nearest MCH. Rural areas in 610 (84.25%) districts and urban areas in 672 (97.25%)

districts were within 120 minutes (2 hours) of an MCH by motorized transport.

At the national level, the median (IQR) time to reach the nearest public MCH by motorized
transport was 77.46 (47.86, 120.38) minutes. Similarly, the median (IQR) time to access a

private MCH by motorized transport was 106.69 (61.67, 181.94) minutes.

A state-level analysis of public-private MCHs revealed that the public MCHs in Chandigarh
had the shortest median travel time to reach by motorized transport at 6.33 (4.16, 7.93)
minutes. Ladakh had the longest median travel by motorized transport at 1866.22 (1866.22,
1866.22) minutes. Among private MCHs, Puducherry had the shortest median travel time by
motorized transport at 8.25 (4.70, 12.23) minutes. Private MCHs in Arunachal Pradesh had
the longest median travel time at 5853.52 (4964.69, 6905.61) minutes. Public MCHs in 18
states/UTs had a shorter median travel time compared to the national value. On the other

hand, Private MCHs in 12 states/UTs had shorter travel times by motorized transport.

Among districts, the median travel times to the nearest public MCH ranged from 1.89 (1.18,
2.62) minutes in Mumbai, Maharashtra to 1576.80 (1136.23, 2054.06) minutes in Anjaw,
Arunachal Pradesh. Four hundred and forty-three (60.27%) districts had a shorter median
travel time compared to the national value. Similarly, the median travel times to the nearest
private MCHs by motorized transport ranged from 5.69 (3.80, 7.89) minutes in Hyderabad in
Telangana to 1895.79 (1455.28, 2371.46) minutes in Anjaw in Arunachal Pradesh. Four

hundred (54.42%) districts had a shorter travel time compared to the national value.

3.2.2 Walking

12
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The national median (interquartile range) time to reach the nearest MCH by walking was
589.82 (359.49, 913.74) minutes. A state-level analysis of travel times revealed that
compared to the national median time for walking, 18 states/UTs had a shorter travel time to
reach the nearest MCH by walking (Figure SA). Whereas the travel time was longer in 17
states/UTs by walking to access the nearest MCH. The median travel time to an MCH by
walking in the UT of Lakshadweep could not be computed. The median travel time to an
MCH by walking was less than 30 minutes in none and less than 60 minutes in just one
state/UT 1i.e. Chandigarh which had a median (IQR) travel time of 58.60 (39.14, 75.13)

minutes. The UT of Ladakh had the longest median travel time by walking of 4120.86

(3353.96, 4910.96) minutes.

At the district level, 448 (60.95%) districts had a shorter travel time by walking to an MCH,
and 284 (38.63%) districts had a longer travel time compared to the national average (Figure
5B). The median travel time to MCHs by walking for three island districts, Lakshadweep,
North and Middle Andaman and Nicobars could not be computed. The median walking time
to an MCH was found to be shorter than 30 minutes in two districts. The shortest median
(IQR) travel time by walking to an MCH was in Mumbai in Maharashtra at 22.13 (11.06,
30.55) minutes while the longest median (IQR) travel time was in Leh in Ladakh at 4466.33

(3786.09, 5176.35) minutes.

For people in rural areas, the national median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH was
597.18 (368.41, 919.30) minutes by walking (Figure 5C). Similarly for urban areas the
median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH by walking was 269.57 (93.13, 509.30) minutes

(Figure 5D).
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Among states, this proportion for median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH by walking
varied from rural areas of Chandigarh at 59.65 (48.84, 92.89) minutes to Ladakh at 4120.77
(3353.69, 4910.45) minutes. In urban areas the median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH
by walking varied from 48.34 (25.78, 215.33) minutes in Sikkim to 2030.60 (2025.88,
2037.49) minutes in Ladakh. When compared with the national median time, rural areas in 18

(50%) states/UTs and urban areas in 33 (91.66%) states/UTs had a lesser median travel time

by walking to reach the nearest MCH (Figure 6A).

At district level, the median (IQR) time to reach the nearest MCH by walking in rural areas of
Puducherry was the shortest at 59.65 (48.84, 92.84) minutes and longest in Leh in Ladakh at
4466.25 (3786.27, 5175.86) minutes (Figure 6B). Similarly, urban areas of Mumbai in
Maharashtra had the shortest travel time by walking at 17.82 (11.06, 26.36) minutes (Figure
6C). Whereas, the longest travel time by walking was in urban areas of Kargil in Ladakh at
2030.60 (2025.88, 2037.49) minutes. In comparison to the national average, 443 (60.27%)
districts had shorter median travel time by walking and 290 (39.45%) districts had longer

median travel time by walking to the nearest MCH.

