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ABSTRACT    (247) 38 

Importance: American maternal and neonatal mortality rates are the worst of the world’s high-39 

income countries. These rates are parƟcularly low among paƟents of color, who have higher 40 

Cesarean delivery rates (CDR), higher healthcare costs, and poorer outcomes than White 41 

paƟents. However, common economic analyses do not address interlinked issues and therefore 42 

underesƟmate both the hidden causes of health inequiƟes and the resultant costs to taxpayers. 43 

We have therefore designed a more comprehensive health economic model and metric 44 

(DEVELOP) that incorporates populaƟon health, equity, and economic integraƟon. 45 

Design & Measures: The DEVELOP model, a childbirth-specific model of the societal economic 46 

gain or loss related to healthcare outcomes, incorporates an individual’s long-term economic 47 

contribuƟons into its calculaƟons of economic benefits. We first used our model to esƟmate 48 

fiscal outcomes if each state’s CDR for Black paƟents was lowered to that of White paƟents. 49 

Second, we calculated the costs of “excess” CDR and mortaliƟes among Black paƟents. Third, we 50 

incorporated the addiƟonal long-term economic contribuƟons of mothers and their children. 51 

Results: In the U.S., maternal and neonatal mortality rates and associated costs were higher for 52 

Black paƟents than White paƟents, and states with the lowest per capita health expenditures 53 

showed worse maternal outcomes and higher conƟnuing costs. If the Black paƟent CDR were 54 

reduced to the White paƟent CDR, taxpayer-funded healthcare programs would save $263 55 

million annually. Reducing the Black paƟent MMR would improve economic output by $224 56 

million per year, and reducing the Black paƟent NMR would save $3.1 billion per year, for a 57 

combined economic improvement of $3.3 billion annually. 58 
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Conclusions and Relevance: The costs of improved prenatal care should be reconceptualized as 59 

investments for future economic growth rather than as short-term burdens. Policies blocking 60 

reasonable investments in health equity are counterproducƟve.    61 
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INTRODUCTION (3063) 62 

In the United States, racial dispariƟes in health care outcomes pervade all aspects of 63 

medicine. In obstetrics, pregnancy care outcomes are commonly assessed using the maternal 64 

mortality raƟo (MMR) and neonatal mortality rate (NMR).1-15 Here, we focus on integraƟve 65 

economic aspects of healthcare dispariƟes in the United States, emphasizing the cost-66 

effecƟveness of hospital payments derived from taxpayer dollars. Over several decades, we 67 

have interacted with various federal and state governments concerning their medical/public 68 

health programs, and we have observed how legislators, agency directors, and staff typically 69 

evaluate funding requests.16 Unfortunately, governments oŌen do not disƟnguish between 70 

medicine and other “special interest” groups seeking money from limited government 71 

resources.16,17 72 

Taxpayer dollars already account for half of all healthcare spending in the U.S. Proposals 73 

for addiƟonal healthcare spending accordingly raise two important quesƟons: 1) will the 74 

proposed program genuinely improve paƟent care; and 2) how much will implementaƟon of 75 

these programs cost (or save)?16,17 Despite this need for clear cost-benefit analysis, typical 76 

econometric indices do not adequately measure the actual economic impacts or return on 77 

investment of such proposals. However, we cannot ignore the moral and scienƟfic raƟonales by 78 

which government agencies should prioriƟze funding decisions.18  79 

Numerous studies have detailed racial differences in obstetrical and neonatal 80 

outcomes.1-15 Unlike other medical problems, for which quanƟfying dispariƟes requires mulƟ-81 

year Ɵmescales, most obstetric outcomes are quanƟfiable within a single year. One commonly 82 

used (albeit imperfect) measure of obstetrical care quality is the Cesarean delivery rate 83 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted October 22, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315689


(CDR),4,16  which is uniformly higher for Black paƟents than for White paƟents. Cesarean 84 

deliveries carry an increased risk of morbidity and mortality during childbirth.19 Fortunately, the 85 

CDR is rouƟnely calculated by numerous U.S. government agencies.7,10-12 We therefore used CDR 86 

benchmarks along with currently accepted U.S. government definiƟons for race to compare 87 

obstetric care between White and Black paƟent cohorts. We acknowledge that Hispanic and 88 

Asian paƟents represent sizable minoriƟes in some states and will consider these groups in 89 

subsequent studies. 90 

Minority women and children consistently have poorer outcomes.1-16 The higher CDR 91 