At the national level, the median (IQR) time to reach the nearest public MCH by walking was
found to be 687.91 (426.49, 1044.83) minutes. Similarly, the median (IQR) time to access a

private MCH by walking was found to be 992.37 (567.88, 1672.34) minutes.

Within states/UTs, Chandigarh had the shortest median travel time by walking at 58.60
(39.14, 75.13) minutes to the nearest Public MCH. Ladakh had the longest median travel time
by walking at 4120.86 (3353.96, 4910.96) minutes. Puducherry had the shortest median

travel time by walking at 90.82 (53.40, 132.16) minutes to Private MCHs. Ladakh had the
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longest median travel time by walking at 2000.72 (2000.72, 2000.72) minutes to private

MCHs. When compared to the national median travel time, 18 states/UTs and nine states/UTs

had a shorter median travel time by walking to public and private MCHs, respectively.

Among districts, the median travel times to the nearest public MCH by walking ranged from
22.13 (15.27, 30.55) minutes in Mumbai in Maharashtra to 4466.33 (3786.09, 5176.95)
minutes in Leh in Ladakh. Four hundred and forty seven (60.81%) districts had a shorter
travel time than the national value. Similarly, the median travel times to the nearest private
MCH by walking ranged from 62.11 (37.64, 93.16) minutes in Puducherry to 7322.25
(6815.12, 7973.86) minutes in Upper Dibhang Valley in Arunachal Pradesh. Four hundred

(54.42%) districts had a shorter travel time than the national value.

3.3 Access population coverage (APC)

3.3.1 Motorized transport

3.3.1.1 Within 30 minutes

By motorized transport, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital
within 30 minutes. Access population coverage (APC) is the proportion of the population
with timely access. The national APC value was 39.85%. The population of Lakshadweep
and Ladakh had no access to even a single MCH within 30 minutes by motorized transport.
At the state/UT level, less than 1% of the population in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands
were able to reach the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by motorized transport. The total
population of Chandigarh and Delhi (100%) was able to reach the nearest MCH by motorized
mode within 30 minutes (Figure 7A). The APC values were found to be greater than 50% in

eleven states/UTs.
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At the district level, 175 (23.80%) districts had an APC of zero. Among other districts, less
than 1% of the population in Giridih in Jharkhand and everyone in 11 states/UTs districts

were able to reach the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by motorized transport (Figure 7B).

Overall, only 194 (26.39%) districts had an APC value greater than 50%.

Nationally, 26.54% of the population residing in rural areas and 75.92% in urban areas had
timely access to the nearest MCH within 30 minutes of motorized transport (percentage point
difference = 49.38). The population in rural areas of four states/UTs and the population in
urban areas of Ladakh had an APC of zero. Rural areas in Chandigarh had the highest APC of
100% while those in Nagaland had the lowest value (2.19%). Urban areas in Delhi had the
highest APC (99.94%) while those in Andaman and Nicobar Island had the lowest value
(3.05%). Mizoram had the highest urban-rural difference of 67% points. Except for
Chandigarh, all states/UTs had lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban
areas. Chandigarh had an urban-rural difference of -0.1% points (Figure 7C). At district
level, the population in rural areas of 156 (21.22%) districts (Figure 8A) and the population
in urban areas of 190 (25.85%) districts (Figure 8B) had no access to the nearest MCH
within 30 minutes of motorized transport. Rural areas of three (0.40%) districts and urban

areas of 36 (4.87%) districts had an APC value of 100%.

Nationwide, 32.95% of the population and 25.32% of the population had timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 30 minutes by motorized transport. The
population of three states/UTs had no access to public MCHs within 30 minutes by motorized
transport (Figure 9A). Similarly, the population of eight states/UTs had no access to private

MCHs within 30 minutes by motorized transport (Figure 9B). Whereas Chandigarh had the
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highest access percentage to public MCHs (100%) and Delhi had the highest access

percentage to private MCHs (97.97%) within 30 minutes by motorized transport.

At the district level, the population of 197 (26.80%) (Figure 9C) and 398 (54.14%) (Figure
9D) districts had no access to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 30
minutes by motorized transport. Ten (1.36%) districts had an APC of 100% to public MCHs.
Seven (0.95%) districts had an APC of 100% to private MCHs. When compared to the
national average, the population in 249 (33.87%) districts and 183 (24.89%) districts had
timely access within 30 minutes by motorized transport to public and private MCHs

respectively.