(and higher cost) among Black paƟents is partly due to the delayed iniƟaƟon and reduced 92 

uƟlizaƟon and comprehensiveness of prenatal care.7,10-12,19,20 Strategies for promoƟng 93 

healthcare equity must confront the harsh economic realiƟes of (i) the increased up-front costs 94 

required for enhanced care and (ii) the associated financial stresses on governmental and 95 

employer healthcare programs that must pay those costs.16,17 96 

Achieving healthcare equity requires addressing a deeper set of problems at a systems 97 

level. To do so, we need beƩer metrics and a common language to evaluate the impacts and 98 

costs of dispariƟes in care. Here, we address this need by developing a new approach for 99 

quanƟfying the economic costs of healthcare dispariƟes and then use this method to evaluate 100 

the economic consequences of higher CDRs, MMRs, and NMRs for Black paƟents in the United 101 

States.7,10-12 We addiƟonally model, on a state-by-state basis, the economic consequences of 102 

hypotheƟcally lowering the CDR for Black paƟents (through beƩer care) to contemporaneous 103 

rates for White paƟents.  104 

 105 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 106 

To quanƟfy the addiƟonal costs for CD compared to vaginal delivery, we used data from 107 

mulƟple government-curated and well-veƩed public repositories (Table 1). We calculated 108 

average addiƟonal costs associated with CDs vs. vaginal deliveries. We derived the “excess” 109 

number of CDs for Black paƟents per state by subtracƟng the total number of CDs performed 110 

for Black paƟents from the total number of CDs that would have been administered if the CDR 111 

for Black paƟents were equivalent to that of White paƟents.  112 

We addiƟonally calculated the financial consequences of different CDRs in each state 113 

using a gross domesƟc product (GDP)-based staƟsƟcal dollar value of each life analogous to the 114 

“Value of a StaƟsƟcal Life” developed by the NaƟonal Bureau of Economic Research.21-23 The 115 

excess costs associated with a higher CDR were calculated as: 116 

(additional hospital stay days due to a CD ∙ average cost per day) + 117 

(additional average recovery days ∙ average lifetime daily GDP contribution) 118 

To quanƟfy the economic benefits of reduced MMR and NMR, we propose a new 119 

economic model (Development of Value and Economics of Life OpƟmizaƟon and PreservaƟon, 120 

[“DEVELOP”]), from which we calculate a “DEVELOP Score” using generally accepted accounƟng 121 

principles. The DEVELOP Score uses the current GDP per capita in the state (or country) of 122 

interest, the associated 10-year average annual GDP growth rate, and the average life 123 

expectancy (Figure 1). We chose GDP for our calculaƟons because the UN, U.S., and many other 124 

naƟons and organizaƟons use GDP as a standard measure of wealth and producƟvity. To 125 

calculate DEVELOP Scores in regions with a negaƟve 10-year average annual GDP growth rate, 126 

we set the annual growth rate to 0%. Average life expectancy data come from the U.S. Census 127 
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Bureau, World Bank, or UN. To determine the economic costs of maternal mortality in each 128 

state, we subtracted the average female life expectancy from the average age at childbirth to 129 

esƟmate years of lost life. This value was then mulƟplied by the annual GDP per capita. For 130 

neonatal mortality, we performed a similar calculaƟon using the overall average life expectancy 131 

in each state.  132 

We applied a present value discount rate of 10% to the GDP, though this can be adjusted 133 

up or down as specific circumstances might warrant. Higher discount rates lead to lower 134 

DEVELOP Scores, and vice versa. Purchasing power parity could be subsƟtuted for GDP for 135 

comparisons among countries. 136 

We also added a disability-adjusted weight to the DEVELOP score to account for the 137 

economic consequences of different morbidities depending on their severity. For example, 138 

severe cerebral palsy (e.g., spastic quadriplegia) is weighted more heavily than moderate 139 

cases.20,1 CDs have excess costs from additional hospital and recovery days compared to 140 

uncomplicated vaginal deliveries. 141 

Using this framework, we calculated DEVELOP scores nationwide and for every U.S. 142 

state for each year of lost life or year of disabled life averted (Table 2). For example, the 2020 143 

World Bank statistics show that Mexico’s average per capita GDP was $10,045.68. The DEVELOP 144 

Score of newborns and mothers in Mexico correspondingly calculate to $114,993.69 and 145 