3.3.1.2 Within 60 minutes

By motorized transport, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital
within 60 minutes. The national APC value was found to be 71.76%. The population of
Lakshadweep and Ladakh had no access to even a single MCH within 60 minutes by
motorized transport. Among states/UTs, it was found that less than 1% of the population in
the Andaman and Nicobar Islands were able to reach the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by
motorized transport. The total population of two UTs, Chandigarh and Delhi (100%) were
within 60 minutes of their nearest MCH by motorized transport (Figure 10A). The APC

values were found to be greater than 75% in 16 states/UTs.

Fifty-four (7.34%) districts had no access to the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by
motorized transport. Among other districts, it was observed that less than 1% of the
population in 24 (3.26%) districts and everyone in 21 districts were able to reach the nearest

MCH within 60 minutes by motorized transport (Figure 10B). Everyone in 11 districts of
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Delhi had an MCH within 60 minutes by motorized transport. Overall, 337 (45.85%) districts

had APC values above 75%.

Nationally, 62.20% of the population residing in rural areas and 92.34% of the population in
urban areas had timely access to the nearest MCH within 60 minutes of motorized transport
(percentage point difference = 30.14). The population in rural areas in three UTs and the
population in urban areas of Ladakh had an APC value of zero. Rural areas in Chandigarh
had the highest APC of 100% while those in Arunachal Pradesh had the lowest value
(11.77%). Urban areas in Delhi and Sikkim had the highest APC (100%) while those in
Andaman and Nicobar Island had the lowest value (3.05%). Mizoram had the highest
urban-rural difference of 54.4% points. Except for Chandigarh and Goa, all states/UTs had
lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban areas. The lowest urban-rural
difference was in Chandigarh (-0.1%) (Figure 10C). At district level, the population in rural
areas of 57 (7.75%) districts (Figure 11A) and the population in urban areas of 61 (8.29%)
districts (Figure 11B) had no timely access to the nearest MCH within 60 minutes of
motorized transport. Rural areas of six (0.81%) districts and urban areas of 234 (31.83%)

districts had an APC of 100%.

Nationwide, 63.62% of the population and 45.95% of the population had timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 60 minutes by motorized transport. The
population of two UTs, Ladakh and Lakshadweep had no access to public MCHs within 60
minutes by motorized transport (Figure 12A). Similarly, the population of seven states/UTs
had no access to private MCHs within 60 minutes by motorized transport. The total
population (100%) of Chandigarh and Delhi had the highest access to public MCHs and

private MCHs within 60 minutes by motorized transport (Figure 12B).

18


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

At the district level, the population of 64 (8.70%) and 259 (35.23%) districts had zero access
to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 60 minutes by motorized
transport. Everyone in 16 (2.17%) districts with public MCHs (Figure 12C) and everyone in
19 (2.58%) districts with private MCHs (Figure 12D) had timely access to the nearest public
and private MCHs respectively. In comparison to the national APC, 346 (47.07%) and 272

(37%) districts had a greater APC than public and private MCHs respectively.

3.3.1.3 Within 90 minutes

By motorized transport, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital
within 90 minutes. Nationally, 89.40% of people were within 90 minutes of their nearest
MCH by motorized transport. The population of Lakshadweep had no access to even a single
MCH within 90 minutes by motorized transport. At the state/UT level, it was found that less
than 1% of the population in Ladakh was able to reach the nearest MCH within 90 minutes
by motorized transport. Everyone in Chandigarh was within 90 minutes of their nearest MCH

(Figure 13A). The APC values were found to be greater than 90% in fifteen states/UTs.

At the district level, the data revealed APC values of zero for 26 (3.53%) districts. Among
other districts, it was observed that less than 1% of the population in nine (1.22%) districts
and 100% in 53 (7.21%) districts were able to reach the nearest MCH within 90 minutes by
motorized transport (Figure 13B). Overall, 425 (57.82%) districts had an APC value greater

than 90%.

Nationally, 86.10% of the population residing in rural areas and 98.51% of the population in

urban areas had timely access to the nearest MCH within 90 minutes of motorized transport
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(percentage point difference = 12.41%). The population in rural areas of Lakshadweep and
Andaman and Nicobar Islands and the population in urban areas of Ladakh had an APC value
of zero. Rural areas in Chandigarh had the highest APC of 100% while those in Ladakh had
the lowest value (0.35%). Urban areas in 12 states/UTs had the highest value (100%) while
those in Andaman and Nicobar Island had the lowest value (3.05%). Arunachal Pradesh had
the highest urban-rural difference of 64% points. Except Chandigarh, Goa and Ladakh, all
states/UTs had lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban areas. The lowest
urban-rural difference was in Chandigarh (-0.1%) (Figure 13C). At district level, the
population in rural areas of 29 (3.94%) districts and the population in urban areas of 24
(3.26%) districts had no timely access to the nearest MCH within 90 minutes of motorized

transport. Everyone in the rural areas of 11 (1.49%) districts (Figure 14A) and everyone in

urban areas of 439 (59.72%) districts had access to the nearest MCH (Figure 14B).

Nationwide, 84.43% of the population and 64.16% of the population had timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 90 minutes by motorized transport. The
population of Lakshadweep had no access to public MCHs within 90 minutes by motorized
transport (Figure 15A). Similarly, the population of six states/UTs had no access to private
MCHs within 90 minutes by motorized transport. Everyone (100%) in Chandigarh and Delhi
had access to public MCHs and private MCHs within 90 minutes by motorized transport

(Figure 15B).

At the district level, the population of 28 (3.80%) and 188 (25.57%) districts had zero access
to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 90 minutes by motorized
transport. The population in 45 (6.12%) districts (Figure 15C) and 38 (5.17%) districts

(Figure 15D) had timely access to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively. In
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comparison to the national APC, 419 (57%) and 243 (46.66%) districts had a greater APC to

public and private MCHs respectively.

3.3.1.4 Within 120 minutes

By motorized transport, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital
within 120 minutes. The national APC value was found to be 95.94%. The population of
Lakshadweep had no access to even a single MCH within 120 minutes by motorized
transport. Among states/UTs, it was found that less than 1% of the population in the
Andaman and Nicobar Islands were able to reach the nearest MCH within 120 minutes by
motorized transport. Everyone in Chandigarh and Delhi was within 120 minutes of their
nearest MCH by motorized transport (Figure 16A). The APC values were found to be greater

than 99% in seven states/UTs.

At the district level, it was found that 11 (1.49%) districts had no access to the nearest MCH
within 120 minutes of motorized transport. Among other remaining districts, it was observed
that less than 1% of the population in three districts and 100% in 112 (15.23%) districts were
able to reach the nearest MCH within 120 minutes by motorized transport (Figure 16B).

Overall, 307 (41.76%) districts had APC values above 99%.

Nationally, 94.55% of the population residing in rural areas and 99.86% of the population in
urban areas had timely access to the nearest MCH within 120 minutes of motorized transport
(percentage point difference = 5.31). Rural areas of Lakshadweep and Andaman and Nicobar
Islands and the population in urban areas of Ladakh had an APC value of zero. Rural areas in
Chandigarh had the highest APC of 100% while those in Ladakh had the lowest value

(3.60%). Urban areas in 17 states/UTs had the highest value (100%) while those in Andaman
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and Nicobar Island had the lowest value (3.05%). Arunachal Pradesh had the highest
urban-rural difference of 55.4% points. Except Chandigarh, Goa, Kerala and Ladakh, all
states/UTs had lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban areas. The lowest
urban-rural difference was in Chandigarh (-0.1%) (Figure 16C). At the district level, the
population in rural areas of 17 (2.31%) districts (Figure 17A) and the population in urban
areas of eight (1.08%) districts (Figure 17B) had no timely access to the nearest MCH within

120 minutes of motorized transport. Rural areas of 14 (1.90%) districts and urban areas of

532 (72.38%) districts had an APC of 100%.

Nationwide, 94.46% of the population and 77.29% of the population had timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 120 minutes by motorized transport.
The population of Lakshadweep had zero access to public MCHs within 120 minutes by
motorized transport (Figure 18A). Similarly, the population of four states/UTs had no access
to private MCHs within 120 minutes by motorized transport. Chandigarh and Delhi had an
APC of 100% to public MCHs and private MCHs within 120 minutes by motorized transport

(Figure 18B).

At the district level, the population of 15 (2.04%) and 134 (18.23%) districts had zero access
to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 120 minutes by motorized
transport. Everyone in 97 (13.19%) districts with public MCHs (Figure 18C) and everyone
in 81 (11.02%) districts with private MCHs (Figure 18D) had access to the nearest MCH
within 120 minutes by motorized transport. In comparison to the national APC, 455 (61.90%)

and 412 (56.05%) districts had a greater APC to public and private MCHs respectively.