$113,728.88. As a second example, the U.S. per capita GDP is $70,248.63, and the 146 

corresponding DEVELOP Scores are $907,912.09 per newborn and $894,544.63 per mother. 147 

However, DEVELOP Scores vary widely among states: California has newborn and maternal 148 

DEVELOP Scores of $1,466,462.55 and $1,423,480.82, respectively, whereas neighboring 149 
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Arizona is 40% lower at $1,001,930.44 and $962,099.64, respectively. Mississippi newborn and 150 

maternal DEVELOP Scores are even lower: $546,819.37 and $539,656.44, respectively. 151 

 152 

RESULTS 153 

In all 50 states and Washington D.C., the CDR was higher for Black paƟents than for 154 

White paƟents (Figure 2). NaƟonally, the Black paƟent CDR was 36.8%, compared to 31.0% for 155 

White paƟents. For comparison, the CDR in sub-Saharan Africa is 7.1%.24 If the 2021 CDR for 156 

Black paƟents was equivalent to that of White paƟents, insurance companies and taxpayer-157 

funded health programs would have saved $263 million. Likewise, reducing the Black paƟent 158 

MMR from 69.9 to the White paƟent MMR of 26.6 would have increased economic output by 159 

$224 million, and reducing the Black paƟent NMR from 10.38 to the White paƟent NMR of 4.40 160 

would have added $3.1 billion back to the economy.  161 

By our definiƟons, racial dispariƟes in these three healthcare outcomes cost the U.S. a 162 

total of $3.3 billion annually (Figure 2). If, by beƩer provision of obstetric and neonatal care, the 163 

CDR, MMR, and NMR of Black paƟents equaled those of White paƟents, the U.S. economy 164 

would improve by $3.522 billion per cohort-year. This savings would be $471 per delivery in 165 

California and $1,665 in Georgia (Figure 2).  166 

 167 

DISCUSSION 168 

Of all the world’s high-income countries, the U.S. has the worst maternal and neonatal 169 

outcome staƟsƟcs, and healthcare costs and outcomes differ substanƟally among racial 170 

groups.25 This paradox of a high GDP but low-quality obstetric care requires deeper analysis. 171 
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Indeed, if these racial dispariƟes in care were equalized, the savings could be reallocated to 172 

other approaches and programs for improving overall healthcare.26 Resolving such discrepancies 173 

is a conƟnual, complex process addressed extensively elsewhere.27-32 174 

RestricƟons that limit paƟent access to care can be either physical (e.g., hospital 175 

closures, staff reducƟons) or programmaƟc (e.g., indicated vs. actual access). Explicit bias (e.g., 176 

overt racism) and implicit bias (e.g., physician acquiescence to corporate imperaƟves for 177 

financial surplus) represent addiƟonal ‘mental’ or ‘moral’ restricƟons which, while important, 178 

are methodologically more difficult to quanƟfy.  179 

We have intenƟonally focused on developing economic measures that encompass a 180 

longer Ɵme frame. The costs of improving care can eventually be recovered; in addiƟon to the 181 

huge non-financial gain of every human life preserved, paƟents with improved health outcomes 182 

will make larger conƟnuing contribuƟons to the GDP. 183 

One of the most significant barriers to developing a unified strategy for improving 184 

obstetric (and other) care is that the various healthcare stakeholders have different economic 185 

prioriƟes:  186 

1. Hospitals focus on the immediate costs of care. Compensation from insurance 187 

companies and governmental agencies affects their bottom line and future viability. 188 

2. States administer Medicaid programs and focus on the costs and revenues of 189 

healthcare programs as part of their annual budgets. However, the immediate costs 190 

of providing obstetric care should be compared to resultant costs of providing 191 

neonatal and infant care. Because many states require statutory balanced budgets, 192 
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the financial consequences of disparities in care can vary considerably from year to 193 

year.  194 

3. The federal government, through its budget process and the Federal Reserve, 195 

supplies money to the economy. This responsibility allows the federal government 196 

to consider a longer, multi-year timeframe. Nevertheless, federal programs generally 197 

do not emphasize the long-term financial consequences of healthcare disparities and 198 

their attendant excess costs.16,17 The federal bureaucracy has traditionally prioritized 199 

funding for seniors over women and children, reflecting the historical strength of 200 

this voting bloc. 201 

Individual projecƟons are always fraught with uncertainƟes, but cost-benefit esƟmates 202 

generated on a populaƟon basis could be more precisely refined. Our data suggest that 203 

reframing economic Ɵmelines and horizons in healthcare cost-benefit analysis could jusƟfy 204 

more up-front investments to reduce the costs incurred at birth and beyond. Such investments 205 

would improve both public and private boƩom lines not only by reducing maternal and 206 

neonatal costs but also by providing long-term financial and social contribuƟons that are not 207 

captured in a hospital’s profit and loss statements. Indeed, our esƟmate of an annual cost 208 

savings of $3.4 billion is likely a significant underesƟmaƟon of the true return on investment. 209 