3.3.2 Walking
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3.3.2.1 Within 30 minutes

By walking, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital within 30
minutes. The national APC value was found to be 4.22%. The population of Lakshadweep,
Ladakh, and Nagaland had no access to even a single MCH within 30 minutes by walking. At
the state/UT level, it was found that less than 1% of the population in Mizoram were able to
reach the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by walking. Puducherry had the highest APC
(29.24%) followed by Delhi (16.80%) (Figure 19A). In three states/UTs, the APC values

were found to be greater than 10%.

At the district level, the data revealed APC values of zero for 350 (47.61%) districts. Among
other remaining districts, it was observed that less than 1% of the population in Kullu in
Himachal Pradesh and 71.86% of the population in Mumbai in Maharashtra, the highest
among all districts, were able to reach the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by walking

(Figure 19B). Overall, only four (0.54%) districts had APC values greater than 10%.

Nationally, less than 1% of the population residing in rural areas and 14.44% of the
population in urban areas had timely access to the nearest MCH within 30 minutes of walking
(percentage point difference = 14). Rural areas in seven states/UTs and urban areas in three
states/UTs had an APC value of zero. Rural areas in Puducherry had the highest APC value
(13.43%) while those in Mizoram had the lowest value (0.18%). Urban areas in Sikkim had
the highest value (40.69%) while those in Meghalaya had the lowest value (1.82%). Sikkim
had the highest urban-rural difference of 38.5% points. Except Mizoram, all states/UTs had
lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban areas. Mizoram had an urban-rural
difference of -0.1% points (Figure 19C). At the district level, the population in rural areas of

400 (654.42%) districts (Figure 20A) and the population in urban areas of 364 (49.52%)

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24311839; this version posted August 12, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
districts (Figure 20B) had no timely access to the nearest MCH within 30 minutes of

walking. Rural areas of Puducherry and urban areas of Shimla in Himachal Pradesh had the

highest APC values of 21.30% and 83.42% respectively.

Nationwide, 2.96% and 1.53% of the population had timely access to the nearest public and
private MCHs respectively within 30 minutes by walking. The population of four states/UTs
had zero access to public MCHs within 30 minutes by walking (Figure 21A). Similarly, the
population of ten states/UTs had zero access to private MCHs within 30 minutes by walking
(Figure 21B). Whereas the population of Puducherry had the highest access percentage to

public MCHs (19.68%) and private MCHs (9.56%) within 30 minutes by walking.

At the district level, the population of 425 (57.82%) districts and 550 (74.82%) districts had
no access to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 30 minutes by walking.
71.83% of the population in Mumbai in Maharashtra (Figure 21C) and 20.96% of the
population in Chengalpattu in Tamil Nadu (Figure 21D) had the highest percentage of timely
access to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively. In comparison to the national
APC, 139 (18.91%) and 93 (12.65%) districts had a greater APC to public and private MCHs

respectively.

3.3.2.2 Within 60 minutes

By walking, timely access to an MCH meant being able to access a hospital within 60
minutes. Access population coverage (APC) is the proportion of the population with timely
access. Nationally, 10.96% of people were within 60 minutes of their nearest MCH by
walking. The population of Lakshadweep, Ladakh, and Nagaland had no access to even a

single MCH within 60 minutes by walking. At the state/UT level, it was found that less than
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1% of the population in Mizoram were able to reach the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by
walking. In Chandigarh, 68.46% of people were within 60 minutes of their nearest MCH by
walking followed by Puducherry (65.75%) (Figure 22A). In three states/UTs, the APC values

were found to be greater than 25%.

At the district level, the data revealed APC values of zero for 338 (45.98%) districts. Among
other remaining districts, it was observed that less than 1% of the population in Kullu in
Himachal Pradesh) and 99.80% population in Shahdara in Delhi, the highest among all
districts, were able to reach the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by walking (Figure 22B).

Overall, fourteen (1.90%) districts had an APC value greater than 50%.

Nationally, 1.98% of the population residing in rural areas and 35.27% of the population in
urban areas had timely access to the nearest MCH within 60 minutes of walking (percentage
point difference = 33.3). Rural areas in five states/UTs and urban areas in three states/UTs
had an APC value of zero. Rural areas in Chandigarh had the highest APC value (51.40%)
while those in Mizoram had the lowest value (0.48%). Urban areas in Puducherry had the
highest value (78.84%) while those in Andaman and Nicobar Islands had the lowest value
(3.05%). Sikkim had the highest urban-rural difference of 68.5% points. Except Mizoram, all
states/UTs had lower APCs for rural areas than the corresponding urban areas. Mizoram had
an urban-rural difference of -0.5% points (Figure 22C). At the district level, the population in
rural areas of 349 (47.48%) districts (Figure 23A) and the population in urban areas of 334
(45.44%) districts (Figure 23B) had no timely access to the nearest MCH within 60 minutes
of walking. Rural areas of Puducherry and urban areas of Chamba in Himachal Pradesh had