Healthcare dispariƟes cannot be cured by governmental fiats; improvements must 210 

instead be evaluated as part of a mulƟ-step, contextualized process. By creaƟng sub-goals and 211 

evaluaƟng them “tranche by tranche,” like responsible businesses do, stakeholders and 212 

policymakers could generate greater enthusiasm for beƩer care and improved outcomes.  213 
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The challenge in this process of improvement has been finding suitable, quanƟtaƟve 214 

metrics that compare service costs and their resulƟng economic benefits. We believe the 215 

commonly used “benefit cost raƟo” and the “social rate of return” developed at the University 216 

of Chicago22 are subopƟmal for healthcare economics because they focus primarily on social 217 

rather than financial outcomes. The U.S. Environmental ProtecƟon Agency and the U.S. 218 

Department of TransportaƟon use Vanderbilt University Law School’s “Value of a StaƟsƟcal 219 

Life,”23 which, despite its uƟlity, ignores too many important economic variables to be 220 

reasonably precise. Neumann’s cost effecƟveness thresholds use quality-adjusted life years, 221 

which many experts believe have liƩle theoreƟcal or empirical foundaƟon.33 222 

To determine the cost efficiency of an acƟon, economists typically employ evaluaƟve 223 

tools such as cost-effecƟve analysis or the incremental cost effecƟveness raƟo. The equivalent 224 

tools for quanƟfying treatment outcomes include disability-adjusted life years, quality-adjusted 225 

life years, averted years of life lost, and averted years of life lost due to disability. However, 226 

these metrics do not adequately address direct economic quesƟons because they mostly 227 

compare the costs of the proposed services to the cost of the “next best alternaƟve.” We 228 

believe that the overall focus of healthcare cost-benefit analysis should be on increasing long-229 

term economic value, exemplified by the quesƟon “how much does a healthy individual add to 230 

the economic output of a state or naƟon?” This quesƟon is different from the work 231 

requirements to ensure a moƟvated workforce. Research has shown that healthy individuals 232 

and communiƟes are more economically producƟve in mulƟple ways.34 We cannot ignore the 233 

fact that differing approaches to the costs of care must be jusƟfied in a market economy. 234 
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We therefore created DEVELOP, which is a simplified version of the Value of a Statistical 235 

Life. We acknowledge that putting dollar values on human life is morally distasteful, especially 236 

when done to avoid ethical responsibilities. Our approach and acronym are therefore directed 237 

towards “life optimization and preservation,” framing the analysis on integrity and noble 238 

principles. Importantly, our valuations yield concrete numbers—dollars of economic benefits 239 

associated with every life saved or morbidity prevented and the specific cost benefits for 240 

stakeholders.16,17   241 

In the DEVELOP model, the societal economic benefits of preventing morbidities and 242 

mortalities include the increased tax revenue generated from an individual’s lifetime earnings. 243 

The longer someone lives without disability, the more economically productive that individual 244 

becomes, and the more tax revenue they generate.35 Later versions of our model will consider 245 

secondary economic benefits realized through an individual’s purchases of goods (food, 246 

housing, etc.) or services (education, etc.). Furthermore, a reduced MMR means that the state, 247 

family, and/or community allocates less time and resources to helping raise a deceased 248 

woman’s children, thereby creating more economic opportunities. Reducing the CDR similarly 249 

lowers costs and frees hospital beds. Every dollar saved with better labor and delivery 250 

management increases the capacity of the health care system to provide improved healthcare.  251 

Modeling the effect of CDR reduction for Black patients, as we did here, is only a starting 252 

point for the DEVELOP approach. Indeed, DEVELOP provides a quantitative, contemporaneous 253 

analytic metric. However, we are not suggesting that the current CDR for White patients is a 254 

“good” number, especially in comparison to other G7 nations.36 We are instead developing 255 
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methods designed to safely guide policy on lowering the CDR, which, by extension, should have 256 

disproportionate benefits for patients of color and rural patients of all ethnicities.28,37,38 257 

In the U.S., most childbirth deliveries are financed by either Medicaid or indemnity 258 

insurance companies; the laƩer negoƟates fees. Administrators for the Centers for Medicare 259 

and Medicaid Services (CMS) are the fiduciaries for physician reimbursement, supposedly 260 

tailoring the Medicare/Medicaid fee tables to address historic underpayments for women’s 261 

medicine relaƟve to more male-oriented specialƟes like urology, cardiology, and 262 

orthopedics.39,40 The CMS payment tables come from an American Medical AssociaƟon working 263 

group called the RelaƟve Value Scale Update CommiƩee (RUC). Although women and children 264 

comprise 62% of the U.S. populaƟon, Pediatrics and Obstetrics/Gynecology only have two of the 265 

32 specialty seats on this commiƩee. It is therefore unsurprising that pediatrics and women’s 266 

health are perennially underfunded. 267 

The emotional benefits of better care are real and important, but they cannot be 268 

calculated with current financial metrics. Indeed, typical financial metrics have not moved the 269 

needle in any substantial way: U.S. healthcare budgets still skew strongly toward conditions 270 

affecting older men.39,40 Our novel approach attempts to correct some of these gaps. 271 

BeƩer care means that hospitals can more efficiently use and manage their finite bed 272 

capaciƟes, thereby increasing healthcare throughput. Moreover, healthcare agencies can reduce 273 

expenditures on the otherwise lifelong costs of care for disabled children. Social Security 274 

Disability Insurance monthly payments, over and above the medical costs of care, average 275 

$1,537.00/month from 18 years of age unƟl death (January 2024 data).41  276 
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Educating a disabled child through out-of-district placement (ages of 4-22 for up to 18) 277 

costs up to $500,000 per year.42 Liability insurance companies have exposures from bad 278 

outcomes including the costs of physical therapy, medications, rehabilitation, doctors’ visits, 279 

surgeries, testing, and procedures. From the taxpayer perspective, a more efficient system 280 

could potentially reduce the tax burden of care for disabled children and individuals.   281 

From the public policy and technology assessment perspectives, proposals for increasing 282 

up-front healthcare expenditures encounter considerable resistance, especially from states that 283 

have traditionally minimized their safety net programs. In these environments, the process of 284 

reconceptualizing expenses needs to be evidence-based: for example, the high initial costs 285 

involved in starting a business or buying a home are often justified because the value of these 286 

entities should be much higher decades into the future. To shift the prevailing narrative of 287 

healthcare costs, we must reframe commonly accepted paradigms. Only then can public 288 

policies be effectively implemented.43  289 

Some inertia in the system is always present but difficult to quantify.44 Public distrust in 290 

a system that, for hundreds of years, created barriers to and lower tiers of care cannot instantly 291 

vanish. Trust must be earned through repeated acts of trustworthiness. This lack of trust 292 

partially explains why so many patients at the highest end of the need spectrum do not take 293 

advantage of supposedly available healthcare services. Inequities in health access and 294 

availability clearly remain. 295 

Our data, along with other studies, show that methods for implementing and diffusing 296 

healthcare services must be improved to address disparities of care and make sure healthcare 297 

services are equitably available.345,46 Compartmentalizing medical expenditures would permit a 298 
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continuing analysis of the overall economic value of healthcare, which accounts for 17% of the 299 

U.S. GDP. Indeed, the federal government pays more than 50% of U.S. healthcare costs and has 300 

a predominant role in setting healthcare prices. However, in our opinion, CMS has not provided 301 

sufficient incentives for health insurers, hospitals, and independent medical practices to 302 

improve maternal outcomes.  303 

Policy and budget initiatives have improved some components of healthcare but have 304 

not yet meaningfully overcome the large, systemic biases that contribute to current inequities 305 

in adverse healthcare outcomes. Only when these issues receive specific attention from diverse 306 

stakeholders will we see real progress for the large patient groups that have historically been 307 

adversely affected.  308 

 309 

Strengths and limitaƟons 310 

We believe our work is the first study to comprehensively model both short- and long-311 

term economic consequences of how governments and private insurers allocate resources for 312 

obstetrical and resultant neonatal/infant care. Although our conclusions may seem intuiƟvely 313 

obvious, a deep search in PubMed suggests that ours is the first research paper to support 314 

these intuiƟve beliefs with factual data and analyƟcs. We hope that our data-driven analysis of 315 

the economic consequences of healthcare dispariƟes will engender public policy debates that 316 

focus on Ɵmelines longer than the next elecƟon cycle. We expect future versions of the 317 