the highest APC values of 55.60% and 99.89% respectively.
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Nationwide, 7.95% of the population and 4.86% of the population had timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively within 60 minutes by walking. The population
of four states/UTs had no access to public MCHs within 60 minutes by walking (Figure
24A). Similarly, the population of 10 states/UTs had no access to private MCHs within 60
minutes by walking (Figure 24B). The population of Chandigarh had the highest access
percentage to public MCHs (53.69%) and the population of Puducherry had the highest

access percentage to private MCHs (26.36%) within 60 minutes by walking.

At the district level, the population of 413 (56.19%) districts (Figure 24C) and 538 (73.19%)
districts (Figure 24D) had no access to the nearest public and private MCHs respectively
within 60 minutes by walking. 99.80% of the population in Shahdara in Delhi and 51.81% of
the population in Bangalore in Karnataka had the highest percentage of timely access to the
nearest public and private MCHs respectively. In comparison to the national APC, 143
(19.45%) and 105 (14.28%) districts had a greater APC to public and private MCHs

respectively.

4. Discussion

In our study, using the National Health Profile (NHP) 2022 report, we were able to assess the
densities of MCHs per million, the median travel time to the nearest MCHs by motorized
transport and walking, and the Access Population Coverage (APC) of MCHs up to the district
level in India. Nationally, India had an average density of 0.47 MCHs per million of the
population. The median travel time to the nearest MCH was 67.94 minutes by motorized
transport and 589.82 minutes by walking. By motorized transport, the APC was 39.85%,
71.76%, 89.40%, and 95.94% within 30, 60, 90, and 120 minutes, respectively. The APC by

walking was 4.22% within 30 minutes and 10.96% within 60 minutes.
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We noted an increase in MCH density from 0.408 to 0.47 per million, compared to a 2019
study that used the Medical Council of India's online database to map the geographical
distribution of MCHs. No major changes in the distribution of MCHs were noted. Puducherry
had the highest MCH density amongst states/UTs and Nagaland, Ladakh, and Lakshadweep
had zero MCHs, unchanged from 2019 [5]. The results of our study correspond to findings
from other countries. The average density of teaching hospitals is estimated to be 0.44 per
million in Bangladesh [20], comparable to 0.47 for India. A wide disparity between districts
is also seen in Bangladesh. The average travel time using public transport to the nearest
tertiary hospital at the district level in Bangladesh ranged from 30 minutes to 276 minutes.
[21] The significant disparities in availability and accessibility between rural and urban areas
are also consistent. [21] For example, 16 (45.71%) out of 35 tertiary health centers in
Bangladesh are located in Dhaka, its capital. The APCs estimated by us are also comparable
to other LMICs. For instance, 92.5% of the population in Sub-Saharan Africa is estimated to
reside within two hours of a hospital capable of performing essential surgical services. This
value is close to the APC by motorized transport within two hours of 95.94% calculated for
India. [22] Therefore, the patterns and values observed are similar to South Asian countries

and other LMICs.

Density can inform us about the geographical distribution of facilities by population.
However, it does not give any insight into whether those services are accessible promptly.
Our study is the first to calculate median travel times and APC for MCHs in India. We chose
to assess travel times instead of distances because the time taken to reach a facility is
dependent on many factors other than distance such as the quality of roads, terrain, and

traffic. Geographical features such as rivers, valleys, and mountains can also slow down
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movement and increase travel times. However, travel times do not take the population of a
region into account. APC which combines population with time tells us about the percentage
of the population that can access care in a given period. Therefore, APC gives us a more

complete picture of the geographical accessibility to care in a region. We recommend that

APC be used to guide policy regarding the establishment of future MCHs in the country.

Our study noted quite a few states/UTs in need of policy attention. Three states/UTs: Ladakh,
Nagaland, and Lakshadweep had zero MCHs. Ladakh had the longest median travel times by
motorized transport and walking at 1866.2 minutes and 4120.86 minutes respectively.
Andaman and Nicobar Islands also showed limited accessibility with less than 1% of the
population being able to access MCHs within 120 minutes by motorized transport. The
Northeastern states of Arunachal, Nagaland, Mizoram, and Meghalaya performed poorly as
well, having APCs within 60 minutes by motorized transport of 14.58%, 27.57%, 35.20%,
and 35.62% compared to the national average of 71.6%. In addition to the low density of
MCHs, the nature of the terrain in these regions makes movement difficult, limiting

accessibility.