DEVELOP model to offer even deeper insights. 318 

Despite this major step forward, our results do not idenƟfy any universal theme 319 

underlying the wide variaƟons in (i) health care expenditures among state indemnity and 320 
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Medicaid programs, (ii) approvals for services by managed care gatekeepers, and (iii) what 321 

different companies and governments consider adequate treatments. Indeed, new approaches 322 

to care conƟnually transiƟon from “experimental” to rouƟne, eventually (and oŌen too slowly) 323 

making them eligible for future insurance coverage.44,47  324 

Deeper analyses will also be required to determine how governments create “winners,” 325 

whereby large health systems have large profit margins for services such as neonatal intensive 326 

care even as the overall health universe loses.48,50 Even so, resistance to changing approaches to 327 

care only hinders the health care landscape from taking advantage of new methods to amplify 328 

the voices of historically underserved demographic groups. 329 

 330 

Conclusions 331 

 Miserliness in the provision of obstetrical care does not save money in either the short 332 

or long term: instead, lower “up front” expenditures ulƟmately cost the U.S. more than $3 333 

billion per year in direct outlays and tens of billions of dollars amorƟzed due to lost years of life 334 

and producƟvity. We believe that the challenge of improving dispariƟes in maternal, fetal, and 335 

infant care should be reconceptualized to include a larger, overarching viewpoint that considers 336 

both medicine and economics in long-term Ɵmescales.40 BeƩer economic evaluaƟons will 337 

empower concomitant improvements in both data evaluaƟon and machine learning approaches 338 

to support more sophisƟcated analyses and program development. 51-54 Under the framework 339 

we propose here, the jusƟficaƟons for enhancing the provision of prenatal care become 340 

economically, ethically, morally, and pracƟcally compelling. 341 
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Figure 1:  MathemaƟcal calculaƟons used to determine the “DEVELOP” Score. 343 

Legend:  Steps in the calculaƟon of the DEVELOP Score using California data as an example. 344 

 345 

Figure 2. Racial variaƟon in CDR, MMR, and NMR, and their financial implicaƟons. 346 

Legend: Black paƟents have increased rates of Cesarean deliveries, maternal mortality, and 347 

neonatal mortality relaƟve to White paƟents in all U.S. states. Our model suggests that lowering 348 

the Black paƟent CDR and MMR/NMR to that of White paƟents through the provision of beƩer 349 

care would save $213 million and $3 billion per cohort-year, respecƟvely, for a total of 350 

approximately $3.5 billion in economic improvement. 351 

 352 

 353 
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TABLES 376 

TABLE 1.                                                   377 

 Databases Used 378 
 379 

hƩps://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/births-financed-by-380 
medicaid/?currentTimeframe=0&sortModel=%7B%22colId%22:%22LocaƟon%22,%22sort%22:%22asc%22%7D 381 
 382 
United States Department of Health and Human Services (US DHHS), Centers of Disease Control and PrevenƟon 383 
(CDC), NaƟonal Center for Health StaƟsƟcs (NCHS), Division of Vital StaƟsƟcs (DVS). Linked Birth / Infant Death 384 
Records 2007-2020, as compiled from data provided by the 57 vital staƟsƟcs jurisdicƟons through the Vital  385 
 386 
StaƟsƟcs CooperaƟve Program, on CDC WONDER On-line Database. Accessed at hƩp://wonder.cdc.gov/lbd-387 
current.html on April 5, 2023. 388 
 389 
Maternal Mortality Rate by State 2024 (worldpopulaƟonreview.com) 390 
 391 
Maternal Mortality Rates in the United States, 2021 (cdc.gov)  392 
 393 
hƩps://www.kff.org/other/state-indicator/infant-mortality-rate-by-race-394 
ethnicity/?dataView=1&currentTimeframe=0&sortModel=%7B%22colId%22 395 
 396 
hƩps://www.cia.gov/the-world-factbook/field/mothers-mean-age-at-first-birth/ 397 
 398 
hƩps://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD  399 
 400 
hƩps://www.bea.gov/data/gdp/gdp-state 401 
 402 
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TABLE 2:   DEVELOP SCORE ANALYSIS 404 

Legend:  States ranked from best to worst based on their MMR, NMR, and combined score.  405 

 406 
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