We also noted severe disparities between rural and urban areas. The median travel time to the
nearest MCH by motorized transport in rural areas was 69.04 minutes compared to 25.92
minutes in urban areas. Similarly, 62.20% of people living in rural areas could reach the
nearest MCH within 60 minutes by motorized transport in contrast to 92.34% in urban areas.
Given that 68.8% of India’s population lives in rural areas [23], this disparity is alarming. The
absence of quick accessibility to specialized care can lead to suboptimal outcomes,

particularly in emergencies. Further, inaccessibility to qualified human resources for health
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(HRH) and the consequent expenditure needed for transport are the key drivers of the

popularity of unqualified healthcare workers in rural India. [24]

The access disparity between rural and urban areas could be because of poorer road
infrastructure in rural areas, which increases travel times. In 2018-19, the average road
density was 5296.3 per thousand kilometer square in urban areas in comparison to 1458.1 in
rural areas. [25] Another possible reason for access disparity is the rapid growth of the private
sector in medical education in the last few decades. The growth of private MCHs has been
seen in more prosperous districts with better developmental indicators. This could be because
private MCHs need to raise their own funds for sustained investment. These funds
predominantly come from student fees and patients attending the attached hospitals. [4] The
per-capita income in terms of net value added was estimated to be INR 40925 and 98435 in
rural and urban areas respectively in 2011. [26] The higher paying capacity of urban
populations can drive the establishment of private MCHS in close vicinity to them. The
presence of better infrastructure in urban areas also allows them to attract more private
investment. [4] Additionally, health professionals in India prefer to practice in urban areas,
owing to the availability of better amenities and more opportunities for career growth. This
makes it easy for MCHs established in cities to fulfill faculty requirement guidelines as set by

the NMC. [5]

Our study also showed that public MCHs were more accessible than private MCHs. For
instance, the APC within 60 minutes by motorized transport was 63.62 and 45.95 to public
and private MCHs respectively. A reason for this is the higher number of public MCHs in the
country (346 public MCHs vs 302 private MCHs). However, as stated above, private MCHs

tend to be established in better-off districts. [4] The unregulated placement of private MCHs
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in such areas could be misaligned to the healthcare needs of the population. This could also

contribute to the difference in accessibility.

Disparities in geographical accessibility to MCHs can be addressed by strategic placement of
new MCHs. The usage of location-allocation models (LAMs) can allow policymakers to set
MCHs up at optimized locations improving accessibility [27]. Plans such as the central
government’s proposal to convert district hospitals to MCHs [28], particularly in underserved
districts, can reduce disparities as well. The improvement of roads in rural areas through
schemes such as the Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yojana (PMGSY) [29] can also improve
accessibility in rural areas. It has also been noted that alumni of MCHs located in rural areas
are more inclined towards rural practice. [5] Following WHO’s recommendation of
establishing MCHs away from major cities can increase the retention of doctors in rural

areas, improving accessibility. [30]

Limitations and Strengths

The study has multiple limitations. First, our analysis inherited the assumptions and
limitations of the source data including the NHP report, URCA, Worldpop, and MAP rasters.
Second, the APC estimates did not account for access to or ownership of motor vehicles. As
per the census 2011, only 21% of Indian households owned two-wheelers, and 4.7% owned
cars, jeeps, or vans. [31] Although India meets WHO’s norm of 1 ambulance per 100,000
people, there are large disparities in the availability of ambulance services among states/UTs.
[32] Third, we did not account for the availability of facilities, services, or resources at an
individual MCH that can impact care provision and quality. Fourth, our study estimated travel
times and APCs by walking and motorized transport on land, not taking other means of

transport into account. Consequently, we could not compute the median travel times for the
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island districts of Lakshadweep, North and Middle Andaman and Nicobars. However, other
means of transport, such as waterways, are not used as frequently in India as they are more
likely to be affected by weather adversities such as heavy rainfall. Fifth, we did not
investigate access measures specific to demographic groups based on age, gender, and

socioeconomic status. Future studies should take these factors into account to provide a more

comprehensive picture of geographical accessibility to MCHs in the country.

Despite these limitations, our study has many strengths. We developed a novel method using
multiple outcome measures to assess the geographical accessibility to MCHs in India. Our
study comprehensively analyzed the densities of MCHs per million, the median travel time to
the nearest MCHs by walking and motorized transport, and the APC of MCHs in 36
states/UTs and 735 districts in India. We estimated APCs for both walking and motorized
transport within multiple time frames. We also assessed geographical accessibility to MCHs
in rural and urban areas. In addition, we analyzed geographical accessibility to public and
private MCHs as well. Our study also validated the geolocation of all the MCHs in the

country, lending further strength to our findings.

5. Conclusion

Median travel time to the nearest MCH and Access Population Coverage (APC) are
comprehensive tools to assess geographical accessibility and should be used to guide future
policy. Our study found that the northernmost UT of Ladakh, the island UTs of Andaman and
Nicobar islands, and Lakshadweep, and the northeastern states of Arunachal, Nagaland,
Mizoram and Meghalaya had poor geographical accessibility to MCHs. We also found a wide

disparity in accessibility to MCHs in rural areas compared to urban areas. Future research
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should assess geographical accessibility for different demographic groups taking the

availability of facilities in each MCH into account.
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8. Figure Captions

Figure 1: Raster-based estimation pipeline used for creating criteria-specific regional

population counts.

Figure 2: MCH density per million for A. States and union territories and B. Districts.
The states/UTs of Ladakh, Lakshadweep, and Nagaland are not mentioned as they have

no MCHs. Districts having zero MCHs are marked as N/A.

Figure 3: Median travel time to the nearest MCH by motorized transport for A. States
and union territories. B. Districts. C. Rural areas in states and union territories and D.
Urban areas in states and union territories. The black dotted lines in Figures A and B
represent the national median travel time. Median travel times for the UTs of Andaman

and Nicobar Islands and Lakshadweep were not computable.

Figure 4: Box plots of median travel times by A. Motorized transport in rural vs urban
areas. Median travel time to the nearest MCH by motorized transport for B. Rural

areas in districts. C. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 5: Median travel time to the nearest MCH by walking for A. States and union
territories. The black dotted line represents the national median travel time. B.
Districts. C. Rural areas in states and union territories and D. Urban areas in states and

union territories.
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Figure 6:. Box plots of median travel times by A. Walking in rural vs. urban areas.
These graphs show the wide disparity in travel times to the nearest MCH between rural

and urban areas. Median travel time to the nearest MCH by walking for B. Rural areas

in districts and C. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 7: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with the national value of 39.85% (black
dotted line). B. Districts. C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban

percentage points.

Figure 8: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by motorized

transport for A. Rural areas in districts and B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 9: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with public MCHs with a national value of
32.95% (black dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs with a
national value of 25.32% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D.

Districts with private MCHs.

Figure 10: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with the national value of 71.76% (black
dotted line). B. Districts and C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban

percentage points.
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Figure 11: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by motorized

transport for A. Rural areas in districts and B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 12: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with public MCHs with a national value of
63.62% (black dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs national
value of 45.95% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D. Districts with

private MCHs.

Figure 13: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 90 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with a national value of 89.40% (black
dotted line). B. Districts and C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban

percentage points.

Figure 14: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 90 minutes by motorized

transport for A. Rural areas in districts and B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 15: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 90 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with public MCHs with a national value of
84.43% (black dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs with a
national value of 64.16% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D.

Districts with private MCHs.

Figure 16: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 120 minutes by motorized

transport for A. States and union territories with the national value of 95.94% (black
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dotted line). B. Districts and C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban

percentage points.

Figure 17: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 120 minutes by motorized

transport for A. Rural areas in districts and B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 18: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 120 minutes by motorized
transport for A. States and union territories with public MCHs with the national value
of 94.46% (black dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs with a
national value of 77.29% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D.

Districts with private MCHs.

Figure 19: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by walking for A.
States and union territories with the national value of 4.22% (black dotted line). B.
Districts and C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban percentage

points.

Figure 20: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by walking for A.

Rural areas in districts and B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 21: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 30 minutes by walking for A.
States and union territories with public MCHs with a national value of 2.96% (black
dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs with a national value of
1.53% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D. Districts with private

MCHs.
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Figure 22: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by walking for A.
States and union territories with a national value of 10.96% (black dotted line). B.
Districts and C. Rural and urban areas. The difference is rural-urban percentage

points.

Figure 23: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by walking for A.

Rural areas in districts and. B. Urban areas in districts.

Figure 24: APC values to access the nearest MCH within 60 minutes by walking for A.
States and union territories with public MCHs with a national value of 7.95% (black
dotted line). B. States and union territories with private MCHs with a national value of
4.86% (black dotted line). C. Districts with public MCHs and D. Districts with private

MCHs.
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